Using the evidence given above answer the following question.  How reliable are these sources for an historian studying the causes of the Boudican Rebellion (60AD)

To answer the question there are a number of factors that must be looked at.  The first group being who wrote it, why and when.  

Tacitus and Dio were both pro-Roman historians, writing in the period of Roman supremacy.  No matter what they actually believed they would have to make the Romans come across as brave and powerful, otherwise they could have been accused of treason by the government.  These external circumstances are quite important as they caused Tacitus and Dio to write in a certain way.  As they were writing for audiences, and pro-roman ones at that then would have little choice but to make the Romans come across as almighty, otherwise nobody would listen to their writings.  

Tacitus had extra reasons to be pro-Roman, however, as his friend Agricola was the Roman emperor of Britain, therefore, Tacitus would be trying to show him in a good light no matter what.  The fact that there is little to no archeological evidence that Agricola was even in Britain means it is hard to disprove the facts that Tacitus writes of.  Cassius Dio on the other hand was not alive during the Boudican revolt or for a few years after and therefore wasn’t influenced by the goings on of the time and had the benefit or sources and accounts from the time, such as Tacitus’ own.  Another reason why their work is so alike.

On the other hand, the modern historians Seeley and Dudley are writing for an unbiased audience who want to hear facts and figures.  This is a completely different audience to that of Tacitus and Dio, who were writing for people who wanted to be dazzled by stories of far away lands, not accurate historical documentation.  Therefore in this way the modern day pieces are more useful to a historian.  However, as Seeley and Dudley were writing a long, long time after the revolt, they are not going to contain the feelings of the time in their sources.  On the other hand though they will have had the benefit of all the sources written on the subject from the previous 1900 years.  Dudley in fact refers to Dio twice in his source, ‘Dio says that...’ and ‘description of Dio’.  This could, however, be a bad thing as the modern historians could have read so many sources on the Romans and how they acted in other areas, that there mind has been made to think a certain way, so they could also be biased.  Also the modern historians would have been to Britain, unlike Tacitus and Dio and would have seen all the archeological evidence unlike Tacitus or Dio.  Therefore they would be able to provide a much more detailed and rounded view on the revolt.  Also, the modern historians wouldn’t have their minds clouded by pro-Roman propaganda surrounding them and the huge Roman influence across the world, such as the toga, forums, colloseums etc, this would make it a lot easier to provide an unbiased piece of writing.

The picture on the other hand is a very interesting source as it contains both modern knowledge and accurate archeological facts.  As it would probably have been reconstructed from the original markings it would be accurate in size, although the actual look would have had to be guessed from what other Roman temples of the time looked like.  Therefore it is an incredibly important source for historians as it can be used to prove or disprove historians such as Tacitus and Dio and what they say about the temple.  As it is accurate in size and shape it backs up point about the Roman’s spending vast sums of money on the temple.

So how do the other sources back each other up?  Cassius and Dio are quite alike in their depictions of the time, this backs up the earlier point about the them being influenced into being pro-Roman.  Their depictions are alike in the fact that they both miss out the Claudian settlement in their reasons for the revolt.  This may be because the settlement was normal to the Romans or may be that they just didn’t want to mention anything that made the Roman’s look bad.  Also they are both fairly chatty in style, this backs up the point about them being written as stories rather than historically accurate.  Tacitus describes the Icenis as ‘humiliated’ and Dio calling Boudica ‘this woman’.

When compared to Seeley and Dudley there is a visible difference between the ancient and modern.  The modern historians are more factual in their sources, however Seeley is a little more opinionated than his modern day colleague.  He is seemingly quite anti-Roman and contains almost no pro-Roman comments in his source, Dudley however is a lot more rounded in his description and contains evidence both for and against, saying how ‘Britain was costing more to defend’ and also that ‘she had suffered at Roman hands’.  Therefor the modern pieces are obviously useful for more rounded and accurate depictions while the ancient sources provide a Roman view of the revolt.

There are also a few interesting facts left out of the picture of the Claudian temple, such as the slaves who were forced to build it or any of the buildings around it.  If these had been included it would have showed what an extravagance this temple was, as it was so much bigger than anything else.  Instead of these facts it is depicted dominating the landscape with happy Romans milling around it.  So why was it drawn this way?  Probably simply because the picture was designed to show how great thew temple was, not how hideously over the top it was, so therefore including any comparisons to other buildings would have spoiled this view.  Also, as it is a picture drawn by an artist, not a plan by an architect so there is room for a certain amount of artistic impression which would affect the reliability of the source. Therefore in this way it isn’t particularly useful.

To look at opinions against evidence is also an important point.  Dio and Tacitus both use personal opinions and don’t use archeological evidence; they just mention what they have heard, by word of mouth from other Romans.  The modern historian’s however back up their points with evidence, for example Seeley refers to the BDH frequently ‘the London Boudican Destruction Horizon reveals...’.  Also referring to other historians, in Dudley’s case, Dio himself.

Basically, Tacitus and Dio are useful to historians as they show the Roman view of the time and how influencing the Romans were.  While the modern historians provide a much more accurate, rounded view of the situation without any of the pro-Roman bias, but also without any of the personal views of the time.  Finally the picture is useful as it shows how big the temple would have been, however the fact that here is nothing to compare it with make it a slightly unreliable source.

“The Boudican Revolt had no significant impact on the process of romanisation in Britain in the period up to AD123”.  To what extent do you agree with this statement.
This is a very complex question to answer as there are so many types of Romanisation and Britain is such a large place.  In order to answer the question Britain must be divided into three parts, the north, the south and Wales.

The south is particularly interesting as it is the area where the Romans originally landed when settling in Britain.  Therefore, as it contained the Roman capital of Colchester a lot of cultural romanisation occurred.  This is because the people in the area around the capital needed to be made hospitable by the settlers and the city and surrounding land had to be secure, this is shown by the fact that 9600 km of road were built in the south.  The south was also important not just because it held the capital but also because the nearby town of London was a main source for imports due to the river Thames.

Once the Romans had landed the south changed considerably, partly due to the fact that a number of the tribes in the area were pro-Roman and therefore had to be rewarded for their allegiance.  This lead to the building of large villas for village chieftains, such as Fishbourne Abbey in AD75.  Villas were also built by the aristocracy of the time who wished to keep up with the fashion of the time, the best example of this is Waltham Villa.  Archeological evidence showed an iron age ditch nearby to the villa, indicating that the area was previously an iron age settlement and that it is fairly likely that the owners upped and left in order to build a Roman style villa instead.  The black terranigra, Roman window glass and brooches found in this villa indicate not only a sophisticated, Roman style of living by the British aristocracy but also trading or importing from outside of Britain.

A number of new cities and Roman buildings were also founded around the time of the Roman invasion, such as Canterbury and St Albans in AD50.  Also the Claudian temple in Colchester, built AD54 is a huge example of Romanisation, as it shows how the Romans were attempting to change the Celt’s beliefs.  It is also important as it was made using British money and with loans that, according to Tacitus ‘the British didn’t want’ and was made using Trinovante slave labour.  The fact this temple was destroyed shows how the Celts felt about it, however the fact that it was rebuilt in London when that became the capital shows that the revolt didn’t affect the Roman’s views that much on this front.

However, after AD60 when the revolt occurred, things were forced to change.  The cultural romanisation spread further in an attempt to secure the area even more and therefore many cities were rebuilt in a Roman style.  Forums and Basilicas were built in Winchester, AD71, Chichester AD68 and many more places.  Also in this time period was the building of the largest Roman villa on record, Fishbourne Abbey, which featured mosaic floors, beautiful gardens and many extensions, very Roman ideas.  Originally an Iron Age settlement in AD43 this villa shows how old British culture had been left behind and Roman ideals were instead becoming popular.  This may have happened despite the revolt, but the process was definately sped up by the Roman’s fears of unrest in the area.

Military romanisation was also important in the south.  Obviously it played a big part in the settlement as the Romans tried to secure the area.  However, they tried not to be overly brutal and cause more unrest.  However, when Prasutagus died and left half his land to the Romans, the army believed it could control the whole territory.  Boudica, Prasutagus’ wife was beaten and her daughters flogged.  This led to the revolt.

After the revolt there was a lot more military romanisation in an attempt to stop all revolts in their tracks.  The Romans no longer cared about being overly brutal, although they were worried slightly over causing another revolt, however as the area was already generally settled they didn’t have to go too far.  They only carried out a few small changes, such as defensive earthworks in Silchester and Winchester and adding a town wall to Colchester.  Although the punishment of the tribes after the final battle of the revolt was still a good example of harsh military romanisation.

Political romanisation in the south was also quite important.  Before AD60, Colchester was the capital and the head of all political romanisation in the area.  For example there was the introduction of a proper currency, using proper coins featuring Roman leaders rather than trading in objects.  This changed the whole structure of the economy, and was a type of romanisation unaffected by the revolt.  This new currency led to bribery of chieftains and villas being built for the Roman’s friends, for example Fishbourne.  It also led to the introduction of trade from the outside empire which helped Britain in the long run.

After the revolt there were a few significant changes brought on directly by Boudica’s rampage.  For example London became the capital in AD70 after Colchester was destroyed by Boudica and her followers.  London continued to be romanised right up to the end of the Roman occupation with a forum built in AD70 and AD90 and improvements made in AD122 before Hadrian’s visit.

Also in an attempt to secure and settle areas stirred up by the revolt a lot of forums were set up to control certain cities, for example Winchester in AD71.

Wales too was romanised fairly heavily, although not as much as the south and not until after AD60.  Culturally very little changed before the revolt.  Despite the fact that the Romans wanted to destroy the Druids in Wales, as the Druids held supreme power in Britain and the land they possessed contained huge reserves of minerals, had a good climate and a fertile land, they didn’t, as they didn’t want to upset the natives and cause a revolt.

However after AD60 when a revolt had occurred the Romans seemingly lost all respect for the Celts and decided to go ahead and destroy the Druids in Anglesey in AD79.  This could be because they had seen one revolt and knew they could put it down or it could be because they didn’t believe the Celts dared/were ready to revolt again.  With the Druids gone the Romans had supreme control and could enforce their own law and religion.  This allowed the Romans complete political control of Britain.

As with cultural romanisation, military romanisation wasn’t prominent in Wales until after the revolt, for the same reasons as mentioned before.  Although the army was near Wales when the revolt actually started, this is one of the main reasons that the revolt progressed so far.  This is one of the reasons the south was so heavily romanised culturally before the army ventured away from it again to destroy the druids in AD79, 19 years after the revolt.  However, after the revolt the Druids were destroyed and Roman forts built in the area, for example in Caerhun, Tomen-y-Mur and Pen Llywen.  These forts were built in AD73 before Agricola’s rule which contradicts Tactius’ comments in his book on the British emperor.  Interestingly, the Ordovices hill forts in the area weren’t destroyed; this shows that this tribe wasn’t seen as a threat to Roman power and that even the revolt hadn’t changed that. 

In the north there was little cultural romanisation as it was so far from the capital of Colchester and also the fact that the tribes in Scotland and the north were much more violent and resisted even more strongly than the British.  However, due to the fact that the Brigante king, Venutius was pro-Roman much of his land became romanised with forums, basilicas and the like.

After AD60, with the south now secure after the revolt and huge amounts of cultural romanisation settling the natives, the armies could spread north.  This is thanks to the revolt, as if it had never occurred the huge amounts of cultural romanisation wouldn’t have been necessary and the army wouldn’t have been able to leave so soon.  However, after the revolt a little more respect was given to the tribes, as the Roman’s were now aware of what they were capable of.  This is shown by the pottery found in Votadini territory in AD100 showing growing links with the Romans.

Also, with Cartimandua gone and the Brigante territory now unified into one pro-Roman tribe the Romans were able to secure the land and establish villas, forums and the like.

There is a great deal more military romanisation to be found in the north than any other type due to the fact that the tribes in and around Scotland were extremely volatile and liable to revolt.  However, there is still relatively little before AD60.  In fact the only real development was the building of garrisons by the legions stationed in the area.

After AD60 things really started to happen, the Romans decided it was time to invade Scotland.  This started by the building of forts in AD70 in Brigante territory in preparation for a full-scale invasion of Scotland.  This happened in AD82 when Agricola commanded his army to advance.  In AD83 the Battle of Mons Graupius occurred, 10,000 British died, apparently to just 360 Romans according to Agricola.  This was allowed to happen as the army finally had the resources free to attack, now that the Druids had been destroyed and the southerners settled.  However, the Romans never took Scotland and were forced to retreat in AD122 when there was a revolt in the German part of their empire.  The army was called away but secured their land by building Hadrian’s wall to keep the Scottish hordes at bay.

There are also a few general examples of military romanisation, with a garrison in York AD70 and forts in Manchester and Ribchester at the same time.  This shows the advancing army, moving up from the south.

There is very little political romanisation in the north before AD60 due to the fact it is so far from the capital of Roman power, the only place in the north where the Roman’s enforced their political views was in the Brigante territory held by Venutius.

The revolt didn’t really affect political romanisation in the north; the only thing that really changed is the unified Brigante territory.  If the invasion of Scotland hadn’t failed then there would be a great deal more, unfortunately for the Romans it did and therefore there is very little political change in the north.

There are also a few general ways in which Britain changed.  The aristocracy became quite romanised; wearing togas and going to baths, brooches and other instruments found around Britain show this.  This is an area of romanisation unaffected by the revolt.  This led to the building of villas such as Waltham and Fishbourne over former Iron Age structures, the fact that Waltham was built before AD60 and Fishbourne afterwards shows that the revolt didn’t affect this.  

There are also a few general trends seen across Britain, between AD70 and AD80 there was a lot more military romanisation as the Romans were trying to assert themselves and scare the Celts.  After AD80 there was a lot more social and cultural romanisation, this to try and stop another revolt.  There is also a general urbanization of towns throughout Britain especially in the south, which was slowed a little by the revolt, but not stopped.

Religion changed throughout Britain also, although this couldn’t happen until after the revolt after the Druid’s had been destroyed.  With the Druids destroyed the religion of Britain lost its way and began to combine with the Roman.  As they were both Pagans, worshipping many Gods, the transformation was fairly easy and soon Celto-Romano temples appeared across Britain.  

