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Critically discuss whether Boudicca was just a literary invention. Does a critical analysis of ancient literary and archaeological sources allow us to demonstrate her existence and her alleged activities without any doubt?

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Rebellion of the Britons against the Romans in AD60/1 is one of the most significant events in the Roman occupation of Britain. The accounts of ancient writers such as Tacitus and Cassius Dio put Queen Boudicca at the forefront of these happenings. The purpose of this essay is to determine whether Boudicca was an actual historical figure or a work of fiction to describe the revolt and present an individual opinion of the writer and the society of that time. Both literary and archaeological evidence will determine this and will investigate the likelihood of Boudicca being a real or fictional.
The first thing that needs to be determined is whether there is any archaeological evidence that proves or disproves the existence of Boudicca. Despite the multiple literary accounts about her, there is almost nothing in the way of physical evidence that would prove Boudicca’s existence. Cassius Dio is the earliest writer who described her appearance, from this, the only material possession that would have certainly survived is the “large golden necklace”[footnoteRef:1]. The fact that as this description is not very detailed and cannot be proved as accurate, any necklace that is found around the area of Boudicca’s final battle can be thought of as hers. An example of this is a golden torque was found in Norfolk[footnoteRef:2] which is matching the status of a higher-class woman, so it cannot be discounted as belonging to Boudicca. As well as this there has been evidence to suggest that Boudicca’s burial place is somewhere under London King’s cross station but even if remains were discovered, it would be difficult to confirm or deny the identity.[footnoteRef:3] It is also just as possible that there would be no body to find because her body may have been cleared away with the battle waste after the final confrontation.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII.]  [2:  Bulst, C M. 1961.]  [3:  Lobell, J A. and Powell, E A. 2013.]  [4:  Lobell, J A. and Powell, E A. 2013.] 

Despite the lack of Archaeological evidence of Boudicca as a person, there is plenty linking the revolt to the Iceni tribe, which is said to be the tribe which Boudicca led. There is evidence of early Roman silver plates on the edge of the Icenian territory.[footnoteRef:5] This could be viewed as loot stolen from the Romans and buried where it could not be recovered. Another Artefact that was found was the head of a bronze statue of Claudius which was found in the river Alde which was also probably part of a loot.[footnoteRef:6] Following the accounts written by Tacitus, the attacks on Camulodunum (Colchester) and Londinium (London) are backed up by evidence of violent destruction. For example, there is the remains of a podium that would have been part of the Roman temple in that area.[footnoteRef:7] This corresponds with the early successes of the Britons as written by Tacitus and Dio. As well as this there is a burnt layer of soil about thirty feet beneath modern ground level.[footnoteRef:8]These archaeological finds show that the chronology of the rebellion could be accurate, and that the Briton did in fact revolt against the Roman occupants and the writings of those such as Tacitus did not use the rebellion itself as a tool to prove so called barbarous qualities of the Britons or showing sympathies towards them. The reality of Boudicca is still in question, although it cannot be discounted that the accuracy of the events that took place in the revolt corresponds to that of Boudicca. [5:  Salway, P.1981. p.101]  [6:  Dudley, D R.]  [7:  Dudley, D R. ]  [8:  Dudley, D R.] 

The writings of Tacitus and Cassius Dio do have some differences that can indicate that they do use the idea of Boudicca to present their opinions which shows her in a positive or negative way. in the case of Tacitus, who was born in AD55, was present during the rebellion so it can be concluded that he can be seen as the more accurate source, compared to others such as Dio. Because of the reign of Nero during this time, it can be stated that this influenced his opinions. It is known that he Stylized Clodius Thrasea Paetus as moral[footnoteRef:9] and, as he opposed Nero can show that he either agreed in some way or was accepting of those that were. This may be the reason that the Britons are described in a sympathetic sense. However, it is also said that he was known to be ‘temperate’[footnoteRef:10] towards the emperor which can mean a myriad of things. In contrast to this Cassius Dio was born around AD300, which would put his lifetime over two hundred years after the events of the rebellion, so his account cannot be accurate as that of Tacitus. It is also possible that his own political stand-point influenced him to present her in such a way to show this. The historical bias can be seen even in more modern authors so the omission or adding of certain factors is very possible. [9:  Egon, F. (Brill)]  [10:  Egon, F.(Brill)] 

The content in the accounts of Tacitus have the impression that Boudicca was used as more of a literary tool than anything else, although it does not mean she didn’t exist, because there is no proper physical description of her. Boudicca represents the consensus of the British views of Rome. The unrest being shown through phrases such as “Roman lust has gone so far”[footnoteRef:11] which shows that, to the Britons at least, the Romans were taking advantage of the tribes and they were not going to stop. As well as this the story of Boudicca is like that of Livy’s Lucretia and Brutus, this is shown by the parallel between the rape of Lucretia and that of Boudicca’s daughters[footnoteRef:12]. It is stated in Tacitus’ text that Boudicca’s daughters were presented “before her in a chariot”[footnoteRef:13] and spoke of the “tarnished honour of her daughters”[footnoteRef:14]. This is similar to that of what happened to Lucretia, the main difference being that the speech to encourage the soldiers was given over her corpse, which is not the case with Boudicca’s daughters. Although, Boudicca’s daughters do not speak which means that they served a similar purpose in that they were victims without a voice. In fact, it is possible that her daughters survived after Boudicca’s death as they are not mentioned again. However, using the assault of innocent women to rile up an army is a useful tool because the showing of injustice is a way for people to want to take away the threat that could cause a similar circumstance. Boudicca, from Tacitus’ account is also compared to Cloelia. Cloelia is a female figure who escaped a hostage situation with a group of women from the Etruscan king.[footnoteRef:15] The main similarity is that both Cloelia and Boudicca are women who survived and had some success in a battle situation. However, where Boudicca only has limited success and does die in the end, though she is held in high regard and Cloelia both survived and is admired[footnoteRef:16]. These similarities can indicate that Tacitus was trying to model his historical texts on that of Livy’s as he was very admired during that time and he desired this. As well as this, in copying Livy’s writings, it is possible that he is exaggerating certain events in order to make the account more entertaining. [11:  Tac.Ann. 14.31.]  [12:  Gillespie, C. 2015]  [13:  Tac.Ann. XIV.XXXV]  [14:  Tac.Ann. XIV.XXXV]  [15:  Bloch, R. (Brill)]  [16:  Bloch, R. (Brill)] 

Whereas, Cassius Dio presents Boudicca in a negative light and makes her seem like someone a person should not admire rather than the alternative. In his historical account, Boudicca makes anti-models out of other prominent female figures in history along with the emperor Nero.[footnoteRef:17]  In the speech that Boudicca gives before the last battle, it is said that “much less over the Romans themselves as did Messalina once and afterwards Agrippina and now Nero (who, though in name a man, is in fact a woman, as is proved by his singing, lyre-playing and beautification of his person);”[footnoteRef:18]. Dio using this sort of statement shows Boudicca to be insulting not only a few historical figures but the Roman society. By using creative activities such as music as an insult against a mans masculinity would show the Britons as uncultured and against many aspects of the Roman identity. This is further emphasised by the man who’s insulted is the emperor, so he should be seen as one of the most masculine in terms of occupation. As well as this, in Dio’s account, Boudicca dies after “falling sick”[footnoteRef:19] instead of the suicide that is stated in Tacitus. This takes away from the impact of Boudicca’s death and makes her seem weak compared to the strong military leader that you would expect from a rebellion. It is also stated that she was given “a costly burial”[footnoteRef:20] which both shows her social standing which, in the Roman ideology, is illegitimate because according to her late husband Prasutagus’ will, his daughters and Nero are equal recipients of his land. Therefore, Boudicca was acting outside of her place.[footnoteRef:21]  Dio also uses the phrase “so much for the affairs in Britain”[footnoteRef:22] which indicates that he views the attempt at a rebellion in Britain was a slight to Rome and the Britons as a society. This is also shown by him giving the impression that Boudicca uses supernatural means like divination[footnoteRef:23] which both means that the battle with the Romans was not a fair fight and the use of ‘magic’ is untrustworthy to the Roman society. [17:  Gillespie, C. 2015]  [18:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII.]  [19:  Cass, Dio. Roman History LXII.]  [20:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII]  [21:  Webster, G. 1978. P.87.]  [22:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII]  [23:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII.] 

Though both ancient writers agree that Rome won the final confrontation against the Britons, they both differ over what happened to Britain after the fighting had ended. In the case of Tacitus, it is stated that “the territory of every single state that had been disloyal or unreliable was laid to waste by fire and the sword."[footnoteRef:24] This would mean that the Iceni and their allies would have been razed to the ground because of the revolt which meant that the Britons would have been punished severely for their actions. However, it is unclear whether Tacitus recorded the whole story, Modern historians believe his writing style is “concise and selective”[footnoteRef:25] which means that his description of the events would be more of a timeline than a full account of what happened. It has also been said that the section on Boudicca is “brief even for Tacitus”[footnoteRef:26] which could indicate that though he viewed Boudicca as significant, she was not as important as other male leaders. [24:  Tac. Ann. XIV.]  [25:  Overbeck, J C. 1969:30.]  [26:  Overbeck, J C. 1969: 138] 

In conclusion, there is not enough archaeological evidence to prove the existence of Boudicca though her being continually mentioned in ancient accounts as a strong figure may mean that she could be real because females were usually omitted from history, especially from battle situations. Although, given the description of Boudicca’s appearance, she had masculine features like her height as well as the feminine in her hair being hip length[footnoteRef:27] which could be the compensation for the Britons military leader being a female causing so much damage to the roman settlements. This fact can be used to somewhat prove Boudicca’s existence because, pride was a significant part in the Roman identity and their troops being overrun by barbarians could be a source of shame so presenting a woman at the forefront would add to this though the archaeology can easily disprove it. An example of this is that there are the marks of destruction in places like London and Colchester from this time which does show that there was some kind of revolt from that time. As well as this, it is easy to conclude that the historical writers Cassius Dio and Tacitus had their own purposes for using Boudicca, Tacitus wanting to show the troubles that the tribes like the Iceni faced and his sympathies towards the Britons. His using the writings of Livy about the rape of Lucretia to possibly influence the beating of Boudicca and the rape of her daughters to show the harsh treatment of the Britons. [footnoteRef:28] Also, because Tacitus was around during the emperor Nero’s reign, it is also possible that he wanted to openly oppose Nero in a subtle way. It also must be stated that as Tacitus’ account was supposedly written around the time of the rebellion that it should be very accurate, but because his section on Boudicca is not very detailed and he doesn’t include a physical description of her. This indicates that she was a literary tool because despite the dispute happening away from the capital of the empire, there would have been at least speculation of what she looked like. Cassius Dio uses Boudicca for almost the opposite reasons to Tacitus and this also shows that Boudicca was a work of fiction because there is quite a drastic change in how she is presented. Overall, it is almost certain that Boudicca was primarily a literary tool although this is not to say that she didn’t exist at all.  [27:  Cass, Dio. Roman History. LXII.]  [28:  Gillespie, C. 2015.] 
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