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[bookmark: _Toc513693205]Introduction
In 55 BC Caesar decided to invade Britain[footnoteRef:1]. This decision lead to two more invasions of the Isle and a lot of unrest in Britain itself. During the years 55 BC and 83 AD there were many revolts that took place but the two main revolts appear to have been Caratacus and Boudicca. There were other smaller revolts from different factions such as the Silures and Ordovices as well as from the mysterious Druids and a man named Cassivellaunus. By looking at these revolts we should be able to see similarities as well as how the Romans dealt with each of them. In order to assess their effectiveness, it is important to look at the archaeological evidence surrounding the revolts and compare it to the stories we are told by the ancient authors. Whilst the majority of these rebellions are potentially fictional, either due to the lack of evidence surrounding the events or the questionable existence of some of their main players, there is still some truth to be found in the accounts of them. The two main authors that will be used are Tacitus and Cassius Dio who contradict one another in their descriptions and both of them write with an agenda. Before Caesar invaded Britain, according to him, Britain did not have much contact with the rest of the world. It is no surprise when the Romans land that the Britons do not take to being ruled by the them. None of these revolts seem to have been effective in the long run, if their sole purpose was to drive the Romans out of Britain, however, this did not stop the many factions of Britain from trying for many years. I will be looking at why this is the case and if underneath the ultimate failure and defeat there was some success to the constant rebellion during these years.  [1:  Caesar Gallic War 4.23-4.26] 

[bookmark: _Toc513693206]Caratacus
[bookmark: _Toc513692773]In this first section, I will be concentrating on the effectiveness of Caratacus’ revolt against the Romans. Caratacus, although not as well-known as Boudicca, played an important role in Claudius’ invasion of Britain in 43 AD. He was the son of Cunobelinas/Cunobeline and the brother of Togodumnus[footnoteRef:2], both of whom played essential roles in this revolt. He revolted from the landing of Claudius in 43AD all the way until around 50-51 AD when he was eventually captured by Cartimandua and handed over to the Romans[footnoteRef:3]. In order to evaluate his effectiveness, I will be looking at Togodumnus’ own revolt against the Romans, as well as the role that Verica played in getting Claudius over to Britain. Then it will be necessary to look at the archaeological evidence surrounding the revolt and the outcome of Caratacus’ capture. [2:  Hind 2007: 96 ; Webster 1981: 14]  [3:  Mattingly 2007: 102] 

	Before looking at these different characters, it is first important to examine the sources from which we get the majority of our information. Both Tacitus and Cassius Dio mention Caratacus and his brother Togodumnus in their works[footnoteRef:4]. They are the only authors to actually mention Caratacus at all, and as we shall see with Boudicca, Suetonius does not spend much time describing the events that took place in Britain and instead glosses over it, with no mention of Caratacus at all. This plays a large role later on in the credibility of Caratacus’ speech made in Rome before Emperor Claudius. Cassius Dio only mentions Caratacus by name twice and only then is it that he was defeated[footnoteRef:5]. This is important because it does not tell us how he was captured, and what events led him to be alive in Rome[footnoteRef:6]. Tacitus however, mentions him in both his Annals and Agricola as well as briefly in his Histories. These works have provided us with the majority of the information surrounding Caratacus and Togodumnus. Unfortunately, as with all ancient authors, we have to be wary of the fact that none of them were eye witnesses to the events that they were describing and these sources are all from the perspective of the so called ‘winners’ of the conquest as there are no written sources found in Britain from this time[footnoteRef:7]. [4:  Tacitus Annals 12.33-12.38 ; Cassius Dio 60.20-21, 60.33]  [5:  Cassius Dio 60.20]  [6:  Hind 2007: 97]  [7:  Russell and Laycock 2011 : 25] 

	Cunobelinas was in charge of two different kingdoms, the Trinovantes and the Catuvellauni, giving him a very large and influential territory[footnoteRef:8]. We first get an idea of just how powerful he was from Suetonius who goes on to describe Cunobelinas as “king of the Britons” according to Salway. However, other translators have merely translated this part as just “a British king” which changes the meaning as Cunobelinas may not have had as much influence and power as previously thought, as it would depend on the translator’s interpretation of the original Latin[footnoteRef:9]. It is not certain exactly when he died, however De La Bédoyère says it was around 41 AD[footnoteRef:10]. But upon his death the majority of the kingdom went to his eldest son Togodumnus. We know that Cunobelinas did exist as coins have been found in gold, silver and bronze which help to signify the wealth and power of his kingdom during his reign[footnoteRef:11]. These coins also play an important role because, as mentioned above, Cunobelinas was in charge of two kingdoms that had previously been separate. These coins help to prove the unification of the two factions under one king, with a possible capital at Colchester[footnoteRef:12], which as we shall see in the next section on Boudicca was quickly taken over by the Romans and made into the Roman capital of Britain after Caratacus’ revolt[footnoteRef:13].  [8:  Salway 1993 : 47]  [9:  Salway 1993 : 47 ; Suetonius Caligula 44]  [10:  De La Bédoyère 2016 : 15]  [11:  Peddie 1997 : 17-18]  [12:  Salway 1993 : 47]  [13:  Todd 1999 : 70] 

	Togodumnus, as heir, took control of his father’s kingdom whilst Caratacus decided to try and create one for himself by invading areas south of the Thames[footnoteRef:14]. This is important because it possibly led to Claudius’ invasion of Britain because of another king by the name of Verica. Verica was leader of the Atrebates and whose land slowly fell under the influence of the Catuvellauni (Caratacus)[footnoteRef:15]. Because of this, Verica escaped to Rome and asked Claudius for help against the threat, who then used it as an excuse to begin a campaign to Britain[footnoteRef:16]. This could not have come at a better time for Claudius, who at this point needed to regain the respect of his army, and what a better way then continuing in Caesar’s footsteps[footnoteRef:17].  [14:  Webster 1981 : 14]  [15:  Waite 2011 : 69]  [16:  Cassius Dio 60.19]  [17:  Salway 1993 : 57] 

	Unlike his father and brother, Togodumnus has no evidence to suggest he existed. Furthermore, the only reason we know his name is due to Cassius Dio, who mentions him in passing as Tacitus and Suetonius fail to mention him by name[footnoteRef:18]. Even though this is the case, from what Cassius Dio tells us, it appears that Togodumnus was the main leader of the forces against the Romans as, upon his death, his army “united all the more firmly to avenge his death”[footnoteRef:19]. The effectiveness of Togodumnus is debatable at best, as he died fairly early on in the battle[footnoteRef:20] and although, according to Cassius Dio, this helped to motivate his troops, we do not know how he died, when he died or if he even existed[footnoteRef:21]. [18:  Cassius Dio 60.20]  [19:  Cassius Dio 60.21]  [20:  Hoffmann 2013 : 49]  [21:  Braund 1996 : 101] 

	Upon Togodumnus’ death, the leading of the troops was now left solely to Caratacus. A common theme that will pop up throughout the different sections is the lack of evidence to support the existence of a particular individual. However, this is where Caratacus stands apart. During his short reign over different factions, Caratacus issued coins which have been found to have his name on them[footnoteRef:22]. Although this does not prove the coup he led against the Romans, it does prove that Cassius Dio and Tacitus were right in certain aspects regarding his existence. However, what is interesting about them as Mattingly points out, is that they contain Roman themes[footnoteRef:23]. This is surprising considering the events that followed from Claudius’ invasion. [22:  Braund 1996 : 72]  [23:  Mattingly 2007 : 73] 

	Caratacus can be seen in both an effective light and in a non-effective light. Firstly, he was defeated multiple times[footnoteRef:24]. Tacitus only starts to mention Caratacus after the battle of Medway[footnoteRef:25], which will be discussed later on, whilst Cassius Dio talks about the situation before this battle[footnoteRef:26]. This means that although we can get a clear picture between these two authors, it appears that Cassius Dio may not have either known about these events or just decided not to mention them. These multiple defeats, although ineffective, shows Caratacus’ courage and perseverance against the Romans, who had to continue to try and stop his forces[footnoteRef:27]. This is very effective as Tacitus states that “His fame had spread thence, and travelled to the neighboring islands and provinces, and was actually celebrated in Italy”[footnoteRef:28]. This illustrates that Caratacus’ plight against the Romans had been noticed and this therefore makes his revolt more effective, because the Romans were even more determined to stop him[footnoteRef:29]. Furthermore, this revolt, according to Tacitus, continued on for 9 years, longer then Boudicca’s revolt which would have helped his name to spread throughout the empire[footnoteRef:30]. [24:  Todd 1999 : 49]  [25:  Tacitus Annals 12.33-12.38]  [26:  Cassius Dio 60.20-60.21]  [27:  Mattingly 2007 : 103]  [28:  Tacitus Annals 12.36]  [29:  Hoffmann 2013 : 80-81]  [30:  Tacitus Annals 12.36] 

	The battle of Medway is one of the more famous battles to take place at this time. Although there is no archaeological evidence to suggest this is where this battle actually took place, a coin hoard of 37 silver coins has been found at Bredgar in Kent which Peddie suggests might have been buried by a solider on their way to this battle, as the dating of these coins is around 43 AD[footnoteRef:31]. De La Bédoyère also talks about this coin hoard and agrees with Peddie’s interpretation, but although both of these authors talk about the idea of soldiers burying their valuables before the battle, no more evidence has been found here[footnoteRef:32]. The Battle of Medway provides more evidence of the effectiveness of Caratacus for of two reasons. The first is the length of the battle. It was unusual for these types of battles to last very long, however, this one lasted for more than one day[footnoteRef:33]. Not only this, but as a lot of specialised troops were used in this battle by the Romans, this further proves the threat the Romans believed Caratacus caused[footnoteRef:34]. [31:  Peddie 1997 : 74]  [32:  De La Bédoyère 2016 : 19]  [33:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016 : 47]  [34:  Cassius Dio 60.20] 

	After this battle however, there seems to be a gap in the information as Tacitus talks about Caratacus and the Silures and provides no detail of the events that take place in between[footnoteRef:35]. The Silures were major supporters of Caratacus’ revolt against the Roman invaders and end up playing a larger role after Caratacus has been defeated. They are situated in Wales, and we have very little information on them and other factions in the vicinity[footnoteRef:36]. The final battle seems to have taken place in the Ordovices’ territory, who were neighbours of the Silures, however we have no archaeology to back up this conflict and only Tacitus’ word to go on[footnoteRef:37]. Caratacus’ forces were defeated and he ran to Cartimandua’s territory, the Brigantes. However, like with Caratacus’ brother Togodumnus, the lack of a leader did not stop the Silures and Ordovice from continuing with their revolt[footnoteRef:38], and as we shall see later on, they ended up being fairly effective. [35:  Hoffmann 2013 : 79 ; Tacitus Annals 12.33]  [36:  Todd 1999 : 20]  [37:  Hoffmann 2013 : 79]  [38:  Braund 1996  : 101] 

	Caratacus is handed over to Rome by Queen Cartimandua of the Brigantes, a known client kingdom of Rome[footnoteRef:39]. Being betrayed by his own people severely reduced his effectiveness, but as seen later on, this provided Cartimandua with a standing amongst the Romans which she would need when her own people revolted against her, and Caratacus was taken to Rome.[footnoteRef:40] [39:  Tacitus Annals 12.36 ; Tacitus Histories 3.45]  [40:  Russell and Laycock 2011 : 57] 

	It is in Rome that most people remember Caratacus. This is where Suetonius not mentioning Caratacus in his Life of Claudius is surprising, because Tacitus writes Caratacus’ arrival as a big event, due to the popularity of the war criminal. Caratacus, according to Tacitus, makes this massive speech as to why Claudius should spare his life and his family[footnoteRef:41]. This speech obviously has been written by Tacitus with a motive in mind, as it is very unlikely that these exact words were said by Caratacus, if he said them at all[footnoteRef:42]. Whether or not this speech actually happened, Cassius Dio seems to agree with Tacitus that Caratacus and his family were allowed to stay in Rome after this trial in his Epitome of Book 60[footnoteRef:43]. This does make the speech more likely as Caratacus, no matter how great his popularity amongst the Romans, was still a criminal who attacked Roman soldiers but ultimately was allowed to go free. [41:  Tacitus Annals 12.37]  [42:  Braund 1996  : 113]  [43:  Cassius Dio 60.33] 

	In conclusion, we can see that Caratacus was both effective and not in different ways, something that is a common theme throughout the different sections. Firstly, we know of his existence through coins, something that can also be seen with his father Cunobelinas. Although we have this evidence, there is little to suggest that his rebellion took place, save for a hoard found in Kent which may have been buried in haste by soldiers on their way to the Battle of Medway[footnoteRef:44]. Caratacus can be seen as not very effective as all of his skirmishes, throughout the eight or nine years that he rebelled, failed and his forces were defeated by the Romans. However, Caratacus refused to give up and had the majority of the Roman army chasing him around the country, making him famous throughout the empire. Although his revolt was not very effective, and he was given over to the Romans by Cartimandua, his fame showed he was effective in that his voice was heard by the Roman people. [44:  Peddie 1997 : 74] 










[bookmark: _Toc513693207]Boudicca
In this section I will be looking at how Boudicca’s revolt in 60-61 AD affected the lives of the Iceni and other people in Britain. First, I will discuss Boudicca herself, addressing the contested issue of her existence and the background of her people. This will be followed by a section which addresses the short-term effects of the revolt that took place and the long-term effects this had in Britannia. 
Boudicca is only mentioned by two ancient authors: Tacitus and Cassius Dio. Tacitus was born around 56 AD[footnoteRef:45], and would have therefore most likely heard about this revolt during his youth. However, he started writing many years after the revolt ended, and it is believed that his works Annals were published around 118 AD[footnoteRef:46]. Cassius Dio however is said to have been born around 155 AD, a century after the events took place[footnoteRef:47], and his writing, therefore, would have been more than a century after Boudicca had been defeated[footnoteRef:48]. Suetonius is another author who was writing from around this period, and according to Power, may have discussed the events with Tacitus at the end of his life, although this is very unlikely[footnoteRef:49]. This has implications for the significance of Boudicca because in Suetonius he only briefly mentions the revolt. In fact, all he says is “a great disaster in Britain, where two of the principal towns belonging to the Romans were plundered”[footnoteRef:50].  Boudicca is not mentioned at all, which leads to a significant question: If she had been such a major player in the future of the Romans in Britain, why does Suetonius not mention her by name, let alone give further details of the revolt? [45:  Pagán 2017: 2 ]  [46:  Power 2014 : 205]  [47:  De La Bédoyère 2016 : 26]  [48:  Standing 2005 : 373]  [49:  Power 2014 : 205]  [50:  Suetonius Nero 39] 

Before looking at this, it is important to understand the Iceni people as a whole, in order to see what effects the revolt had on them. The Iceni are located in what is now the county of Norfolk, with borders reaching the north part of Suffolk and the north-eastern parts of Cambridgeshire[footnoteRef:51]. They are believed to have been one of the larger factions of this period, with borders to the Trinovantes, another large group of people of this time[footnoteRef:52]. It is also thought that they were one of the first factions to surrender to the Romans upon Claudius’ landing onto the island[footnoteRef:53]. By becoming one of the client kingdoms, they assumed that they were friends with the Emperor and Rome and would therefore be at an advantage when it came to decision making. However, this was not the case as we can see from the Icenian revolt that took place in AD 47[footnoteRef:54]. Tacitus mentions this revolt briefly in is works Annals, in which he states that “The Iceni, a powerful tribe, which war had not weakened, as they had voluntarily joined our alliance, were the first to resist”[footnoteRef:55]. This quote is particularly important because it shows that the Iceni had decided to become allies to Rome from the very beginning, and that the Romans knew their strength as one of the larger factions in Britain at this time[footnoteRef:56].  [51:  Davies 1999 : 14]  [52:  Davies 2009 : 108 ]  [53:  Fairclough 2010 : 19]  [54:  Frere 1991 : 93]  [55:  Tacitus, Annals 12.31]  [56:  Davies 2009 : 109] 

According to Tacitus, the revolt took place because Publius Ostorius, the propraetor in Britain at this time[footnoteRef:57], decided that it would be best to disarm the people of Britain. According to Fairclough, this was common practise by the Romans in order to secure their new territory, especially as Caratacus was still in hiding at this particular time[footnoteRef:58]. The significance of this is that weapons in Iron Age Britain were not solely used as weapons in the wars that happened between the different factions and on the continent, but weapons and other military symbolism were part of everyday life and religion[footnoteRef:59]. It is clear to see from this that the Iceni did not take well to being told that they had to surrender their arms. After a battle, the location of which is speculated upon, although it is believed to at Stonea Camp in Cambridgeshire[footnoteRef:60], the Iceni were eventually defeated. What is interesting about this particular conflict, however, is that there do not seem to have been any repercussions for the Iceni. All Tacitus mentions of the events after the battle is that “The defeat of the Iceni quieted those who were hesitating between war and peace”[footnoteRef:61], and Cassius Dio makes no mention of the event at all, so what actually happened after the revolt can only be known from Tacitus and any archaeological finds from the area. The Iceni managed to retain their status as one of the client kingdoms to the Roman Empire[footnoteRef:62] and it is also believed that it was thanks to this revolt that Prasutagus began his life as the chief of the Iceni, put in place after Publius Ostorius defeated the rebels[footnoteRef:63].  [57:  Tacitus, Annals 12.31]  [58:  Fairclough 2010 : 20]  [59:  Millet 2005: 35]  [60:  Davies 2009: 135]  [61:  Tacitus Annals 12.32]  [62:  Fairclough 2010: 20]  [63:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 71] 

Prasutagus is, like the Icenian revolt mentioned above, not mentioned anywhere in Cassius Dio. But unlike the revolt, we do have archaeological evidence to back up his existence. Tacitus tells us that Prasutagus had a long reign and the Iceni profited greatly under his watchful eye[footnoteRef:64]. Evidence of this can be found at Gallow’s Hill near Thetford, where pottery, coins and brooches have been found[footnoteRef:65]. The archaeological evidence we have of this Icenian king is found in some of the last Iron Age coins to be minted in Britain. Upon some found in Sussex, the name ‘PRASTO’ has been found[footnoteRef:66]. This inscription is believed to have been of Prasutagus and the dates coincide with his death, for after Prasutagus died, there seems to have been no more Roman imagery found in the Iceni territory, something that is not very surprising considering what supposedly happened next with his wife and daughters[footnoteRef:67]. [64:  Tacitus Annals 14.31]  [65:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 71-72]  [66:  Russell and Laycock 2011: 50]  [67:  Russell and Laycock 2011: 51] 

Although Prasutagus would have had his coins, which can prove his existence, no such evidence can be found for Boudicca. When looking at archaeological evidence from this time there is nothing to support Tacitus and Cassius Dio’s reports of a Warrior Queen[footnoteRef:68]. If she did exist, it does seem unlikely that Boudicca, which translates as ‘victory’, would have been her real name[footnoteRef:69]. Both Tacitus and Cassius Dio provide different accounts as to what happened that provoked Boudicca and the Trinovantes to revolt on such a large and destructive scale. Prasutagus died and evidently tried to keep the peace between his people and the Romans by leaving half of his territory to the Emperor. According to Davies, this was something that would have been agreed in the terms of becoming a client kingdom[footnoteRef:70], however as Salway states, another reason for this could just as easily have been that Prasutagus wanted to keep the rest of his land and his family safe and secure in the future[footnoteRef:71], something that ultimately made no difference as Nero was not as invested in the client kingdoms as Claudius had been. The fact that Nero had already got rid of two such kingdoms, in the Alpes and in Pontus, before Prasutagus’ death, supports this[footnoteRef:72].  [68:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 26]  [69:  Davies 2009: 141]  [70:  Davies 2009: 135]  [71:  Salway 1993: 83-84]  [72:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 72] 

Cassius Dio makes no mention of the will left by Prasutagus and instead blames the revolt on the collecting of loans given to the Iceni by Rome and key officials, such as Seneca[footnoteRef:73]. As mentioned above, the Iceni were a rich client kingdom, something that the loans given to them would have helped with, and it has been suggested that the Iceni did not realise this money was a loan and not a gift[footnoteRef:74], or that they were not expecting such a large sum of interest recalled back so suddenly[footnoteRef:75]. Either way, the Romans descended on the Iceni territory with malice[footnoteRef:76].  [73:  Cassius Dio 62.2]  [74:  Davies 2009: 135]  [75:  De La Bédoyère 2016:29]  [76:  Tacitus Annals 14.31] 

After the supposed raping of Boudicca and the flogging of her daughters, she decided to stand up against the Roman invaders to defend her honour and her people[footnoteRef:77]. One of the most significant parts of the Boudiccan revolt is what happened in Colchester, London and St. Albans, or as the Romans called them, Camulodunum, Londinium and Verulamium. Both Tacitus and Cassius Dio, and even Suetonius in his small sentence on the revolt, mentions the ransacking of the towns[footnoteRef:78]. Camulodunum was the most important town ransacked in this revolt because it had been the Roman capital of Britain[footnoteRef:79], taken from the Trinovantes and given to Roman veterans to secure the area[footnoteRef:80]. Furthermore, according to Russell and Laycock, the Romans also changed the name from Camulodunum to Colonia Claudia Victricensis, which translated to ‘The City of Claudius’ Victory’[footnoteRef:81]. The name, along with the building of Claudius’ Temple, came to represent everything that the Britons hated about the Romans[footnoteRef:82]. When Boudicca’s forces reached this town, they ransacked and burnt it to the ground, including the temple[footnoteRef:83]. Cassius Dio records the horror and torment that Boudicca supposedly enacted upon those residing in the town, but it was Tacitus who mentions the temple being the last hope for many Romans who fled there for protection[footnoteRef:84]. We do, however, know that something happened in Colchester, London and St. Albans because when archaeologists dig in these towns and cities a layer of ash that can be dated to around 60 AD continues to be found[footnoteRef:85]. Besides ash, Colchester has other finds that help prove that it was burnt down at this time. These include roof tiles, dates, wheat grains and even glassware and pottery[footnoteRef:86]. All of this points to a rebellion happening at this time in Britain. London also has lots of coins that have been found ranging in date from 50 AD to 60 AD, which could have been buried or dropped in the confusion and panic during Boudicca’s ransacking of the town[footnoteRef:87].  [77:  Tacitus Annals 14.31]  [78:  Tacitus Annals 14.32]  [79:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 76]  [80:  Russell and Laycock 2011: 53 ; Tacitus Annals 12.32]  [81:  Russell and Laycock 2011: 53]  [82:  Fairclough 2010: 25]  [83:  Tacitus Annals 14.32 ; Cassius Dio 62.7]  [84:  Tacitus Annals 14.32 ; Cassius Dio 62.7]  [85:  Hoffmann 2013: 100]  [86:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 78]  [87:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 78] 

This evidence of the revolt leads to a question that historians continually debate today: Did Boudicca exist? Although we have evidence of her revolt as seen above, we have no evidence of Boudicca as a person. In Crownthorpe, a parish situated in Norfolk, a hoard was discovered in 1982 which contained many different types of drinking vessels[footnoteRef:88]. This particular hoard is important because, according to Davies and Norwich Castle Museum, these vessels have been dated to around 60 AD, and could therefore have been buried in haste by the owner who was running from Boudicca’s troops[footnoteRef:89]. However, because it cannot be dated exactly it is not possible to determine if it was before the revolution took place or if the hoard was a result of the revolt at all. Another hoard at Blackdyke Farm near the fens has also provided five Roman silver drinking cups. Although they are dated a little earlier, they seem to have been buried deliberately and once again Davies believes it was because of the turmoil of this time, although whether he means the first Icenian revolt or Boudicca’s rebellion is unclear[footnoteRef:90]. Although both of these hoards point towards the idea that there was unrest in Britain at this time, there is still no evidence of Boudicca as a person existing. Was she a figurehead of the revolt or a commanding general? Or was she merely a literary invention by Tacitus and Cassius Dio to use for their own gain? The intention may have been to make Emperor Nero seem weak as a “barbarian”[footnoteRef:91] - women could fight his army and be victorious[footnoteRef:92]. [88:  Davies 2009: 9]  [89:  Davies 2009: 10]  [90:  Davies 2009: 139]  [91:  Tacitus, Annals 14.33, Cassius Dio 62.8]  [92:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 27] 

Boudicca’s revolt was not the only revolt to take place around this time in the Roman Empire. The Romans had to deal with a revolt by the Batavians only around ten years after Boudicca had been stopped[footnoteRef:93]. According to Tacitus these people also revolted against the Romans[footnoteRef:94]. Another likeness with Boudicca’s revolt was that, like the Iceni, the Batavians were also a client kingdom, but instead of money tributes, they were expected to provide troops for the Roman army[footnoteRef:95]. Although Civilis was a male leader, he did a few things Tacitus describes as “a vow often made by barbarians”[footnoteRef:96] and dyed his hair a vivid red. He also grew it long, in comparison to Boudicca’s description in Cassius Dio “a great mass of the tawniest hair fell to her hips”[footnoteRef:97]. This is significant because Civilis would rather revert to his ‘native’ roots to gain support of his people than remain Roman. Once again this is the main theme running through Boudicca’s revolt: native Britons going against Roman rule[footnoteRef:98]. Although Civilis was a male leader, Tacitus does mention a strong female figure in the revolt- a prophetess by the name Velda[footnoteRef:99]. Religion is a theme that is not really touched on in the Boudiccan revolt, and the only mention of religion is Boudicca supposedly setting loose a hare from her skirts before her final battle[footnoteRef:100]. However, this is only mentioned by one author, Cassius Dio, and not by Tacitus and Suetonius, so this could also simply have been added for dramatic effect, in comparison to Velda who as a prophetess played a significant role in the Batavian revolt[footnoteRef:101]. [93:  Dyson 1971: 264]  [94:  Tacitus Histories 4.12]  [95:  Dyson 1971: 264, Tacitus Histories 4.14]  [96:  Tacitus Histories 4.61]  [97:  Cassius Dio 62.2]  [98:  Dyson 1971: 265]  [99:  Tacitus Histories 4.61]  [100:  Cassius Dio 62.6]  [101:  Dyson 1971: 265-266] 

Another thing both of these revolts have in common is the success in their early stages. Both either timed their revolts, or by sheer coincidence, revolted when the main Roman army was occupied elsewhere. The Batavian revolt was set during the Civil War[footnoteRef:102], whilst Boudicca’s revolt happened whilst the bulk of the Roman army in Britain was in Anglesey, dealing with the Druids[footnoteRef:103]. Furthermore, both revolts started for similar reasons: the heavy demands of the Romans on the people. In the Batavian case, the recruitment system was harsh and the Romans asked for too many men[footnoteRef:104], whilst in the case of Boudicca, as seen above, the Romans tried to claim Icenian territory in a harsh manner[footnoteRef:105]. This shows us that the Roman treatment of the Icenian people was not uncommon and it is therefore possible that both Cassius Dio (when mentioning Boudicca) and Tacitus mention this harsh treatment as a way of showing that Nero left chaos wherever he went and for whoever succeeded him as Emperor[footnoteRef:106]. [102:  Dyson 1971: 266]  [103:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 29]  [104:  Dyson 1971: 266 ; Tacitus Histories 4.14]  [105:  Tacitus Annals 14.31 ; Cassius Dio 62.2]  [106:  Pagán 2017: 9] 

Whether or not Boudicca existed, there were many repercussions of this revolt. As was to be expected, the Iceni and the Trinovantes did not go unpunished. According to Tacitus “whatever tribes still wavered or were hostile were ravaged with fire and sword”[footnoteRef:107]. This would have had serious repercussions on both of these people’s livelihoods and way of life. The first instance was the famine that hit the Iceni and Trinovantes[footnoteRef:108]. The reason for the famine was that most of the farmers and their families had joined the revolt[footnoteRef:109]. Because of this, no crops had been sewn or harvested and when the Romans forced the Britons back to their lands, many had already perished in the revolt[footnoteRef:110]. If this was not bad enough, the Romans then decided that in order to make sure that the Iceni never thought to revolt again, they would place a few forts around the Norfolk and Suffolk areas to show the Iceni of the Romans’ continued presence in Britain[footnoteRef:111]. Examples of these can be found at Ixworth and Coddenham and an even larger one can be found at Great Chesterford[footnoteRef:112]. This revolt did not just affect Norfolk in this way, but more forts were built around the country to dissuade others from following in Boudicca’s footsteps. A prime example of this is Lincoln, where pottery shards have been found that suggest that it began its existence around 60/61 AD, either during the revolt or after Boudicca’s death[footnoteRef:113]. [107:  Tacitus Annals 14.38]  [108:  Davies 2009 : 154]  [109:  Tacitus Annals 14.34; Cassius Dio 62.12]  [110:  Fairclough 2010: 27]  [111:  Davies 2009: 154]  [112:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 84]  [113:  Hoffmann 2013: 109] 

However, considering these forts, evidence found at Caistor-St-Edmund (or also known as Caistor-by-Norwich) is surprising. This town was developed by the Romans from a Late Iron Age settlement and given the new name Venta Icenorum, meaning ‘The marketplace of the Iceni’[footnoteRef:114], becoming the new Iceni capital. However, as we can see from this area, the Iceni never fully regained the wealth and status they had before Boudicca’s revolt. The evidence found in this town is surprising, because although this particular small town had a full sized legionary fortress there to keep an eye on them[footnoteRef:115], the Iceni seem to have been one of the least ‘Romanised’ capitals found in Britain[footnoteRef:116]. Whether this was because they believed that the fort would keep the people in line or because the Iceni were not worth the effort after the famine and rebuilding their homes we do not know[footnoteRef:117]. [114:  Davies 2009: 120]  [115:  Davies 2009: 151]  [116:  Fairclough 2010: 31]  [117:  Davies 2009: 154] 

After the Romans decided to rebuild Colchester, they decided to move their capital to London, which also needed to be rebuilt after Boudicca’s forces burnt it to the ground[footnoteRef:118]. According to Hoffmann, London’s rebuilding took a lot longer than Colchester’s, which was also being rebuilt around the same time[footnoteRef:119]. The reason for this appears to be because the Romans in charge used their own money as well as state money in order to build this town to their image- the perfect Roman capital[footnoteRef:120]. [118:  Tacitus Annals 14.33]  [119:  Hoffmann 2013: 108]  [120:  Webb 2011: 51] 

Finally, the last major effect Boudicca’s revolt had on Britain is to do with religion. Aldrete when describing a Roman Forum mentions the presence of temples and shrines, something that can be seen throughout the Empire[footnoteRef:121]. A prime example of this would be Claudius’ temple that Boudicca’s forces subsequently burnt down[footnoteRef:122]. The Romans obviously learnt that they could not enforce Roman religion on the native population this way, which is why, when Guy De La Bédoyère is describing a typical forum in Britain, he makes no mention of any temples or shrines[footnoteRef:123]. This shows us that the Romans adapted to the natives’ needs, which ultimately shows that although Boudicca’s revolt was unsuccessful and the Iceni and Trinovantes suffered afterwards, Britain was treated differently when compared to other provinces in the Roman Empire. [121:  Aldrete 2008: 47]  [122:  Tacitus Annals 14.32 ; Cassius Dio 62.7]  [123:  De La Bédoyère 2013: 140-141] 

As we can see, Boudicca’s revolt ultimately failed, as the Romans were able to stop her troops and then proceeded to rebuild towns in an even more ‘Romanised’ way. However, just because her revolt was stopped, Boudicca still had an effect on the way in which Rome decided to govern Britain. We can see that Nero tried to abandon Britannia because of his concerns regarding the amount of work involved in maintaining the client kingdoms[footnoteRef:124]. We can also see that the Iceni capital after the revolt was the least ‘Romanised’ of all the tribal capitals in Britain[footnoteRef:125]. [124:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 72]  [125:  Fairclough 2010: 31] 












[bookmark: _Toc513693208]Other Revolts Against the Romans
	As we have seen above, there were two major revolts against the Romans at the start of their British invasion; Caratacus and Boudicca. However, there were also a few minor revolts that happened during this time period, for example the Druids and other smaller factions who decided to challenge the Romans. This section will concentrate on Caesar’s landings in Britain, including Cassivellaunus, as well as other tribal revolts, such as the Silures and the Ordovices, the threat of the Druids and finally the Brigantes against Queen Cartimandua. 
	The first major revolt to happen was during Caesar’s second campaign to Britain in 54BC. During his first campaign to Britain in 55BC, his landing did not go according to plan, and after a storm destroyed his ships, Caesar left the mysterious Isle only to return a year later better prepared[footnoteRef:126]. Unfortunately, we only have Caesar’s accounts of the events from these years, and no archaeological evidence to back up what Julius Caesar says[footnoteRef:127], and it is believed that this is the oldest surviving recording of Britain that we have access to today[footnoteRef:128]. But the first thing that can be noticed from Caesar’s accounts, during his first campaign to Britain, is that the Britons were waiting for him[footnoteRef:129].  [126:  Caesar Gallic War 4.23-4.26]  [127:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 4]  [128:  Waite 2011: 34]  [129:  Caesar Gallic War 4.24] 

We can gather from his writings that Rome had never come across anything like Britain or its people before, as Caesar comments “These perils frightened our soldiers, who were quite unaccustomed to battles of this kind”[footnoteRef:130]. According to Caesar, the Britons were “hurling javelins and galloping their horses”[footnoteRef:131] towards the Romans, and this can be seen as the first signs of British opposition against the Roman invaders. It was, like the other revolts we have seen, not very successful as the Britons, like the Romans, according to Caesar, had never seen anything like the warships he had brought over from Gaul[footnoteRef:132]. This statement however, may not be true, and may have just been stated by Caesar for his audience to make the Britons seem the barbarians and mysterious forces that they were believed to be.  [130:  Caesar Gallic War 4.24]  [131:  Caesar Gallic War 4.24]  [132:  Hoffmann 2013: 15 ; Caesar Gallic War 4.25 ] 

Britain was already trading with most of Gaul at this time. Archaeological evidence can be found to support this along what appears to be a trade route from Gaul to Britain where Roman material from this time has been found[footnoteRef:133]. This shows that the Britons had already come into contact with the Romans, and can even be found helping the Gauls with their own resistance against the Romans, which Caesar himself states in Book 3 of his Gallic War[footnoteRef:134]. Moorhead and Stuttard have come to the conclusion that the Gauls that Caesar asked about Britain before his departure[footnoteRef:135], lied to him in order to protect the Island from further Roman influence[footnoteRef:136]. However, even if this was the case, either to stop any more British forces joining the Gaulish resistance or as a political movement to help his standing in Rome, Julius Caesar continued with his plans to head to Britain, ignoring all of the warnings he had been given[footnoteRef:137].  [133:  Hoffmann 2013: 19]  [134:  Caesar, Gallic War 3.9]  [135:  Caesar, Gallic War 4.20]  [136:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 13]  [137:  Hobbs and Jackson 2015: 20 ] 

As mentioned above, the Britons did not approve of Caesar’s army landing on their beaches, and they attempted to fight the ‘invasion’ and met Caesar’s troops on the beaches that the Romans had used for their landing. Caesar mentions a confrontation of the two armies, in which after some confusion and no real winner, the native Britons and Caesar reached an agreement wherein the native troops “returned to the fields, and the chiefs began to come from all parts to solicit Caesar’s favour for themselves and their tribes”[footnoteRef:138]. This peace did not last long and, once again, according to Caesar, after a period of bad weather, the Britons decided to attack the Roman camp which had been heavily damaged in the storm[footnoteRef:139]. The overall result of this early rebellion against Julius Caesar’s forces was that the Romans were eventually able to recover their wits and were then able to win a battle against the native Britons, demanding more hostages than Caesar had asked for previously after the first confrontation, before returning to Gaul[footnoteRef:140]. [138:  Caesar, Gallic War 4.27]  [139:  Caesar, Gallic War 4.30]  [140:  Caesar, Gallic War 4.36] 

What can be seen from Caesar’s first expedition to Britain is that, from the very beginning, the people of Britain were heavily against Roman ideology and did not want to become part of the newly formed Roman Empire and as we shall see with Caesar’s second expedition a year later, and even in all the revolts we have seen, this feeling did not change. Caesar’s second expedition to Britain in 54BC differed from his previous expedition not only in length but in the way in which the native Britons responded to his army. His chapter on this invasion begins with a large resistance from a man named Cassivellaunus[footnoteRef:141], along with the first long description we have of the people who inhabited Britain at this time[footnoteRef:142]. When Caesar landed, he comments on how, unlike the last time he had visited, there were no natives waiting for his ships on the shorelines, as, according to Caesar, they had left upon seeing how big Caesar’s forces were[footnoteRef:143]. We do not know much about Cassivellaunus, as there is no archaeological evidence to back up his existence, however, Cassius Dio in his own works also mentions Cassivellaunus by name and how he had become the leader of the Britons against the Romans[footnoteRef:144].  [141:  Caesar, Gallic War 5.8-5.22]  [142:  Caesar, Gallic War 5.12-5.14]  [143:  Caesar, Gallic War 5.8]  [144:  Cassius Dio 40.2; Caesar, Gallic War 5.11] 

The statements by Caesar and Cassius Dio are both contradictory because both give us the impression that the Britons “intrusted”[footnoteRef:145] the role of leader to Cassivellaunus, however Caesar had mentioned a man named Mandubratius who had asked him for help against Cassivellaunus who had supposedly sought refuge from the “violence of Cassivellaunus”[footnoteRef:146]. If this was the case, could it be possible that Cassivellaunus was used as an example of a tyrant and used by Caesar to show how fragile the alliances of the native Britons were[footnoteRef:147]?  [145:  Caesar, Gallic War 5.11]  [146:  Caesar, Gallic War 5.20]  [147:  Braund 1996  : 64-65] 

What we do know about Cassivellaunus from Plutarch, Cassius Dio and from Julius Caesar, is that he was king of a territory situated around the Thames[footnoteRef:148] before he was chosen to lead the rest of the Britons against Caesar’s foreign invasion[footnoteRef:149]. Caesar tells us that they managed to push Cassivellaunus’ army back to the River Thames, after a few skirmishes, in which the Romans defeated anything the Britons threw at them[footnoteRef:150]. From this part of Cassivellaunus’ rebellion we can see that it was not very successful in stopping Caesar’s march inland, which ultimately shows us that this revolt was not very effective. Caesar managed to invade and get the Trinovantes to surrender, with no fighting or argument. It was not long before other British kings followed their actions and also surrendered to Caesar, including four kings Caesar himself names: Cingetorix, Carvilius, Taximagulus and Segonax[footnoteRef:151]. The information he then received from these kings allowed Caesar to find Cassivellaunus’ stronghold and defeat his army. This was swiftly followed by Cassivellaunus surrendering to Caesar.  [148:  Hoffmann 2013: 16]  [149:  Plutarch, Caesar 23.3; Cassius Dio 40.2 ; Caesar Gallic War 5.11]  [150:  Caesar Gallic War 5.18]  [151:  Caesar Gallic War 5.22] 

Caesar’s second campaign also came to a swift end, like his first, after a storm destroyed some of his ships and a famine in Gaul had caused more unrest[footnoteRef:152]. It can be said that Cassivellaunus’ resistance to Roman rule was effective in certain ways. Caesar was only able to make it as far as the Thames during this second invasion of the Isle, meaning he did not get as far into the country as he probably would have liked, especially after taking an entire winter to amass a large force for the task of conquering the people of Britain[footnoteRef:153]. Furthermore, as well as there being no new land gained for the Romans, Caesar did not acquire any wealth or ‘treasures’ that would have made this expedition worthwhile. Caesar, once again, as he had previously done during his first expedition to Britain, demanded hostages from the Britons, especially from Cassivellaunus as part of their peace-making agreement[footnoteRef:154]. It is perhaps this lack of advancement and profit that has led to Tacitus, in his works on his father-in-law Agricola, to comment that Caesar only wished to see the island for himself and Rome and not arrive as a conqueror[footnoteRef:155]. This can therefore perhaps explain why Caesar’s landings in Britain are often referred to in academic writing and classical sources as expeditions and not invasions, although both terms have been used to describe these events in this section.  [152:  Caesar Gallic War 5.23-24]  [153:  Hobbs and Jackson 2015: 20]  [154:  Caesar Gallic War 5.22]  [155:  Tacitus, Agricola, 13] 

As we can see from Caesar’s second landing in Britain, Cassivellaunus fought back against the Romans. However, his rebellion differed from those previously mentioned because it seems that he did not have the backing of the other kings and territories of Britain in this rebellion, as they easily gave up his stronghold and gave Caesar troops to help stop him. This is unlike Boudicca whose army grew in strength and size throughout her uprising. Cassivellaunus’ effectiveness therefore, in his rebellion against the Romans, could be seen as the least effective, as he helped the British leaders to make treaties with Caesar, thus implementing Roman rule, which, if events had led that way, could have resulted in a very different Roman invasion of Britain. 
The next group of people to revolt against the Romans were the Druids. This is a conflicted area in British history because not much is known, and what is known about them comes from Roman sources, which tended to be biased against their traditions[footnoteRef:156]. Another problem, as seems to be a common theme in these revolts, is that there is hardly any archaeological evidence to back up their existence. This is because, if we take what Caesar states as fact, they did not believe in the written word and learnt everything through word of mouth[footnoteRef:157]. What we do know, mostly from Caesar’s accounts, is that the Druids seemed to have been based in Gaul with their training happening in Britain[footnoteRef:158]. [156:  Hobbs and Jackson 2015: 125]  [157:  Hutton 2011: 3; Caesar Gallic War 6.14]  [158:  Morse 2005: 35] 

When Caesar first mentions the Druids he talks about them in a religious fashion, “engaged in things sacred, conduct the public and the private sacrifices, and interpret all matters of religion”[footnoteRef:159]. This would make them very important to the running of everyday life at this time. If this was the case, then why does Caesar not mention them during any of his expeditions to Britain? Although he did not get very far into the country, with the way Caesar describes them as being the law in British society, in which “They act as judges in practically all disputes, whether between tribes or between individuals”[footnoteRef:160], it is safe to assume that there would have been Druidic influence at the head of the retaliations for the Roman invaders. Furthermore, Caesar only mentions the Druids in a separate section to Britain in which he decided to explain some of the Gaulic traditions to the people of Rome[footnoteRef:161], and this brings into question, why Caesar never mentions their existence in any of his main campaigns in Gaul and Britain[footnoteRef:162]. [159:  Caesar Gallic War 6.13]  [160:  Caesar Gallic War 6.13]  [161:  Caesar Gallic War 6.13-6.18]  [162:  Hutton 2011: 4] 

The main dispute between the Romans and the Druids however, happened many years after Caesar’s landings and occurred around the same time Boudicca decided to enact her revenge against the Romans. According to Tacitus, Suetonius Paulinus, who was a Roman General stationed in Britain at this time, decided to attack Anglesey, which appeared to be both a Druidic stronghold and a place for Britons to run to, to get away from the Roman invaders[footnoteRef:163]. The timing of the attack is what led this rebellion to be more effective than most of the others already seen, because, by attacking Anglesey, Paulinus withdrew most of his troops from around Britain to concentrate on that one place, allowing Boudicca the chance to start her own rebellion without worrying about immediate repercussions[footnoteRef:164]. However, there is debate as to whether or not Boudicca realised the timings of her uprising, although the general opinion does seem to be that she would have had some idea, either by the lack of Roman troops in the area or from word of mouth[footnoteRef:165].  [163:  Tacitus, Annals 14.29]  [164:  Hoffmann 2013: 96]  [165:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 29] 

The trip up to Anglesey was not an easy one and the Romans encountered more rebellions on the way, mostly from the Silures and the Ordovices whose territories, which were located in Wales, they were travelling through[footnoteRef:166]. Tacitus describes the Silures as a “warlike tribe”[footnoteRef:167] which could tell us that the Romans had dealt with them in the past, which we have seen in Caratacus’ revolt against them, as the Silures and the Ordovices both supported Caratacus’ rebellion[footnoteRef:168]. These two kingdoms ended up revolting against the Romans long after any other early threat to their landings, which will be discussed further. [166:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 74]  [167:  Tacitus, Agricola 17]  [168:  Manning 2001: 9] 

When the Romans eventually ended up in Anglesey, they were greeted with a sight that was supposed to send terror into their hearts. Tacitus describes the Druids here as “furies”125 and that the Romans had never come into contact with anything like that before as it “scared our soldiers by the unfamiliar sight”[footnoteRef:169]. It is this descriptive piece that Tacitus wrote, that could have been added in order to show the horror of the Druidic movement to the Roman public[footnoteRef:170]. He does not go into much detail on the corresponding battle that would have followed, only that Paulinus and his troops destroyed their sacred ground, something that Hutton said was very unusual behaviour- perhaps signifying the threat the Romans believed the Druids held[footnoteRef:171]. [169:  Tacitus, Annals 14.31]  [170:  Hutton 2011 : 13-14]  [171:  Hutton 2011: 13] 

This particular uprising of the Druids was not very successful and we get the impression that the actual battle did not last very long[footnoteRef:172]. However, Tacitus, in his works on Agricola, tells us that Anglesey was lost to the Britons soon after Suetonius Paulinus had withdrawn his troops to deal with the threat of Boudicca[footnoteRef:173]. Tacitus also narrates that the Ordovices had managed to destroy a large amount of cavalry of allied troops which Tacitus explains gave the native Britons hope[footnoteRef:174]. This however did not last long and Agricola was able to take back the stolen lands and stop the enemy troops[footnoteRef:175]. His attack was then directed back towards Anglesey, but in this account no druids are mentioned. Nor do we know what resistance Agricola met once he arrived, only that they surprised the inhabitants by swimming across to the island and not arriving in ships[footnoteRef:176]. It can be determined, however, that this small revolt did not amount to much as the islanders surrendered fairly quickly afterwards and it was therefore not very effective against the Roman invaders[footnoteRef:177]. [172:  Tacitus, Annals 14.30]  [173:  Tacitus, Agricola 18]  [174:  Tacitus, Agricola 18]  [175:  Hutton 2011: 13]  [176:  Tacitus, Agricola 18]  [177:  Manning 2001: 23] 

The revolts by the Ordovices and the previous revolts orchestrated by the Silures are important because of the length of time which these two factions continued to put up resistance. The Silures managed to revolt against the Romans for over thirty years, before Frontinus was able to subdue them[footnoteRef:178] and the Ordovices continued to rebel against Roman rule for even longer than that[footnoteRef:179]. As a result, it is clear to see that, although the rebellions were once again stopped by the Romans, they still felt the need to go back and subdue these two factions into submission, which was not an easy task as can be seen by the time it took for the Romans to do this. However, after this mentioning of the Ordovices and Silures in Tacitus, no more mention of Roman Wales can be found in any remaining source of this time. This means that any information from after this time can only be found in the archaeological evidence, so whether or not the Welsh kingdoms revolted again we do not know[footnoteRef:180]. [178:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 96]  [179:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 98 ; Manning 2001: 22]  [180:  Manning 2001: 23] 

The final smaller revolt that took happened during this time period is that of the Brigantes. This internecine revolt took place after Boudicca’s revolt and happened when Queen Cartimandua, who as we have seen was loyal to Rome, was driven out of the country by her own people. The beginning of this revolt took place after Cartimandua supposedly split from Venutius, her husband of the time[footnoteRef:181]. Venutius is a confusing character that Tacitus wrote about because in The Annals he talks about how Venutius was a loyal subject of Rome[footnoteRef:182] but in his later works The Histories Tacitus describes him as being “high spirited, and hating the name of Rome”[footnoteRef:183]. This contradiction could be due to the fact that once he was no longer married to Cartimandua, he was able to do as he wished and no longer follow the Queen’s love for all things Roman[footnoteRef:184]. However, this brings into question why, as it appears, he did not join Boudicca on her rampage against all things Roman[footnoteRef:185].  [181:  Tacitus Annals 12.40]  [182:  Tacitus Annals 12.40]  [183:  Tacitus Histories 3.45]  [184:  Howarth 2008: 97]  [185:  Howarth 2008: 91] 

As for the evidence substantiating this revolt against Roman rule, there is not much, if any at all. It had been suggested that a site at Stanwick, near Scotch Corner could be where Venutius made his stand due to the large amount of Roman imports that have been found there[footnoteRef:186]. Moreover, it was also destroyed around this time period and defensive installations have been found to be incomplete[footnoteRef:187]. However, the literary texts make no mention of the storming of any settlement, which could suggest that the site was merely an important centre for the Brigantes[footnoteRef:188].  [186:  Hoffmann 2013: 114]  [187:  Mattingly 2007: 115]  [188:  Hoffmann 2013: 115] 

The reason why this revolt can be seen as important and also effective is because, although Tacitus is the only one who makes any mention of it, this revolt helps solidify the Roman belief that the Britons were a warlike society who constantly fought one another - in this case the fighting took place only within the faction of the Brigantes[footnoteRef:189]. Furthermore, this revolt is also an example of the client kingdom status working. Cartimandua was always a supporter of Rome, as we have seen with Caratacus, and it is perhaps this event that led the Romans to her aid[footnoteRef:190].   [189:  De La Bédoyère 2016: 25]  [190:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 92] 

The reason for the revolt is still being debated with historians blaming either her remarriage to Vellocatus[footnoteRef:191] or her overindulgence in riches[footnoteRef:192]. Either way, Cartimandua had managed to turn her entire people against her. This part of Tacitus’ Histories is important because Tacitus ends the section saying “Venutius retained the kingdom, and we had the war on our hands” [footnoteRef:193]. He then makes no mention of Venutius or Cartimandua again in any of his works, which could suggest that Tacitus either planned to write it later on and never did or the section which it was written in has been lost over the years[footnoteRef:194]. This makes looking at the effectiveness of this revolt difficult as we do not know the full outcome of this internecine revolt or the fates of both Venutius and Cartimandua. From the quote above we can gather that the first stage of the revolt, in which Cartimandua was removed, was somewhat successful and effective for the Brigantes as he reclaimed his kingdom from the Romans, who would have to send troops to retaliate. However, the likely outcome of this revolt is, as is a common theme throughout British revolts against the invading Romans, that the Romans were able to reclaim the Brigantes’ territory from Venutius.  [191:  Howarth 2008: 100-101]  [192:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 92]  [193:  Tacitus Histories 3.45]  [194:  Hoffmann 2013: 114] 

In this section, we can conclude that there were many revolts that took place against the Romans and their occupation of Britain but they varied in both effectiveness and in length. Cassivellaunus managed to be one of the least effective revolts that we will see because he managed to convince a lot of the different factions, such as the Trinovantes, to surrender to the Romans in order to help stop his so-called tyranny[footnoteRef:195]. The Silures and the Ordovices, although ultimately unsuccessful in their endeavour against the Romans, managed to revolt for the longest out of any of the other people, thus creating a very big problem for the Romans who had to continue to stop their revolutions[footnoteRef:196].  The Druids, like these two factions, also caused the Romans trouble as, although they had been subdued once before, before Boudicca’s revolt, they used that distraction to regroup and once again more Roman troops had to be sent to Anglesey to deal with them, although in this revolt no mention of the word Druid can be found[footnoteRef:197]. Finally, the revolt against Cartimandua is slightly unusual as she was a British Queen who was a Roman sympathiser that was overturned from her own tribe. This contrast is interesting because it shows that the Roman supporters were protected against the revolting tribes. However, something that is common in all of these main revolts is the lack of archaeological evidence to back up the revolts that are described by Tacitus and Caesar, which ultimately affects the effectiveness of these revolts as they may not have taken place to begin with. [195:  Braund 2013 : 64-65]  [196:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 96]  [197:  Tacitus, Agricola 18] 


[bookmark: _Toc513693209]Conclusion
After looking at all these different revolts we can see that there were many similarities as well as differences in the overall events. When looking at their effectiveness we can see that none of the revolts were very effective in the long run. All of them were eventually stopped by the Romans who were then able to occupy Britain for over 300 years. However, Caratacus and the two factions, Silures and Ordovices, were able to sustain revolt for a long period of time. Caratacus rebelled for over nine years[footnoteRef:198] and the Silures and Ordovices for more than thirty years[footnoteRef:199]. This would have slowed the Roman conquest down considerably as more troops would have been needed to deal with these people after each battle, thus disrupting the control the Roman army had elsewhere. This movement of the army can be seen in Boudicca’s revolt where the Druids in Anglesey drew the troops out of the eastern part of the country, leaving it free for Boudicca’s forces to be left with hardly any opposition[footnoteRef:200]. This helped to boost the effectiveness of Boudicca’s revolt as it allowed her troops to gain ground very quickly with early successes on in the revolt, which is also a common theme in the Batavian revolt[footnoteRef:201].  [198:  Tacitus Annals 12.36]  [199:  Moorhead and Stuttard 2016: 96, 98 ; Manning 2001: 22]  [200:  Tacitus Annals 14.29]  [201:  Dyson 1971: 266] 

Another piece of information that lowers the effectiveness of the majority of the people mentioned is the lack of evidence to either support the existence of the revolt or the existence of the person mentioned. The most famous of which is Boudicca, whilst evidence of sacking and burning can be found in the three towns she is said to have burnt down[footnoteRef:202], we have no archaeological findings to show she was a real person. The same is said for the Druids, Cassivellaunus[footnoteRef:203] and the revolt of the Brigantes against their Queen. To make matters worse, evidence for the battle that takes place after Cartimandua’s flight to Rome against her ex-husband is incomplete[footnoteRef:204]. The information about the first revolts that take place against Caesar come solely from his own writings. This could lower the effectiveness of the revolts as the accounts written could be exaggerated to make the Britons seem like more of a threat. Or it may be the case that any skirmish won by the Britons was left out in order to show the continued strength of the Roman army.   [202:  Hoffmann 2013 : 100 ; Tacitus Annals 14.32 ; Cassius Dio 62.7]  [203:  Cassius Dio 40.2]  [204:  Tacitus Histories 3.45] 

Finally, the last part that can be seen as ineffective is that three of these people, Cartimandua, Cassivellaunus and Caratacus were eventually handed over to the Romans by their own people. Cassivellaunus is almost described as a tyrant by Tacitus and he ultimately made the Roman invasion easier for Caesar as influential tribes, such as the Trinovantes gladly surrendered and gave up his stronghold position[footnoteRef:205]. Cartimandua is forced to flee to Rome after a disagreement within her own tribe[footnoteRef:206], whilst Caratacus is handed over by the queen of the Brigantes after seeking sanctuary there[footnoteRef:207]. This shows us that not everyone in Britain agreed with the revolts and may not have wanted the constant rebellion during this time period. [205:  Braund 1996 : 64-65 ; Caesar Gallic War 5.22]  [206:  Tacitus Annals 12-40]  [207:  Tacitus Histories 3.45 ; Russell and Laycock 2011 : 57] 

However, no matter the lack of evidence to support their uprisings, some of these rebellions did have a positive effect. Whilst the Iceni were punished for their main rebellion in 60-61 AD[footnoteRef:208] evidence, from what appears to be their new capital, has suggested that the Romans did leave the Iceni to their own devices[footnoteRef:209].  Furthermore, Boudicca’s revolt also changed the way in which the Romans treated religion with no temples being built by the Romans in any forum in Britain[footnoteRef:210], thus increasing Boudicca’s long-term effectiveness and making hers one of the most effective revolts we have seen so far. Whilst the Druids prove to be of little effect in the Roman occupation except in helping clear the path for Boudicca and her forces. However, even with these defeats, rebellions continued to take place on the Island throughout the first century as the interactions with Calgacus would indicate[footnoteRef:211]. [208:  Cassius Dio 62.12 ; Fairclough 2010: 27]  [209:  Fairclough 2010: 31]  [210:  Aldrete 2008: 47 ; De La Bédoyère 2013: 140-141]  [211:  Tacitus Agricola 25-38] 
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