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ART. XI.—Ten Years' Work on Hadrian's Wall: 1920-30.
By R. G. COLLINGWOOD.

Read at Newcastle-on-Tyne, June 30th, 193o.*

THE decennial pilgrimage of Hadrian's Wall is a suitable
occasion for reviewing the progress made in our

knowledge of it during the past ten years. In order to do
this, we must begin by recalling the main features of the
situation which confronted us at the last pilgrimage.

I. THE SITUATION IN 1920.
At the time of the pilgrimage of 1920, three main topics

were engaging our attention: the Hadrianic date of the
Stone Wall in its final form; the priority of the stone
forts to the Wall; and the system of crossings which had
been discovered in the Vallum.

(1) The Hadrianic date of the Stone Wall.—Ancient
writers attribute frontier-works in Britain to three
Emperors: Hadrian (whose work is called murus and said
to be 8o Roman miles long; Spartian, Hist. Aug. Hadr.
§ II) ; Antoninus Pius (whose work is called alius muras
cesßiticius by Capitolinus, Hist. Aug. Anton. § 5 ; the words
do not necessarily imply that Hadrian's Wall was likewise
of turf), and Severus (whose work is called murus by
Spartian, Hist. Aug. Sev. § 18, but sometimes vallum by
later authors). t Antoninus Pius may be left out of

* In preparing this lecture for the press, details and controversial matter
have been added and points of temporary interest omitted. The writer is
indebted to Mr. F. G. Simpson for much invaluable help.

j- With regard to the Latin terms, it should be noted (a) that a frontier wall
of turf or stone is murus in Latin, from the architectural point of view (i.e. as a
structure built of laid sods, stones or bricks), and might be called vallum from
a tactical point of view (i.e. as an obstacle; see Lewis and Short, s.v. vallum);
(b) that the " Vallum " never is and never could be called either murus or
vallum by a Latin writer; it is in fact never mentioned by any ancient writer,
but if it had been it would have been called fossa.
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88^WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30.

account, because it is known that his Wall was on the
Forth-Clyde line. But, as Bede was the first to point out,
there are two works on the Tyne-Solway line; first, what
he called—with bad Latinity, but the term has become
current—the Valium, a ditch with a berm and a mound
on either side, and secondly, the Wall. As there are two
Emperors to accommodate with frontier-works, it is
natural to assign one of these to Hadrian and the other to
Severus : and, as no one would make the Valium. if the
Wall were already standing, the Valium must belong to
Hadrian and the Wall to Severus.

This theory, with modifications, lasted until the
nineteenth century, when Hodgson, followed by Bruce,
showed that the discovery of Hadrianic inscriptions in
milecastles was fatal to it. Henceforth it was certain that
Hadrian's murus was (as indeed Spartian's words imply)
not the Vallum but the Wall, or something on the line of
the Wall. That qualification was not added at the time ;
but it was, even then, logically demanded by the nature
of the evidence; and this was revealed by the .discovery,
in the nineties, of a third work—a Turf Wall in the
Birdoswald sector, forming a loop line to the Stone Wall
between Harrow's Scar (milecastle 49) and Wall Bowers
(milecastle 51) . If this Turf Wall had originally stretched
from sea to sea, and had stood exactly on the Stone Wall's
line except in this short sector, there was nothing to forbid
ascribing it to Hadrian and the Stone Wall to Severus.

This was the " Turf Wall Theory," which Haverfield
put forward as a possible view in these Transactions in
1897-1899 (o.s. xiv, 190-1; xv, 34.2-3), and to which he
definitely committed himself in 1909-1910 (Mommsen's
Provinces, appendix to Eng. trans., ii, 351; Encycl. Brit.
ed. II, Art. " Roman Britain)."

The " Turf Wall Theory " was disproved in 1911. In
that year Messrs. J. P. Gibson and F. G. Simpson ex-
cavated three turrets and a milecastle (49b, 50, 5oa, Sob)
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WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30.^89

on the Stone Wall between Harrow's Scar and Wall
Bowers, in order to see whether, as the Turf Wall Theory
demanded, they were first occupied in the time of Severus.
The result was conclusive. Haverfield himself frankly
admitted that the occupation at these sites went back to
before the middle of the second century, and the Turf
Wall Theory was dead. To-day its ghost only walks in
school histories (e.g. Fletcher and Kipling's School History
of England, new ed. 1930, still has it) .

Thus, at the pilgrimage of 1920, the proof that the Stone
Wall was Hadrian's work could be accepted as familiar to
everyone, for it had been published in full in these Trans.
(N.S. xiii) seven years before.

(2) The priority of the Forts to the Wall.—Bruce and
his contemporaries recognised a priority in fact, but
denied a priority in plan. They had realised (what is
plain to any observer) that at Housesteads the Wa ll
abutted on the rounded angle of a pre-existing fort; but,
says Bruce (Rom. Wall, ed. 3, p. 181) . " no one can doubt
that the station was rendered complete before the Wall
was annexed to it ; and yet no one who examined the whole
subject can fail to see that but for the Wall the station of
Borcovicus would never have existed." But Bruce's
insistence on the view that Wall, forts, Valium and
everything else formed a single complex of works, planned
as a whole, was overdone ; and by 192o the whole question
had been reopened. The north-east tower at Housesteads
had been taken down and moved to the point where the
Wall joins the fort ; was not this done when the Wall was
built ? At Birdoswald, the ditch of the fort ran under-
neath the Wall at the north-west angle ; did not this
prove that no Wall was contemplated when the fort was
laid out ? At Great Chesters, no less than four ditches on
the west side of the fort ran under the Wall, which had
collapsed into them ; did not that prove the priority of the
fort to the Wall in plan ?
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90^WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30.

These facts were new to the pilgrimage of 1920, and they
seemed to suggest that the Wall had been an afterthought,
added to a system of frontier-defence consisting of the
forts and perhaps the Valium, which had been there
before any Wall was designed. But, perhaps because the
above facts had not been published in any excavation
report, the whole complicated subject was too little
familiar to the company for discussion, and little was said
about it.

(3) The Crossings of the Vallum.—Originally, the
Valium had been a symmetrical work : a ditch in the
centre, and a mound of upcast on each side, set back
behind a berm. Perplexing when approached from the
standpoint of military engineering, this plan becomes
perfectly comprehensible when the Valium is regarded, as
Haverfield in the nineties taught us to regard it, as a
frontier-ditch delimiting the territory of the Roman
Empire. But at the pilgrimage of 192o it was pointed
out that the mounds had been systematically breached,
and a causeway made in the ditch, at regular intervals of
45 yards; and that at some later time the causeways had
in most places been removed and the ditch cleaned out,
the cleanings being dumped on the margin of the ditch
form the " marginal mound " (full account, Simpson and
Shaw, " The Purpose and Date of the Valium and its
Crossings," these Trans. N.S. xxii). At the same time, a
theory of the purpose of these " crossings " was advanced.
It was suggested that they had been made as paths for the
transport of man-handled stone from quarries south of
the Vallum to the line of the Wall, north of the Valium;
that is to say, they were explained as a temporary measure
designed to facilitate the building of the Wall.

It was unfortunate that a new idea of such magnitude
and complexity had to be laid before an audience whose
minds were so completely unprepared for it. Some of the
pilgrims seemed to doubt whether the crossings existed
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at all; others, more accustomed to looking at earthworks,
could not fail to see them, but hesitated to accept the
theory of their purpose. Rival theories were put forward
on the spur of the moment, which it would be useless to
repeat here ; but although these suggestions had no
scientific value, either individually or collectively, they left
a vague impression that there was much to be said against
the theory propounded by the discoverers of the system.
This impression has not wholly faded in the ten years that
have subsequently elapsed; and therefore the question
must be considered afresh.

The present situation, in the writer's opinion, is that the
original stone-transport theory has triumphed over all
criticism. It fits all the facts, and no rival theory has
been proposed which is not open to conclusive objections.

In order to justify this statement it is necessary to
inquire into the logical basis of the stone-transport theory.
This theory is based on the following assumptions.

(i) The Valium was there before the Wall, in the
sense that, when the Valium was made, there was no
intention of building the Wall.

(ii) The Wall was largely built of materials quarried
south of the Vallum, which therefore had to be brought
across the Valium.

(iii) There was no other practicable way of bringing
them across the Valium.

(iv) This way was practicable—i.e. the Wall was
mainly built of stones capable of being man-handled.

(v) This method of bringing up stone was one likely
to be adopted by Hadrian's masons.

Further, the following assumption, though not necessary
to the theory, would be helpful to it;—

(vi) The Wall was divided up into 45-yard lengths, or
thereabouts, among working parties.

We shall consider these presuppositions in turn.
(i) That the Valium existed before the Wall is not, at
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92 WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30.

present, absolutely proved: but several independent lines
of argument make it so probable that, in the present state
of our knowledge, it is the only working hypothesis open
to a serious student. To summarise the main points :-
(a) at Birdoswald the Valium ditch was filled up in order
to lay out the fort ditches, and the fort whose ditches are
thus proved later than the Valium is not likely to be later
in plan than the original lay-out of the Wall. (b) As
Maclauchlan long ago pointed out, there are places where
the Wall and Valium approach one another so closely that
one or other has to give way in order to avoid a collision ;
and in every such case the Wall gives way, the Valium
running straight on. (c) The north mound of the Valium
has been removed at one place to make room for a mile-
castle (no. 49, Harrow's Scar; these Trans. N.S. xxii, 370.
That the Valium is earlier than the final form of the Wall—
the narrow Stone Wall—is certain, being proved by the
Birdoswald evidence quoted in that passage : but our
present problem concerns its relation to the Wall's original
lay-out). (d) It is possible to construct a more or less
satisfactory theory of the entire frontier-system on the
hypothesis* that the Valium was the original limes, later
strengthened by the Wall; but no such theory seems
possible on the alternative hypothesis ; for admittedly
the Valium is a frontier-mark, and plainly the Wall would
serve the same purpose. To put up a continuous obstacle
which, incidentally, marked the frontier, and also at the
same time to make a frontier-mark running close behind
it, would be to make one door for the cat and another for
the kitten.

(ii) Here and there, a few possibly Roman quarries
may be pointed out north of the Valium; but, as against
these, there are numerous examples south of it, and
anyone who will look at the sector where the Roman
remains have been least disturbed by later work, or even

* First advanced in these Trans. N.S. xxii, 369, 376.
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at the Ordnance sheets of that sector (Limestone Bank to
Carvoran, and especially about Housesteads and Cawfields)
will agree that the overwhelming majority of the Wall
stone has been won south of the Vallum.

(iii) But how was this stone brought across the Valium
if not by the crossings ? It would have been easy to build
cart-roads across the Valium at every mile or half-mile,
connecting with a road parallel to the Wall; but where
are they ? They would have crossed the Vallum on large
metalled causeways. There are no such causeways. Had
they been cleaned out of the ditch again, the cleanings
(like the cleanings of the smaller earth causeways of the
crossings) would form mounds of material, in this case
large mounds of stony material associated with metalled
tracks running crosswise to the Valium. Nothing of the
sort exists. Yet no one is entitled to reject the stone-
transport theory of the crossings until he can give an
answer to the question, " how else, then, was the stone
brought across the Valium ? "

(iv) It is well known that in general the Wall is built
of small stones capable of being handled by one man.
There are exceptions of two kinds to this general rule.
(a) At some milecastles, architectural convention de-
manded the use of much larger stones in certain features.
These larger stones were nowhere used in any great
numbers; they nowhere require more than a few journeys
of a wagon across a causeway specially strengthened,
perhaps, by a temporary corduroy road ; and in milecastles
where it would be difficult to bring up the wagon, such as
Castle Nick and Winshields, they are altogether absent,
and the whole structure is built of small stones. (b) In
the lowest courses of the Wall, stones of a much larger
size are sometimes found; e.g. at Great Hill (Arch. Ael.
4, iv, 114). But it is generally recognised that the
foundation and the superstructure were two separate
pieces of work undertaken by different gangs; and the
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94 WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30.

presence of large stones in the former, at certain places,
does not throw light on the methods used in constructing
the latter. No doubt the heavy foundation, where it
exists, may imply the use of wheeled transport, but only
to a very limited extent. In general, where stones too
large for one man are found, the question must be raised
whether they are too large to be carried on a hand-barrow
by two men or more.

(v) As Bruce long ago pointed out, we have proof that
in the early second century the Romans did man-handle
stones for building fortifications. The operation is
repeatedly shown in the reliefs of Traj an's Column.

(vi) Where a wall is divided into lengths each built by
a separate working-party, it is convenient . for each party
to have its own dump of stone and its own path from the
dump to its work. Now, the Romans did actually build
walls on this system; and we have plenty of cases in which
the signatures of their working-parties survive. Thus, in
the fort of Tomen-y-Mur, centurial stones occur bearing,
in addition to the century's name, the record P xx, Pxxl,
P XXII, Pxxxix. The fuller and more explicit " distance
slabs " of the Antonine Wall make it quite clear that these
records mean " such and such a century built so many
passus (or, less probably, pedes) of the fort wall." Exactly
the same formula appears on certain centurial stones from
Hadrian's Wall. The numerals are 19, 20, 22, 24 , 30, 302
In passus, these lengths vary from about 3o to about 5o
yards ; and, while we may suspect that these numerals
were recorded only because they departed from the
normal, they enable us to say with some confidence that
each working party on the Wall was normally responsible
for a length which cannot have been very different from
the 45-yard unit into which the Vallum was divided.

On all the main points, the theory is thus in harmony
with the facts. Objections have been brought against it
on points of detail, e.g. because the crossings sometimes
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lead into boggy ground where men carrying stone could not
go; but it is well known that the Romans were capable of
carrying uniformity beyond the point where it was useful,
and the question of the purpose of the crossings must not
be confused with the question whether this purpose was
fully realised in the case of every individual crossing.
For that matter, there are many places in which the
crossings were never finished; therefore no theory is
committed to the view that they were all actually used.

No other theory as to the purpose of the crossings has
ever been put forward in such a way as to demand
detailed examination or reply. The various suggestions
thrown out verbally in 192o would probably now be
disowned by their authors ; in the intervening ten years,
none of them has been repeated. The only attempt at a
counter-theory, as far as I know, is that lately made by
Mr. H. L. Honeyman ("` The Vallum Crossings," in
P.S.A.N. 4, iv, 158-163). This is no exception to the
statement made above, for the author himself admits
that he has never made " the researches into the published
reports on the Wall from which alone the above sequence
[i.e. his theory] could be tested "; and it would be waste
of time to criticise in detail a theory put forward in
confessed ignorance of the facts to be explained. But
the main point may be mentioned.

Mr. Honeyman's theory is that the crossings were
designed to facilitate, not the building of the Stone Wall,
but the dismantling of its predecessor, the Turf Wall—
not merely the actual Turf Wall of the Birdoswald sector,
but the hypothetical Turf Wall, running from sea to sea,
of which according to the " Turf Wall Theory " that is a
surviving fragment. The Birdoswald sector therefore
provides the experimentum crucis for Mr. Honeyman's
theory. If it does not fit the facts there, it does not fit
them anywhere; for that is the only place where it is
certain that any Turf Wall ever existed.
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This sector falls into two parts: east of Wall Bowers,
the Turf Wall still exists ; west of Wall Bowers, probably
to the Banksburn, it has existed and has been removed
when the Stone Wall was built.* We have, therefore, a
remarkably complete and perfect test for the theory.
Let us take the two divisions separately.

First, the division east of Wall Bowers. There are three
possibilities with regard to the crossings here.

(a) The crossings might have been altogether absent,
as they are (we shall see) elsewhere. This would have
been compatible with Mr. Honeyman's theory : no
dismantling of the Turf Wall, no crossings.

(b) The crossings might have been present in the
Valium but absent in the Turf Wall. This would have
been more than merely compatible with the theory, it
would have amounted to evidence (inconclusive evidence,
of course) in its favour, by suggesting that the crossings
were designed to facilitate communication between the
Turf Wall and the ground south of the Valium. The
theory would then assume that on second thoughts the
Turf Wall was left standing.

(c) The crossings might have been present in the
Vallum and continued through the Turf Wall. This would
have completely overthrown the theory; for it would
show that the makers of the crossings were not trying to
get at, but trying to get through, the Turf Wall—that they
regarded the whole complex of Vallum plus Turf Wall as
a single obstacle to be crossed.

Of these alternatives, the one realised in fact is (c). The
crossings are incompletely formed, as they are in other
places; but they are perfectly visible, and show a unique
and significant feature, the occurrence . . . of gaps in the
Turf Wall opposite those in the north mound . . . [and]
the ditch [of the Turf Wall is] itself partly filled up "

* Trans. N.S. XXVIii, 380: " the Turf Wall stood where the Stone Wall
stands for a distance of a mile and a third." Published more than a year
before Mr. Honeyman's paper was read.
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(Trans. N.S. xxii, 403). In a word, the crossings run right
across the Turf Wall and its ditch; and this fact, fatal to
Mr. Honeyman's theory, is stated in the very paper which
he is setting out to criticise.

Secondly, the division west of Wall Bowers. Here the
Turf Wall once existed, but has been cleared away—a
state of things assumed by Mr. Honeyman to have been
general, but, so far as we know, actually realised nowhere
but here. Now, since the Turf Wall has here admittedly
been removed, it is vital to his theory that the Vallum
should here have good and complete crossings. Yet,
exactly in this place, " from the west boundary of Combe
Crag Wood, for about Boo yards westward (C xii, II and
15), the north and south mounds, except for disturbance
obviously due to natural causes, or to recent human
agency, are unbroken longitudinally. The Ditch is also
uninterrupted, apart from partial filling here and there
clearly due to the same causes " (Trans. N.S. xxii, 398) .
By a strange coincidence, the only place where, on Mr.
Honeyman's theory, it is absolutely necessary that
crossings should exist, is the only place where, in point of
fact, it is known that they were never even begun.

I I. EXPLORATION FROM 1920 TO 193o.*
The hypothesis of a chain of isolated forts, subsequently

connected by a Wall not included in the original plan, was
confirmed in 1921 at Chesters and in 1924 at Rudchester.
At Chesters, Haverfield in 1900 appeared to have found
a ditch running across the fort in line with the ditch of the
Wall, and thought that the earliest fort here had been a
small one, lying wholly south of the Wall like Carrawburgh
or Great Chesters, later replaced by a large one projecting

* It is impossible, in this review of the last ten years' work, to omit all
mention of the revised Ordnance Survey maps of the Wall, based on work done
by the Survey's officers, with the help of Mr. F. G. Simpson, in 1920 in North-
umberland, west of Whittledean, and in 1923 in Cumberland. These maps
form a magnificent archaeological atlas of the Wall, no less indispensable to all
students than MacLauchlan himself.

H
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beyond the Wall. He was disposed to connect this change
with Severus (Arch. Ael. ser. 2, xxiii, 9-21 and postscript,
p. 268) . But in 1921 it was found that where the Wall
abutted on the ramparts of the fort, to east and west, the
Wall had been built across the pre-existing ditches of the
fort, which had been filled in to carry it (P.S.A.N., 3 ser.,
x, p. 216). Whatever may be the explanation of Haver-
field's discovery, this puts it beyond question that his
inference was mistaken. Instead of his sequence (a) Wall
plus small fort (b) large fort, we have the sequence (a) large
fort (b) Wall added.

The same sequence was established, but by presumptive
rather than conclusive evidence, at Rudchester in 1924.
Here (Arch. Ael. ser. iv, i, 1 seqq.) the Wall was found to
abut on the fort ramparts, exactly as at Chesters, just
south of the main east and west gates; and it was found
that these gates had been blocked up while their sills were
as yet quite unworn. It was suggested that this had been
done " probably simultaneously with the linking up of the
forts by the great Wall which stretched from sea to sea "
(op. cit. p. 15), because when the Wall was built these gates
would open on its berm, and therefore become practically
valueless. On the other hand, the partial building-up of
fort gateways over an unworn sill exists not only at gates
opening on the berm of the Wall, but at others also, e.g.
the south gates of Rudchester and Chesters, and the north
gates of Chesters and Housesteads—the last a peculiarly
interesting case, shortly, we hope, to be published.

At Burgh-by-Sands, the same general plan—a large fort
lying astride of the Wall, this being brought up to the
south side of the portae principales—was established in
1922 (these Trans. N.S. xxiii, I seqq.) at a site where
nothing definite had been known about the plan of the
fort.

These three pieces of work together helped to establish
the conception of a large-sized fort, oriented towards the
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north, as a standard element in a pre-Wall frontier
scheme. Such forts, with the Wall subsequently brought
up to a point south of their principal gates, seem to exist
at Benwell, Rudchester, Chesters and Burgh-by-Sands.
Halton Chesters, in spite of its unusual shape, may be
referable to the same class; and topographical causes
alone seem to prevent Housesteads from conforming to the
same type. At such forts it seems to be normal for the
Valium to make a southward bend to avoid impinging on
the fort; this was established at Rudchester in 1897, at
Halton in 1907, and at Benwell in 1929, while at Burgh-
by-Sands it is probable though not certain, and at Chesters
something similar appears to have happened.

While this work was being done on the problem of the
isolated forts, a new problem was brought into prominence
by Dr. R. C. Shaw's work at Willowford in 1923-4 (Trans.
N.S. xxvi, 429-506). Dr. Shaw excavated two turrets
(48a and b) and the east abutment of the bridge which
carried the Wall over the river Irthing; and he was
especially interested in the relation between two kinds of
structure, which we shall call the broad Wall and the
narrow Wall. The broad Wall, about io Roman feet in
thickness above all offsets (i.e. about nine ft. seven or
eight inches) was found to exist in short lengths im-
mediately adjacent to the bridge and the turrets, and then
to be replaced by the narrow Wall, about seven ft. six ins.
thick. This was not a new discovery; it had long ago
been recognised at Black Carts and Limestone Bank
turrets (Arch. Ael. ser. 3, ix, plate facing p. 56) and at
Poltross Burn milecastle, where it was discovered that the
foundation was not reduced in width where the super-
structure was reduced; the foundation was of a width
suitable for the broad Wall, even where it only carried the
narrow Wall (Trans. N.S. xi p. 404, and plate facing).
The excavators of Poltross Burn pointed out that the
existence of a broad foundation with a narrow Wall built
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upon it, so that the foundation projected for some three
feet beyond the south face of the Wall, was already on .

record in Gilsland vicarage garden, so that it was not
confined to the neighbourhood of a milecastle or similar
structure ; and they added " it might be suggested that
the Wall in this neighbourhood was originally designed
with a thickness of about nine feet, but that it was
reduced . . . . after the foundation work was completed.
One thing is clear, that there has been no reconstruction
of the Wall from its foundations " (Trans. N.S. xi, 404).

Dr. Shaw put forward a rival theory to that expressed .

in these words. He referred to the broad Wall as " Wall
A," and the narrow as " Wall B " ; and he suggested that
Wall A was built of stone at such structures as milecastles
and turrets and bridges and for a few feet on either side of
them, the curtain between these structures being an earth
or turf work standing on a stone plinth (Trans. N.S. xxvi,

595 -6) . Wall B consisted of a narrower stone curtain
replacing this earth or turf curtain.

This hypothesis, from the first, had to encounter the
difficulty of believing that an earth or turf wall had been
built, contrary to all analogy, not upon a simple stone
foundation like that of the Antonine Wall, but upon a
masonry plinth standing in places as much as four courses
high. But other difficulties existed. First, Dr. Shaw
had pointed out that certain differences could be detected
between the general character of the masonry in the two
Walls. This observation, at any rate so far as concerns .

the Gilsland-Willowford neighbourhood, is certainly cor-
rect. But on his theory it ought to be possible to
distinguish, in the north face of the Wall, a patch of
characteristic " A " masonry at (e.g.) a turret, giving
place to characteristic " B " masonry to east and west, at
the points where the broad Wall gives place to narrow
Wall. Now, careful observations made in 1927 showed
that this did not happen. Secondly, if the narrow Wall

 
 
tcwaas_002_1931_vol31_0014



WORK ON HADRIAN'S WALL, 1920-30. IOI

had been built on a plinth, three or four courses high,
which had originally carried an earth or turf wall, the
rubble core of this plinth would terminate in a well-
defined flat upper suface, upon which the narrow Wall
would rest as a separate structure. It would be easy to
strip off this separate structure, leaving the upper surface
of the plinth exposed to view. A section cut at Gilsland
showed that the facts were quite otherwise. The core of
the " plinth " and the core of the narrow superstructure
formed a single mass of mortared rubble and could not be
divided up into the work of two distinct periods.

But the most striking disproof of the theory came from
a region farther to the east. At Heddon-on-the-Wall and
at Denton Burn portions of the Wall are still standing to
a considerable height. At Heddon there are seven
courses now in situ above the foundations, and the core
here stands over six feet high (Arch. Ael. ser. 4, iv, plate
xxiA) ; at Denton, there were five courses visible, both to
north and south, in 1789 (ibid. p. 112).

But at both these places the structure is of the type
which we are calling " broad Wall " (nine ft. seven ins .
at Heddon). The foundation on which it stands is similar
to the broad foundation occurring in the Gilsland sector;
and it is therefore certain that this broad foundation was
laid in order to carry, not an earth or turf wall, but a Wall
of the kind actually built upon it at Denton and Heddon
—a Wall ten Roman feet thick.

This broad Wall was actually built to a height of at
least six feet, and therefore probably to its full height, at
Heddon. The presumption is that what was done there
was done for some distance east and west of that place;
and we know nothing inconsistent with the hypothesis
that the broad Wall was actually completed from its
eastern end—which was probably at the Newcastle
bridge-head—for several miles westward. There is a
possibility that this state of things extends as far west as
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the North Tyne. West of that, the broad Wall was never
built. Its foundation was laid, and a beginning at least
must have been made with the superstructure of mile-
castles and turrets ; even the superstructure of the curtain
was in some places built, as we have seen, three or four
courses high. But before it was finished, the decision was
made to reduce its width and to complete it to a gauge of
about 71- feet—a reduction of zo per cent.

In 1925, when the Durham University Excavation
Committee with Mr. F. G. Simpson as Director, began its
series of campaigns on the Wall, a careful study was made
of the junction between the Wall and the fort of Great
Chesters. Here, in 1895, Gibson had found that the Wa ll
and the fort were of one build; but it had later been
discovered that the four ditches of the fort ran underneath
the  Wall which had collapsed into them, thus showing
the fort to have been planned without reference to the
Wall.

In 1925 these two apparently contradictory facts were
reconciled in an unexpected way.* It was found that the
fórt ditches did not run right underneath the Wall and
curve round the corner of the fort; they stopped abruptly
-tinder the middle of the Wall; and north of the Wall and
quite close to it, there lay an eleven-foot foundation. The
inference is clear. The broad foundation here lies not
under the narrow Wall but clear of it, on the north. The
fort has been planned, and its ditches dug, simultaneously
with the laying of the broad foundation. But the walls
of the fort are of one build with the narrow Wall. Clearly,
the decision to alter the width of the Wall was made
between the digging of the ditches of this fort and the
building of its walls. But why was the narrow Wall here
built not upon, but south of the broad foundation ?
There must have been a reason strong enough to persuade
the engineers to build the Wall insecurely over the ends of

*Arch. Ael. ser. 4, ii, pp. 1 99-202.
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the fort ditches. Perhaps the fact that the line of the
Wall is here overlooked by higher ground on the north
made it desirable to put up a temporary breastwork on
the broad foundation while the Wall was being built.

This at least is clear, that Great Chesters is not a fort
of the Vallum series. It belongs to a second class of forts,
namely those added to the frontier-system when the Wall
was built. Drumburgh is another example of this class;
so, perhaps, is Carrawburgh; so are Wallsend and probably
Newcastle (North. Co. Hist., xiii, p. 502). The little fort
at Haltwhistle Burn, which appears to have been de-
molished at the time when the Wall was built, no doubt
served to police this part of the Valium frontier.

Another point of distinction between the Valium frontier
and the Wall frontier was made in 1927 at Pike Hill, west
of Birdoswald.* Here, on a small steep hill standing
directly in the line of the Wall, a Roman building had been
found in 1870. It seemed to resemble a small fort, but it
was not a milecastle because its northern corners were
rounded off, whereas those of a milecastle are connected
with the Wall by a T-shaped junction. In 1927 the
turrets in this neighbourhood (nos. 51a, 51b and 52a) were
located, and it was found that they were regularly spaced
and that Pike Hill came between milecastle 52 and turret
52a, which proves that it is no part of the milecastle-
turret system of the Wall. What, then, is it ? The
most probable explanation is that it is a signal-station or
fortlet belonging to the Vallum. In the following year a
signal-station, consisting of stone tower 21 feet square
externally, was found at Mains Rigg, near Over Denton,
and it seems not at all unlikely that here, as at Haltwhistle
Burn, the Stanegate was used as an element in the Valium
frontier before the Wall was built (ibid. xxix, 314).

The turrets 51a, 51b and 52a, mentioned above, were
found to present unusual features. They were separated -

* Trans. N.S. xxviii, 377 sew.
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from the ditch of the Wall not by the usual 20-foot berm
of the Stone Wall, but by a 6-foot berm, identical with
that of the Turf Wall. Moreover, they were built as
isolated towers, against which the Wall had been subse-
quently made to abut. This was taken to show that they
were designed not for the stone wall but for the Turf Wall,
which therefore had originally extended for some distance
west of Wall Bowers—probably as far as Banksburn,
beyond which the broad foundation recommences.
This inference was verified later by locating similar stone
turrets on the line of the Turf Wall opposite nos. 5oa (High
House) and Sob (Appletree), and excavating the latter
(ibid., p. 306). Apparently, therefore, the Turf Wall
existed from Harrow's Scar to Banksburn, along the
Irthing gorge, and only part of the Wall where a deep and
almost impassable river-valley lies close behind its line.
Here, the Turf Wall is present and the broad foundation is
absent ; and in that sense the Turf Wall may be regarded
as a local variant* of the broad Wall.

This brings us to the problem of Birdoswald. The fort
here is of the large north-and-south pattern, but the Stone
Wall comes up not to its principal gates but to its north
angles. The Turf Wall, however, does come up to its
principal gates ; but it does not end there ; its ditch runs
right across the fort. This seems to indicate an older fort
at Birdoswald, appended to the south side of the Turf Wall.
But this was probably not the first fort here. The Valium,
which diverges from its path to curve round the south end
of the fort, fails to avoid this fort, whose ditches have
actually been dug through the filled-in ditch of the Valium.
The Vallum's deflection therefore was designed to avoid a
yet earlier fort. The sequence is therefore as follows :— (a)
When the Valium frontier was made, it involved planting

* This is not meant as a rival theory to the (admittedly tentative) view
generally accepted, that the Turf Wall was a temporary structure on the line
prepared for the Stone Wall. The reader can see that the two statements are
mutually compatible.
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a small fort at Birdoswald. (b) The Wall frontier de-
manded the demolition of this fort, as it did that of the
Haltwhistle Burn fort, and the construction of a new fort
attached to the south side of the Wall as at Great Chesters
and perhaps at Carrawburgh. The first fort may have
been demolished because its orientation prevented it from
being incorporated in the Wall; in any case, the second
fort was probably laid out simultaneously* with the
Turf Wall, precisely as Great Chesters was laid out
simultaneously with the broad foundation. (c) Perhaps
this second fort was still unfinished (on the Great Chesters
analogy) when it was decided to build the narrow Stone
Wall. When this was done, it was decided to have a
large (milliary) fort at Birdoswald instead of a small
(quingenary) one. The first plan was to fill up the Turf
Wall ditch and extend the fort across it, building a new
fort on the plan of the normal milliary Valium forts of
the Chesters type ; the Stone Wall would then come up
to the principal gates of this new fort. But something—
probably a landslide in the clay bluffs of the Irthing-
made the engineers alter this plan and divert the line of
the new Stone Wall so as to make it run farther north and
hit the corners, not the gateways, of the large fort. This
would account for the fact that the fort ditch underlies
the Wall at the north-west corner, without assuming
(what in this special case is almost an impossibility) that
the fort was built before the Stone Wall was contemplated.

Before leaving Birdoswald we must notice the dis-
coveries made there in 1929. Two inscriptions, both
found serving as material in a pavement ascribed to the
Theodosian restoration of the late fourth century, gave

* The whole Birdoswald problem is sub judice pending the completion of the
present diggings there and much of this in the text is tentative and provisional.
There is no proof, as yet, that the Turf Wall fort was laid out simultaneously
with the Turf Wall; it might be a subsequent addition to it; but the lay-out of
the works on the ground strongly suggests that the Turf Wall, and the supposed
earlier fort appended to the south side, were planned together.
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a new definiteness and , certainty to our dating of the
destructions and restorations which divide the history of
the Wall into periods. One, of Alfenus Senecio under
Severus and his sons, fixes the beginning of what we call

period II " at the early years of the third century; the
other, of Diocletian and his colleagues, dates the beginning
of " period III " at its closing years. These new dates
enable us to re-date the corresponding destructions.
We have hitherto assumed that period I " ends about
18o; but there has never been any sufficient evidence for
this date, and it is difficult to believe that a disaster under
Commodus waited twenty years to be repaired under
Severus. Cassius Dio, who tells us of a disaster about
18o, tells of another in 197, when, during the absence of
Clodius Albinus in Gaul, the Maeatae broke into the
province and had to be bought off by Severus's représ-
tative Virius Lupus—a striking testimony to Lupus's
weakness and therefore to the amount of damage that the
Maeatae had done. It is to this second disaster that we
must now ascribe the destruction which, as far north as
the Antonine Wall and as far south as York and Chester,
overtook Roman buildings and fortifications at about the
end of the second century.

The second disaster must have occured shortly before
the end of the third century, and appears to have had a
similar cause. When Allectus gathered his strength to
resist the invasion of Constantius Chlorus, he must have
denuded the Wall of troops ; and this was an invitation
to the barbarians. Th e . third disaster was certainly the
great Pictish inroad of 367 ; and the Birdoswald evidence,
which proves that Theodosius repaired the Wall after this
catastrophe, suggests that the fourth period was not of
long duration and perhaps did not last beyond the time of
Magnus Maximus (383-388), who again stripped the
country of troops for his own ends.

'Thus the latest evidence seems to suggest that the Wall,
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in all its history, only fell three times, and that on each
occasion it fell because of special circumstances not
forming any part of the dangers which a fortified frontier
ought to be capable of resisting. On the first and second
occasions it fell because its garrison was withdrawn and it
was left undefended. The third time, it fell because
Britain was invaded not only by Picts from the north but
by Scots from Ireland, and presumably by the Saxons and
Franks who were at the same moment harrying the
northern coasts of Gaul; not to mention the Attacotti, of
whose origin and home we have no certain knowledge
(Ammianus Marcellinus, xxvii, 5). On this occasion the
Wall was taken in flank and rear; and no fortified position
can be defended when it has been effectively turned.

This throws completely new light on the adequacy of
the Wall to fulfill its proper function and on the com-
petence of the men who designed and built it. The view
has become popular, that the Wall was ineffective and
ill-conceived, and " couldn't keep out the Scotch " ; and
this view has been based on the evidence of repeated
destruction which scientific digging has brought to light
in the last generation. This evidence can now at last be
seen in its proper perspective. It proves, as we now
possess it, that the Wall was destroyed only when its
garrison was removed or when it was outflanked by
enemies from overseas. In other words, it proves that
the Wall was completely adequate to its own proper task,
and entirely vindicates the wisdom and military skill of
the emperor Hadrian and the men who, with him, were
responsible for its creation.

It remains to say something of the work done* at the
east end of the Wall by the North of England Excavation
Committee for the Northumberland County History, with
the generous and enlightened support of the Wallsend and

* The results are now published in vol. xiii of the Northumberland County
History.
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Newcastle corporations. Not only have various turrets
been located and in some cases dug, and the Valium traced
in its southward deflection round the fort at Benwell, but
the outline of the fort at Wallsend has been traced, and
the Wall has been laid down on the map thence to New-
castle. This whole sector of the limes east of Newcastle
presents remarkable features. The Valium is altogether
absent ; that ran eastward for a little over a mile from
Benwell, and then seems to have turned down to the
river and so ended ; at any rate, nothing more of it can be
found east of that point. The broad foundation also is
absent; that has not been found east of Denton, but the
probability is that it ran, with the broad Wall standing on
it, as far east as Newcastle. But, east of that, it certainly
never existed. The foundation of the Wall has been found
in several places between Newcastle and Wallsend, and it
is always the narrow foundation. Moreover, it is of one
build with the Wallsend fort. The inference from this
and other facts is that the Wallsend-Newcastle line,
together with the Wallsend fort, was an addition made to
the plan when it was resolved to reduce the thickness of
the Wall from ten to eight Roman feet. It was not the
only addition. One other we have already considered,
namely the Stone Wall between Harrow's Scar and Banks-
burn; unless indeed it was always intended to build a
stone Wall on that line. A third may have been the sector
west of Carlisle as far as Dykesfield, where again the broad
foundation is absent. A fourth may have been the various
portions of the Wall which stand on the tops of the crags
in the Whin Sill sector, where at first it may have been
thought that no Wall was required ; though, here again,
the alternative explanation is possible, that these places
were left temporarily without defence, although it was
always intended to carry the Wall over them ultimately.
A fifth, of a special kind, consists of the sector from
Burgh Marsh to Bowness-on-Solway, where, as Haver-
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field found, the thickness of the Wall is nine feet—
intermediate between broad and narrow—and where
recent work, reported in this volume, has suggested the
probability of a westward extension of the Wall in the
latter part of the second century.

Finally, at Newcastle itself the site of the fort mentioned
in the Notitia has been found, not where it has been
located in the past, but on the Castle hill. It must have
been a small fort—there is no room for a large one—but
Roman buildings of some sort there plainly were, and they
must mark the site occupied by the First Cohort of
Cornovii. This fort did not belong to the Valium series,
whose easternmost member was apparently Benwell; it
must have been added, like the bridge at whose head it
stood, when the broad Wall was laid out. Thus the three
phases of the frontier involved three terminal fortifi-
cations on the east; the Valium at Benwell, the broad
Wall at Newcastle, and the narrow Wall at Wallsend.

It remains to add that work has recommenced at
Chesterholm ; but, since the first season's digging had
barely begun at the time of the pilgrimage, nothing will
be said here of its results.

III. CONCLUSIONS,

In the above summary only the most important points
have been mentioned, and those very briefly. Even so,
the questions raised are complicated, and it may be well
to summarise the progress made in the years 1920-1930

under a few heads.
(1) The Valium.—A frontier-ditch having, to the north

of it, a chain of forts and signal-stations connected by
a patrol-track. The forts, from Benwell to Burgh-by-
Sands, with the exceptions of Great Chesters and perhaps
Carrawburgh, which were added at a later phase, were now
built; and these are the same forts with which we are
familiar. The date of this frontier is not fixed, but so far
nothing is known that compels us to date it earlier than
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the accession of Hadrian (117; e.g. Trajanic inscriptions
are wholly absent from the forts).

(2) Broad Wall.—Under Hadrian it was decided to
build a wall along the patrol-track. It was to be io
Roman feet thick and provided with milecastles and
turrets ,. It was to extend from Newcastle to Stanwix.
But it was not to run over the tops of the crags ; here it
was either thought unnecessary or its foundations were
not laid before the change of plan; the same doubt
applies to the part west of the Eden. Nor was it to run
along the north side of the Irthing gorge, where a turf wall,
provided with turrets, was thought sufficient, at least for
the time being. New forts were in two or three cases
included in this plan.

(3) Narrow Wall.—The scheme was begun, but never
completed. When, beginning from the east, the super-
structure had been partly erected—the foundations had
been laid as far as Stanwix, which may have been as far
as it was meant to go—it was decided (a) to reduce the
thickness of the Wall by 20 per cent. and (b) to increase its
length by extending it to Wallsend and Dykesfield, as
well as carrying it along the Irthing gorge and over the
tops of the crags, thus providing a continuous and almost
homogeneous barrier from Dykesfield on the west to
Wallsend on the east. The Drumburgh-Bowness sector
shows special peculiarities and may have been added later,
in which case the Hadrianic element in this sector is
represented by signal-stations such as Fisher Cross,
Knock's Cross and Rampart Head may have been.

(q.) Periods of Occupation.—The Narrow Wall was
finished by Platorius Nepos, about A.D. 125. A great
destruction took place c. 197, and was repaired by Alfenus
Senecio under Severus c. 205; a second took place c. 293
and was repaired by Constantius Chlorus c. 297 ; a third,
c. 367, was repaired by Count Theodosius; and the
final abandonment probably took place by order of Magnus
Maximus in 383.
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