The Creation of
Monuments

Neolithic Causewaved Enclosures in the British Isles

Alastair Oswald, Carolyn Dyer and Martyn Barber



http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/

The Creation of Monuments



The Creation of
Monuments

Neolithic Causewayed Enclosures in the British Isles

Alastair Oswald, Carolyn Dyer and Martyn Barber

i

ENGLISH HERITAGE


http://www.english-heritage.org.uk

Firaarresires
Avkroledaemuenrs
fiinaranion aclmomledpenrerric
Nores oi phe sire plaoes
Sumuwary

. .

TR T TR T TR

Mew worlds' and old problems
The Meohithie background
Chronoligy

Causewayed enclosurnes as a class of mauTIcnL
The background and ams of this book

Previows research

The xbea of stone age “camps"

A problem of recognition

The mpact of Windmill Hill

Windmill Hill: discovery and excavation
Undersianding Windmall Hzl

Rescarch and discovery after Windmell Hill

Acrsal survey and excavation: an shundance of data

Changing perceptions simvoe 1934 causewayed
enclomuirnes and the Meolithic

The constructional clements
Diches and recutting

Banks

“Tirmher structures

Entrances

The forms of causewayed enclosures
Classification: ducermng onder in diversine
Plan farms

Flanning in relation w wopography
Concentric circuits and their spacing

Arca

Dietecning change over time in plans

Orcher momaments with cousewayed ditches
Conformity or diversity?

Distribution and location in the physical
landscape
The distribution m Eangland and the Britich Tsles

Cagsewayed enchsuns on the Europsan mainland

Contents

Wl G Mo e

11
15

15
21

25
26

32

15
13

3

g1
8%

Croodogy as a [acror in the diswibution

“Tor enclesures”: consewaved enclosures banlt
B sROneT

Panerns of hscation in the phasical ndscape
Dictecting change over time in the scitimgs of
camsewaved enclosures

Visthiliny and vegetanion

Human geography

Making sense of the human landscape

The Mesolithic and carliest Meolithic background

Begionalism in the Britsh 1sles

Pairs of cousewayed enclosunes?

Hegions withowt causewayed enclosures
Terntores: causewayed enclomsuines, long barrows
and thmt manes

Terrtomnes: seitbement, mobiliny and resouroes

Uses and meanings
“The nature of the evidence

Creation and re-creanion: a funcrion of causewayed

enclosures?

What happened isbde cavsewaved enclosures?
What happened outside causewayed enclosuses?
Seasonal gatherings?

Conclusaons

The afterlife of causewayed enclosures

The end of camsewaved enclosures

A tradisen of enclisures®

The reuse of cousewayed enclosures later m
the Meolithic

The rewse of causewanved enclosures m the Broses

prad Iron Ages
The hstoric perod: causewayed enclosurs come
full circle

Looking ahead - where next for research?

Apperdin: Crazemeer of cansenared cucleiung on

dhae Ulirgsd Bimpaouy
Rfenerace

frdex

24

B
al

103

104
10

107
1os
112
115

114
iis

120
L2
123
1 3

1 3
131

133
133

134

157

145

147

145

1)

168



Illustrations

1 Diisaributica of sies mvestigated

2 Chronological chart

5 Plan of the cawscwaved enclosure at Burford,

Crxfopdshire

L4 Plan of the cosewaved enclosure a1 Roban
Hoaowd s Ball, Wiltshire

1.5 Reconstruction painbing «f the causewaved
enchosure s Orsent, Esex

1.6  Aerial phowograph of the causewayed enclosure
o Windmill Fhll, Wiltshire

1.7 Aenal phitograph of the causewayed enclosure
ar Bastleach, Gloucestershire

L& Aerial photograph of the causcwayed afclmure

at Aston Cote, Oxfordshire

21 The Ordnance Survey’s depiction of the cousewayed
enclosure on Hambledon Hall, Drorser

2.2 Flinders Perric’s plan of the causewayed enclosure
at Robin Hood's Ball, Wikishire

2.3 Skmner's sketch of Whitehawk Camp, Enst Sussey

24 Allcroft’s plan of the cavsewayed enclosure on
Combe Hill, East Sussex

2.5 Henderson's plan of Trencrom Hill, Corrwall

2.6 Sir Richard Coli-Hoare's view of the causewayod
enclosure om Knap Hill, Wiltshire

27 Pan of the causewayed enclosure on Enap Hill,
Wiltshire

28  Pan of the cousewayed enclosure on Windmall
Hill, Wiltshare

20 The Rovd H G O Kendall excavating at Windmall Fill

210 Keiller's excavations at Windmill Hill

2.11 Harold 5t George Gray and helpers excavating au
Winctmall Hill

2,12 Gray and Ketller excavatmg Windmuill Hill

2.13 B C Curwen's workmen at Whitchawk Camp,
East Sussex

214 Meolithic bowl pottery from The Trendle, Wess
Sasarx

2,15 Bxgwvavions by Curwen al The Trundle, showing
the base of a Meoliahic ditch

216 Plan of the camsewaved enclosure o Ahingdon,
Orcfordslire

217 Diszribunion of camewaved enclossres in 1930

218 Sectwn through the dinch of the carsewayed
crclosure a1 Maiden Bower, Bedfordshire

2,19 Aerial phorograph of Hambledon Hill, Duorset,
taken by Keiller in 1924

2.20 Plan of the cousewaved enclosure ot Hembary,
Devon

221 Wheeler’s excavation at Madden Casale in 1937

222 Aerial photograph of The Trundle, West Sussex,
taken in 1925

2.23 Curwen's plan of The Trundle

2.2 Aeral photograph of the cavsewaved enclosure st
Sawbridgeworth, Hertfordshire, aken by St Joseph
m 1962

2.25 Bar graph of the mcrease in numbers of siies
dhscovered

2.6 Acnal photograph of the causewaved enclosure m
Orsett, BEssex, taken by 5t Joseph in 1961

2.7 The extent of the Windmill Hill culture

208 Nealithic rermitorics in Wisssex

51

12

13
14
14
L6

17

15
149

H

¥
X
33

Reconstructions of ditches and banks

Plan of the causewayel enclosure ar Upton,

Cambridgeshire

3.3 Plan of the cousewayed enclosure at Cours Hill,
Wiest Sussex

3.4 Plam of the causewayed enclosure at Dallington,
Morthampronshine

3.3 dGroph comparing the lenmb of dinch segmenss at
sebected causewaved enclisures

6 PMan ol the causewayed anclesure at Barholm,
Lincalnshire

17 Plan of the enclosure a1 Leadkerry, Perthshire

18 Profiles of the diches of selected causewayed
enchimures

50 The condnson of causewayved enclosures in the
Beritish Isles

3.10 Plan of the cavsewaved enclosure 2t Barkhale,

Wiest Sussex

A1 Plan of the causewayved enclosure at Orsett, Bssex

A2 Secrons cun By Bonney s Hambledon Hill, Darser

13 Regonstruction of the cassewaved encloswre a

Sarup, Denmark

3.04 Plan of the camsewayed enclosure at Freston, Suffolk

3.15 Dussribudon of causewayved enclosures with imber
palisades and other tmber sruciares

1,16 Principal entrance couseways. as suggesied by the
plans af enclosures

317 Plan of the cassewaved enclosure at Suines, Surrey

318 Plan of the cowsewaved enclosure an Eastleach,
Ciloucestershire

319 Plan of the possible causewayed enclosure at
Morton, Glamonganshafe

1.20 PMlan of the Sepbevon causewaved enclosuare on

Hambledon Fill, Dogset

o
ok =

wd i

4.1 Aerial photograph of the probable camsewayed
cnclosuse ot Bve and Dunsden, Oxfordshire

4.2 Man of the cousewnyved enclosuge ar Chalk Hill,

Ramsgate, Bent

Schematic plans of causewayed enclosures

Plan of the causewayed enclosure at Briar Hill,

Mormhampoonshine

4.5 Man ol the enclosure ai Duggleby Hewe, Morth

“orkshire

Comparative plan of near-cincular causewayed

endclivures

4.7 PMan of the causewayed enclosune at Great

Wilbiraham, Cambridgeshine

Plan of the causewayved enclosure at Offham, Bas

Surssex

4.9 Plan of the causewayed enclosure at Alrewas,
Snaffordshine

H.10 Acrial phowograph of the camsewayed enclosure
at Cardingron, Bedfordshine

4.11 Plan of the causenaved enclosure ;1 Haddenham,
Cambridgeshire

4,12 Compararive plan of causcwayed enclosures

v with incomplete circuits

4.13 Compararive plan of the wpographic settings of
selecred causewaved enclosures

4,14 Plan of the cawsewaved enclosisre g Birdlp Camg,
Cloucestershire

35

17

A
41

42
43
Y
45
46
47

4B

51
51
52
53

54

53
55

57

z

]

6l

E

]



4,15 Plan of the causeaayed enclosure st Crckley Hill,
Cilovoestershine

4.16 Plan of the cavsewayed enclosure at Hambledon
Hill, Dorset

4.17 Plan of the causewayed enclesure at causewayed
enclosure at Buckland, Oxfordshare

4.12 Plan of the causewayed enclosure o Mavesyn
Ridware, Staffordshire

419 The spacing of concentric cisowits

4.30 Discribution map of widely and dlosely spaced
cirouits

4.21 Plan of the causewiayed enclosure ar Crofion,
Wiltshare

4.22 Plan of the causewayed enclosure ot cousewayed
enclosure ar Radley, Crdordshire

4.2% Aress of different crcunts

4.24 Dhstribution of creaits by size

+.25 Plan of the causewaved enclosure at Fornham
All Sainrs, Suffolk

4.26 An interpretation of chronobogical change at

welected canmsewayed enclosures

Long barrows and “mormaary enchosures” with

causewayed ditches

+.27

5.1  Distnbution map of causewayed enclosures in
the British Isdes

Plan of the causewayed enclosure s Baddon Hill,
Dreven

5.2

5.3
County Antrim

5.4  Acral photegraph of the enclosure at

Whitmuirhaugh, Roxburghshire

Plan of the causewaved enchmure at Danon,

Eelgium

The relatbon of acrial reconnassancs o geology

55

5.6

5.7

5.8 Disiribunion of causewayed enclosures and tor

enclosures m the South-West

5.0
Dv Lank, Cornwall

.00 Plan of the pessible tor enclosure at ‘The Dewerstone,

Dhevon

3.11 Plan of the possible wor enclosure at Gardom’s Edge,

Drerbwshine

512 Possible Meolnhic walling at Trencrom Hill,
Corrwall

5.13 Graphs showing proximity o water

5.14 The topographic setting of cavsewayed enclosures

by type
5.15 Acrial photograph of the causewayed enclosure at
Buckland, Oxfordshare

5.16 Plan of the cousewayed enclosure a1 Northborough,

Ca
517 Plan of the causewaved enclosure o1 Brosdwell,
Orfopgdshire

5.18 Plan of the cousewayed enclosure at Sawbndgewonly

Hertfordshine

5.19 Phatograph of the ste of the causewayed enclosurne

ar Great Wilbraham, Cambridgeshire
5.20 Selected cousewnyed enclosures on valley ades
5.21 Plan of the causewayed enclosure a1 Kedingon,
Suffolk

5,22 Digital ground model of the setting of the casewayved

enclosure at Crofton, Wiltshare
5.23 Plan of the cavsewaved enclosure a1 Southmore
Girowe, Gloucestershine

Plan of the causewaved enclosure on Donegore Hill,

Plan of the tor enclosure a1 Helman Tor, Cormnwall

Plan of the gneway of the possible we enclosure ag

81

A2

&3
fi]
Ry

LTl

M
515

T2l
5.X7

5.28
5.20

3.30
331

5.2
6.l
b.2
i, 5
6,4
6.3
6.6
0,7
6.8

b

=i
:
—

d.48

HAo

Selected cavsewaved enclosures in lowland-onienced
settngs

Selecred cavsewnved enclsures in upland-orened
seiiin

I.hgil:;.;m’mmd el of Combe FLll, Eaxst Sussex
Photograph of the camsewayed enclosure a1 Rybury,
Walgshare

Digital pround mode] of the senming of the
causewayed enclesure at Rybury, Wiltshire

Awerial photograph of causewsyed enclosure at
Knap Hill, Wiltshire

Skanners view of Whitchawk Camip, BEast Sussex
Plan of the ciusewaved enclosure nf Whitehawk
Camp, Bast Sussex

The impact of tree clearanoe

Regonal groups of causewayed enclosures
Marlbosough Downs group of cansewayved enclosures
e Welland group of cavsewayed enclosures
Thames Valkey group of causewayved enclosures
Termtorial mrxlcls

The carlier Neolithic complex on Hambledon Hill,
Dhorser

Plan of the causenaved enclosure 51 Roughton,
Moorfolk

The dstabusen of cassewaved enclosures in
relation wo kong harrows. and other bunal monuaments
The distribution of causewaved enclesures, flim
mimes and long barrows in Sussex

Interpretaton of acvity in thie causewnyed enclosure
oft Windmall Hill, Wikshire

Plan of the causewnyed enclosure at West Kinguon,
Wiltshire

Plan of the causewaved enclosure at Langford.,
Osfordshine

Reconsiruction of the Stepleton outwarks on
Hambledon Hill, Darsct

Heconstruction of the causewayed enclosure at
Staines, Surmey

Flan of the enclisure a1 Melbourne, Cambredgeshire
PFlans of selected causcwayed enclosures in relaton
By CLUFSUS TOAMMENTS

Plan of the cawsewaved enclosure at Whitesheet

Hilk, % dishire

Burial of a young sdult woman a1 The Trundle,
West Sussex

Plan of the comsewaied enclosure st Combe Hill,
East Sussex

Plan of the causewaved enclosure at The Trundle,
West Sussex

Plan of the causewayed enclosare a1 Bybary,
Wilshire

The development of the cross-ridge dyke and western
ourwork on Hambleden Hill, Dorset

Plan of the causewaved enclosure at Cardington,
Bedfordshire

H.10 Plan of the causewayed enchwure at Southwick,

811

812

Morthamprenshire

Plan of the cousewnyed enclisure at Down Ampniey,
Gilougestershire

Mam of the causewayed enclsure on Halnaker Hill,
West Sussex

£.13 Eestormaton of a ditch 31 Windmall Hill by Absxander

Kaller

Gy

104D
Tida

101
LR}

102
103

104
105

108
104
io
111
112
E
115
116

117

121
125
127
s
131
15%
13%
1%6
158
139
1]
141
i42
143

144

145

ks

Vi



viid

Acknowledgements

This publication n ibe oaicome of a ihree-year-long
mulp<dmcplnary prosedt carned ouf on a national
scale by ihe Roval Commission on the Histomical
Menamsas of Eagland (RCHME), which meonged with
English Heritage om 1 Apsl 1999, As a result, the list of
there mvalved, Both wsthan the organisation and outside
in, & lenghy. The prosedt was planmed and imiizally
coogdinazed by Peter Toppeng, Tl prepasation of this
Bk Wi overseens by Faul Fveron, while Humphiney
‘eliage oifered advies amsd comstructing eriticism.

Perhaps the most important coptnbution is the
wark of those of who have Beer imvodued @ recordeng
the sires and msomuencms Martvin Basher was respon-
sible, with assistance Mo Kate Ferme, lor nruch of the
documentary  reseasch which  accompansed  most
surveys. Carolyn Dyver was responsdble for coordinsting
the air photographic transcriprions snd anslysis. She
was assisted by Anvomas Kershaw amd Froma Saall,
with comtmbuaions by Bob Bealey, Yeomne Boaraood,
Anne Carter, Jonathon Chandler, Hennerna Clare,
Simon Crutchley, Viooris Penner, Peter Horne, [avid
Maclend. Julia Millard and Helen Wimon Every
member of the Field Archacology Sectbon commibmed
i the febdwork: Chns Dhenm, Marcin Fleiches, Hazel
Riley and Simon Proberr participaved in much of the
recirding in the Sowh-Wes; Mark Bowden, Keith
Blssd, Amy Lax and Caolin Lofthouse were involved in
the Morth of Emgland; sites in the remainder of 1he
comndry  were anvesiigaied by Stewart  Ainsworth.
Ciraham Brown, Moraiz Brown, Wayme Cocrodi, MMark
Corney, Dave Field, Marcus Jecock, Dave MoOmish,
Alastaar Owwalkd, Paul FRaigison, Trevor Pearson, MNicky
Smnth, Peter “Toppmg amkd Rob Wilson-Morth, with

mEslAne on osomme ses [roms Marns Basker and
Carchm Diver.

Alun Bull carrsed our meost of the photographse
reconding for the projeot on e ground, Compater
aided design (CADD software has been used i this
ook 1o generate all the publiched ilustrasons directly
from the archive plans produced by the fieldworkers,
This advance ovwes myuch o Tevor Pearson, who was
responsible for the main body of illuserasons. Philigp
Smbon complered a number of the figures. Robin
Taylor, indidally as head of RCHME'S Publicanions
Sectwon amd subsequently as Manager of English
Hentage's Academic and Specialiss Publicarions Team,
was 3 momber of the project ieam from the ouizes; his
experwnee 0 archacological mesearch and  book
prosfuction have beon equally valuable. In the editing
sages, e wan asspied by Diane Willams and Terta
Hernett, The fext was odited amd ndexed by Mike
Poasbord and fhe susnmary was ranslabed mee French
aml Cicrman by SK Trasslatons,

Withan the RUCHXMLE, the dmaft toext was read and
commeniod on by Stowart Ainsworth, Bob Bewley,
Dany Fwcld, Faul BEverson, Dave MaOmish, Robin
Tavlor, Petc Topgang and Hamphrey Wellare, Cratside
ihe BOCHME, Mike Alken, Alsiair Barclay, Eschard
Bradicy, Bos Cleal, Tim Dandll, Phalip Daxon, Peter
Drrewocar, Mask Edmonds, Chas Evans, Franoes Healy,
Johm Scheofield, lan Kinses, Roger Meroer, Rog Palmer,
Francis Pryos, Jullan Thomes and Alasdais Whinle all
commsented on an early draft of the text, The suthors
are particulely grarefil o Richarl Bradley and
especially Frances Healy for agrocing 1 se-reasd the
amended texn.



[Mustration acknowledgements

Uindesa otherwise stmed, all dlusimanons are © Crown
copvright. NMR. The negative numbers of ground
amd gerial photographs are given in brackeis wiih ihe
captions. Acrisl phoographs are alse referenced by
theis souarce and dme. English Heritage s graieful o
the variogs instinetions and indnaduals who permitied
e phowgraphing of material in their care and
e reprosdisction of copyright material. In pariicular,
Enghsh Heritage is grareful oo the followaing instiaisons:
The Brinsh Librery (Figs 3%, 5300, The Bodkian
Library {(Fig 2.2}, The Couriney Library, Boval Insei-
macion of Comwall (Fig 2.5, Cambrdge Uninversity
Commitree for Aerial Photograpbe (Fags 2,24, 2,26,
4.109, Cambridge University Pross (Figs 204 ansd
2.27), Canverbury Archacological Trust (information
for Fig 4.2}, Bszex County Coundll (Fig 1.5}, Muscusn
of London (Figs 5.32, 7.5, RCAHMS (Figs 1.7, 54),
RCAHMW (Fig 3.19), The Seicty of Astsquaries (Fige
223, X21), Sussex Archacological Socwty (Tags 2,12,
215, 8.4) ard the follemng individaals: Mich Anderson

amil Louise Hilman (Fig 5.13), Desmond Bonmey (Fig
1.12), Basey Cusliffe (Fig 2.28). Boger Mevcer (Fig
T4k Rog Palmer (Fig 6,13, and Alwsdair Whinle and
Jomhuaa Pollard (Fag 7.1,

Figuses 1.5, 1.4, 2.7, 28, 206, 220, L3, L5 54,
36, LT, L0185 04, TR E, S, LA R R 4L,
L6, 48, 4.0, 10, .04, 405 4.0, 417, 408 4.20,
422 425, 5.2, 5.5, 5% 5.5, L0, 510, 506, 50T,
508, 520, .21, 5.25. 5.2, .24, 5.8, 60 6.7, 1.2,
TA 80, B, 8.5, B.b, BT, 8.9, 510, 5,10 and £.13 are
Hased o the Ordnance Survey map with the permissian
of Urdnance Survey on behalf of The Commoller of
Her Mujeay's Swwonary (ffice, © Cromn copyvright.
Al righes peserved. Unsuthonsed reproduction infringes
Crown copyrigh and may lead to prosecution or givil
procecdings. Licenoe Nunvber CDH 30E 5540,

Every effort has been made to tmage copyright
eolders and English Meritage wishes to apologise to asmye
wha may have been insdvertenily omitied from the
alsr lasr,

Notes on the site plans

Plans of siles sisrviving whoelly or parnally  as
cartbwarks were sarveved on e ground ar & scabe of
11 00 ansd are repeodacad here o 1:2 500, Mans of
siges bevelled by ploughing, noesw dereceable only as
cropamarks on aceial photographs, were iransoribed at
123 500 ansl are repeodsced ar the same scale, the sole
cxeepson being the unusually lerge endlosure at
Crofton in Wilishire, which & reproduced at 1-5 00
(e Fig 4.201), Schemaic plans are reproduced at a
scale of 1:00 000, The choise of snsmlar scales of
reprodation & ntended o allow dergot consparson
berween all the plane and cosmesposdince with
Orrdnance Survey basic scale mags, 18 shoald be mored.
herwever, that the carthaosk susveys offer & much
kigher degeee of meirscal precisson than the anscrip-
tiofis of aeful photographs. The lamer generally provide
aceuracy a0 the region of £2m and somvetimes slighily
poorer, deperidsiig on the qualsy of the photography,
the varizivon m the local opography ancd the availabdlicy
of reliable comrol in the vicinity,

O the e plans, the archacological mbormation =
depicied in black, On those produced by carthwark
survey, hachuses adpoles’) are used o represent
shopes: the broader onds indicate the 1 of slope and the
densiry of the hachures the socpess of the slope, Since
ke imerpreation of cartbworks B nod an obwestng
science, hachures allow survoyors b0 use their skill amd

judgement moere cffoctively than cose comouring. On
plans prosiuced by acnal susvey, solid bleck represents
ditches and other featancs cwl ine the ground; stipple
has beemn wsed where the imerpreemion of 1the suriving
traces s ireare open W doulb. (irey tone is weed to repre-
senk traces of basks that se leager survive as earthworks
o any appreciable degree. Conpours 31 %m intervals ame
alse depicted an black These hove in mewt cases been
derrved froen Ondnance Susvey 1210 K0 misps, and are
repeoduced with the permission of Ordnance Sarver as
dierniled in the Ilustrations acknewledgensents, Having
beeen enlarged by a factor of four 1o match the scale of e
archeecdogical plans, these contouans affer only appaoog-
maie accaracy, but ane nevertheles ¢onssdered o give &
suffcwmily accusale inpression of the general lie of the
lans], Compouss at 0, %m0 imerval hive been used in some
imstanoes 16 depiet slighter wopographic changes; these
bhave boen obtained through new ground survevs.
Ordrance Survey map detail is reprodiced, seroeped
gFey, o dersled in the Mustration acknowledgements.
The depricricn of this modern mformation sorves in some
Estasices 1o gxplain why oemain parts of the archacalog-
kil plan appcar meomplere and s imended inall cases
1o allow the sites to be located more easily. Mational Geid
coondimates, set ag 100m indervaly, are shown alofg the
margies of the plans. Unbess otherwise mdscated, grsd
nogth is 1o the top of the page.



Summary

Meolithic causewayed enclosures are samongst the
oldesi, raresi and most ensgmatic of the ancsent Mmoo
ments found in Burepe. First recognised as a distino
type in the 1920%, sixty=nine oertain or probable exams
ples have mow boen iemisficd in the Broish [sles. As a
clans, they are socond bo mone in importance, for while
their precise fundiins remain unclear, they represend
the fied pod-lanerary moeaufmenis and the carlsed
instanoes of the enclosare of open space. They righaly
stasd ak the lorefronl of acadennc debate, bal as vet are
Barely kmiwn to the general public,

s Book presents an overview of the findings of a
svsEmEane ratonal programane of rescarch mbo the ntane
glass of meausment, carmod ol over a three-viear period,
Every ertaim, probable and suggested causeonayed
eaclosure in BEagland has boen envestegatod ghrough
snecgraled acmal and Bold sarvey (Fig 1 1) Specialisg
seconmansance flving has been undenaken, alang with
the systemanic snalvan of serial phoetographs aken from
the 19HE oowark. Ths has geally sorcased the
number of sites kenoeamn, tarsimg the spatligh oato
many that have eeceived litle of s atlention [Fom
archeeologeas in the past. As the plans of Mol Cause-
wayed enclosures idengified from the air have only heen
plonted skerchilly or incompletely up o the present, the
gerial surveys now avmilable offer o new hass Bor
mprowved undersanding. Analyviocal ficdd inveszigations
of the few thar are well preserved as eartbrvoris have abun
squeceed  fresh informaton our of monumenss long
familiar o achacologas. Far from merely confimming

the effores of past ficklworkers, these demiled surveys
have led 10 the rejection of some long-held theories. MNew
imterpretations can now be proposed s oo how the meang-
ments might have been comstrooed and modified ower
the course of time. Reconding of the topographac settings
of all the =ites has frmidy anchored the new plams within
the comtexis of their landscapes.

The new survevs have beem sapporied by a re-
examinaton of the fndings of earlier archacological
rescarchers, although in only a few instances have
attempis bevn made 1o track down or re-evalaate in
diefail the Gnds or paper records from oxdavabions.
Information has boen gathered from nunserouas ofher
sources, balh published and unmpublnhed. The latter
includes material held in Emglish Heritage's unigque
public archive, the Nanonal Monuments Record.

“Thas baok signifanthy adhvanoes the undorsanding
of causgwaned onglosures both as imkdividueal moau-
nacnts and as a ¢lass, It B 3 majer contribation o the
uflerstapdsng of the Brgish MNeolnhic apd, mosc
gcncrally, o ‘adwape archasology”. Above all, i8 aims
1o make availlable an agcusate statensent of tho forms
and landscape scinpgs of Gausewayved englosures -
1“'."“"“]' ram data - which will provide a foundation
for futuse rescanchs, manapement and umderstanding,
This vodume fepresents the up of an scebeng: plams,
Iﬂl'l'lmi.l'ilﬂli- and WENECH repoTis cofmpriang detased
descripnbons and interpeetstions of |sdivadiesl sves ase
available, and may be consulted ar the public aschave of
English Hemmage: the MNarional Monumenrs Record.

Reésume

Les enclon & enceinies smtsrrompues du Boalithigue sl
partic des moruments archeologaques les plus anciens,
les plus rares e les phs cndgmackques jaman Feasds
dars FEurope. Beconnus pour b premidre fom dans ks
anmées 1930 comme appamenamt 4 oan ope dinno.
soimanie-neud cxemples conains ou probables ong désors
miars ¢t identifics sar les lles britannigoes. En tam que
catégorie, ils sont d"ane imporance mégalable car; bien
que lears foncoions preciscs pestemt floses, ik me
FepPEHIcnt Pas Meoins ks lous PR monismcls
nan fuskraiees of oy premsers exomples denceintes de
I"expace oarvert. Ils figarent a puste Gire en foube premicne
ligne des dibats académiques e restent cependam
pratquement inconnas du grand public.

Ce v presemie use vue d'ensemble des divou-
vertes realisecs suie 3 un programme national 3 etude
sinicTRathgque cifreprs 4 fmvcau de Penserible Je cefiie

calepons de moeaument, offectue sur ane peniode de
s ams, Chague enclos 3 ensoinies  iRlgrrompucs
cortaim, probable of saggere salue en Angleteree 4 oo
chamsne Ak maeven dume oiade FikgiRee da felivs
alenemis of suf b orerras, e vols de seconmiamsance
specialisee furent emirepos, minst qu'une snalyee syacs
matigque des pheotos sémennes prises depuais les années
1920, Cels a permis d"élargir grandemen e nombee de
BECH QOIS ¢ MEian ¢f evklenos Je nosnbeciax sites
il par le passe, A'@sent rodu ac pou Voine ducune
attention de la part des archéologues. Les plans de la
plupart des enclos 0 enceimtes inerrompues identifiés
par wmibon nievmient donmé Do qud des relevés
superfickels ou iIacomplets, ot ks ctudes adricnms
dosorman disponible: offrent une nownelle base pour
micux les comprendre. Les études analytiques sur e
termain dies mares enceintes bien préservies sous forme



d'oanvrages de terre ot appewie ok mouvelles informas
tions, méme 3 parls does e ooneus depuis
kongae date par les archéologues. Bien plus que de se
contented Jde seprendre les travaux de chercheism
passés, oos crudes détaillécs ot about au el de
cemuines théories difenduwes depuis longeemps. 0l es
désormais possible d'avancer de aouvelles imeeprens
mons guant @ la raisen eventuslie de la constpucteon de
ces monuments of die lewr madaficatian an (@ dy emps.
Le fuit d'enregistrer les licux topographsqees de 1ous
les sites o fermement relic les monswaux plans su
comtexste de bear paysage.

Les nouvelbes énades omt €18 claoes pas i rdexamen
des dévoweries faites par los cherchcurs archénlogiques
passis, bien gue dars Jde e o seukement des
renmmitives furend faites pour Fetrouver o recvaleer dans
be derall bex frouvaalles ou les enFcgistRernents £crins
émanant de fowille. Do informatiors cat éé recueillics
aupris de nembrouses gutses sowsces, 4 la Bois. publices
et mon publioes, o0 dernicres comprenant les archives

publiques  unikpess < Englsh  Herimage: le Nowemal
Mormansenis Hecond (Hegistre national des monumomis).

i livee fair svancer de maniére sagnificagive Btk
commprehermion des oumages de e neolitigues, sussi
b e tand (e moEumenis pris indivaduellement quen
mnt que categone, 1l fepecscnile une comribution de
premier ondee 4 la sompaliension du monde de 1'épague
méchithigue o Cirasde-Beetagne, €1 de o archelogie da
paysages dun poind O vise plus gendral. Par-dessus tout,
il vise a deonsr wn comple-remde precis des formes et dies
ermplacemonis aw sein du feasage des cnmages de verme
neolithiques, principaleisen sous feme de donnees
bruges, compse-renadu qun apporters bes fondemenis aux
travaux de recherche Ruturs, 4 keur gestion € aux connais-
sances gu'ils appactoront, Ce valume ne constioe que la
parise crmsrges Je Nicgberg ¢ les plans, photos et pports
dxits compremnant dies decriptions e des imenprétations
detaillios de sites indnsduels sonr dispondbles of pounent
dtre oomultes aux archives publiqgues du  Enghih
Heritage: b Sotsoma! Monissirs Beoord.

Zusammenfassung

Jangaeiaercitliche Crabenwerke gohimen zu  den
dlcseen,  schemsren  und  ritsclhafiosten,  vorges-
chichtlichen Denfomdlern. Erstmals in don swansiger
Jabkren des vorigen Jahrhunderis als boomderer Tipas
Beschesehen, wurden bis heute 69 als schere oder
vermurete Beispiche erkannt auf den britischen Inscln,
wohl die genaue Funkbion dicser Girabeewerine
unklar blebe, sind zie dodh von Oberragender Bedeu-
rung. Sie stellen die ersten Monumentalbasen das, dis
offeren Bouwm umschlosson uesd <ie nichn Hesime-
rungsrwecken dienten. #ue Recht im Vosdergrund der
wissen-schafilichen Divhatie schenad, simd sie der
breiten Oiffenslichkol jedoch nisr wenig belanm. Das
Buch vermaelt cimes Uberblick dber die Ergebnisse
cifss evsieiatischen nanonslen FPorschungsprojckics,
dan (G dred Jabre der Gesanubent dieser Monumonte
galt. Jedes sichere, mégliche und vermuicte Ciraben-
werke  in England  wurde durch  secgricere
Flugprospelaion und  Gelindearbeit  usibersuchi.
Beglentend zur systermatischen Aussweriung sl 1920
entuiandener  Lufibildor  wwnden  efncut  geriele
Peespekrionsflige durchgefibhrs, Auf dise Weise har
ssch dse Fahl der bekannienm Fundsicllen orhchlsch
vergitfert uikd in das Rampenlichs gericien vicle
Anlagen. dic in der Verganpenkein wenig oder keine
Interesse der Archdologen fanden, Wed Pline der
meisten sus der Lufl emideckion Girabsenwerke bis
hewe nur vnvollsiindig oder skizreeahall vorbopen,
srtaubxn die Frgebnisse der jingsten Flige cin bessercs
Verstdmdnic der Anlagen. Grindliche Feldforschung an
den wenkgen Ubpclren, dic oberdigig gut als Endwerke

mat Wall ok Geraben  erhalten  sisad, har den
Aschibologen, denen se schon lange bekanar sand, poch
mewe Erkennmisse dber dic Bawwerke Beschem [he
jEngszen Mrospekrionen wardss durch die Meubowers
meag von Ergebnisen  frdherer  archiologischer
Forscher unterstdtzt, shag dass defen Umerlagen our
bdolier Bestingung diesen, Slleedings warde dabes
mur in wenigen Fillen sersache, deren Funde und
Avufreichnungen von Ausgrabusgen aufrusparen und
im Detail oo ustersuchen,  Ergnzend  warden
publizicric  and  usipubliscne  Informartionen  aus
zahlreichen somtgen Guellen sussmmengeingen. £a
letwieron z@hlt Material aus dem Namaial Mowmmenrs
Recond, dem cinzigartigen  &ffendichen Archae vos
English Hermage.

[keser Band gt evheblich zum Versdnedmt
cinpelner neolithischer Orabonwerks sowie such des
Dhenkmaltyps beic Es biofort damit cnens wichtigen
Beitrag wum Yerstandngs dos britmchen Meolichiiums
und der allgemscinen ~Landschafisarchbalogic™. Sein
Ziel ist s, Form usd Lage de neolicschen CGraben-
werke in der Lamdschaft treffend @ beschrethen und
damin  Beisinformationen far deren welnere
Erforschung, sowie fir das Verstindnis and den S<husz
iy Deplemdler zu liefern. Wie dic Spitee cings
Ewbergs versit dic Publiksion, was bei English
Heritage im dffenlichen Archav, dem Nowlonal Mowu-
moms Mecond, als sein micsiger anbekanmer “Uniers
wamsersockel™ fir die Forschung bereithegr: Plime,
Fotogratien sowie demnillierie Beschrobungen  wnd
Erkldrungen cinzelner Denkmiler.
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Introduction
‘New worlds’ and old problems

An first encounter, causewaved enclosures
are unlikely to seem the most evocative of
Bleolithic monumens. By comparison with
long barrows and chambered wombs, whoss
mystigue is almoest tangible, or henges swch
as Avebury, whose carthworks cannoet fail
to impress by their sheer size, causewaved
enclosurcs may even seem disappontingly
insignificant. Yet they are amongst the
oldest, rarest and most enigmatic of all the
ancient monuments known in the British
Isles.

In form, described simply, a typical
causewaved enclosure s a roughly circular
of oval area surrounded by one or more
discontinuows circuits of bank and divch.
In many cases, the bank may once have
been reinforced or embellished with a
timber structure. To dave, no such simple
catch-all deseriprion of the purpose of these
enclosires has been agreed. Ceruainly, they
are of extraordinary importance, for they
represent the carliest form of non-funerary
monument and the first instance of the
artificial enclosure of open space known in
the British Isles. Despite their importance,
the activities that went on within the enchosed
arcas remain only dimly understood. A better
understanding of the function, or furctions,
of causewaved enclosures may well shed lighn
on many of the important social and
ecconomic changes that occurred during the
first hall of the 4th millenmium BC. For this
reason, these monuments must claim the
datrention of anyone with an interest in
prehistory,

This book brings together a major
collection of large-scale plans of causewayved
enclosures, generated through new archae-
ological field surveys and the analysis of
aerial photographs, The translation of
slight earthworks and fmnt cropmarks imo
baold black and white plans may sometimes
cause complex MoONUMEnts WO appear mis-
leadingly simple, stanc and two-dimensional.
Excavated evidence, in all its different
aspects, can abviously do much o add
colour and depth vo the picture provided by

surfmce survey, Yo ever since the monuments
were first recognised as a distinet class in the
late 19205, the discontinuous form of the
circuits has repeatedly been the foundation
for arguments as to what the enclosures may
have looked like and how they might have
been used by people almost six thousand
vears agoe. Even ar the few sites where
exrensive excavations have taken place, the
information comtained in the form of the
plams has always been treated as am
impatant clue as o how the monuwments
were built and what purposes they might
have served.

It is, therefore, perhaps surprising that
very few compilations of accurate plans of
the carthworks and cropmarks in question
have been produced. This publication
provides the first major corpus of large-
seale plans since the publication in 1930 of
a proneering account of Meolithic Camps” by
Ceal Curwen (1930}, the active prehistorian
wha lived and worked i Sussex. Needless to
say, there have been numerous subsequent
hiscoveries and advances in understanding.
¥t a collection of plans ar a relatively small
scale, published by aerial photographer
Rog Palmer (1976), has been the only
major update of Curwen's work, Hased on
systematic survey from the air and on the
ground, this book aims to provide the
broad foundation now necessary for
improved understanding and management
of the class as a whole,

The Neolithic background

Since the idea of the Neolithic was first
conceived, this final period of the Stone
Age has been synonomous with rapid,
widespread technological and social
innovation and change. The introduction of
causcwaved enclosures is one of a number of
new phenomena which mogether have ofien
led the period to be seen as a watershed
of great cultural importance - a new world.
In the carlicr Meolithic, there s evidence fog
the first time for arable agriculture and
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pastoralism, for so-called ‘industry” - the
mining of fliny and the quarrying of other
tvpes of stong, for the adopuion of new forms
oof domestic and monumental architeciure
and for major changes in other aspects of
material culture, including the first use of
paottery and of new varieties of stone toals, It
has often been argued that these develop-
ments must have been accompanied by
sudden switch from the relatively mobile
lifestyle of Mesolithic “hunter-gatherers” 1o
a sedentary sentlement pattern, Current
theories stress, however, that the innmations
of the earlier Meolithic were spread over the
course of several centuries and that the
accompanying social changes would have
been an equally gradual rransformation (s
g Thomas 1991,

Causewaved enclosures represent the first
forms of monumental enclosure 1o be built
in England, but not the first monuments,
appearing several hundred years after the
carliest long barrows. Burial monumenns,
which in enc form or another continued o
be built throughout the Meolithic and ino
the carlier Bronze Age, are sometimes
found in close association with causewayved
enclosures. Both long barrows and cawse-
waved enclosures can be scen as eXpressions
of social unety. Both tvpes of monument
wiere products of communal labour and both
seem o have been places where people came
together on particular occasions, thus
re=affirmmg their links with cach other, with
the area they inhabited and with the past.
Bath can also be seen as expressions of
increasing dominance over the natural world,
at a time when the creeping adoption of
agriculture wis begmaing 1o alter the balance
berween humans and the land they lived in
and exploited.

Due o the relatively large number of
excavations that have taken place on
causewayed enclosures and long barrows,
much of what little is known of carlier
Neolithic society has been revealed through
1% monuments. In many areas, evidence for
settlement 1% in one sense plentiful, in
terms of seatters of artefacts that can be
recovered from ploughed fields, and pis
occasionally chanced upon by excavations.
Yer in the British Isles as a whaole, the plans
of fewer than forty Meolithic houses are
known, These long howses are usually
found singly rather than in groups and
seldom at causewayed enclosures [Thomas
1996k). Ir remains difficulr, therefore, 1o
reach a satisfacrory interpretation of the
evidence, so much so tha it s sull openly

debated o what extent people were settled
at all. The general picture of earlier
Neolithic settlement in England (if there
iruly was any in a sedentary sense) is one of
small communmities, isolated and fairly
widely scattered (sev cg Topping 1997h;
Edmonds 1999),

The environment in which these
communities existed is also primarily
known through studies carried out in the
course of gxcavations of monuments
[eg Thomas 1982}, The evidence comes in
three main forms: the snails and other
mollusca sensitive to environmental
change, the well-preserved plant and seed
remains that sometimes survive in water=
logged conditions, and the carbonised
grains of seed and pollen that may survive
in some soil conditions, The study of soil
micromorpholegy 15 another branch of
archacological science with greal potential
for the understanding of the Meolithic
environment that is just beginning to make
an impact (eg French 1990), Apart from
the monuments themselves, peat bogs
provide another important source of
evidence for the environment {eg Parker
1997). Peat hogs somerimes preserve
pollen, which can reveal how environ-
mental conditions developed over much
longer periods. During the earlier
Neolithic, much of the landscape was sl
covered with deciduous woodland,
comprising cak, ¢lm, ash and lime, among
other species. In some areas, however,
there may hawve been patchworks of
clearings, some fairly extensive, but others
perhaps no larger than a small ficld. Av any
one time, a pumber of these clearings
might have been under cultivation with
cerenl crops or rough pasture, while in
others the woodland may have begun to
regenerate, with hazel, hawthorn and birch,

Chronology

The vpes of artefact produced in the
carlier Neolithic (principally potery and
stong tools) do not permit the kind of
reasonably precise dating frameworks based
o sivlistic changes that have been worked
out for later prehistory and the historic
period. Radiocarbon dating of excavated
organis material such as bone and charcoal
fand more rarcly dendrochronlogical dating
of well preserved samples of umber) offer
infrequent but relatively accurate insights
into the dating of monuments and other
archaeclogical features, Throughout this



book, calibrated calendrical dates are given
{eg 3,700 BC), rather than uncalibrared
radincarbon dares.

The precise dating of most individwal
causewayed enclosures remains o very grey
area. Mevertheless, the monuments are
now cstablished as a phenomenon of the
dth millennium BC in the British Dsles,
with the available radiocarbon dates
suggesting a fleruwir of around 3,700 o
3,300 BC (Fig 1.2). They belong to the
carlicr Meolithic, therefore, but not 1o s
very carliest stages. The construction of
long barrows, the mining of flint, the use
of pottery, the adoption of domesticared
plants and animals are all attested in the
archacological record at various stages in
the four or five centuries prior 1o the
construction of the earliest enclosures.
What was once regarded as the Meolithic
‘revolution’ now seems 1o have been a
gradual appearance of a range of
phenomena, This has led archacologists o
question whether there was necessarily any
direct link berween the change from
hunter-gatherer 1o sedentary farmer and
also the wider social and cultural changes
seen in the earlier Neolithic.

WNEW WORLDS AND LD PROBLEMS

Causewayved enclosures as a
class of monument

In England, only sixty-six causewayed
enclosures are currently known or reliably
supposed to have existed. This total
remains remarkably small compared to, for
cxample, the 1,500 Iron Age hallforts m the
country, or indeed the 600 Meolithic long
barrows currently known to have existed.
O this small number of causewaved enclo-
sures, only fifteen survive (o any extent as
upstanding carthworks, and only 1en of
these could be described as well preserved.
Causewayed enclosures have conventionally
been identified and classified on the basis
of their most obvious shared characieristic

the form of their plans, They are distin-
guished above all by the immediately
striking aspect of their forms: the frequemt
but irrcgularly-spaced causeways, or short
stretches of undug ground, which occur
along the length of the ditches. In the past,
much discussion has centred on the ques-
tion of why the perimeters should have
enclosed a space, but apparently in such a
way as to deliberately creare many points of
ACCESS,
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A with any other type of monument
grouped together as a class, there 15 hittle
uniformity in the precise appearances of
causewayed enclosures. For example, a
simple one like that at Burford in
Cxfordshire may comprise a single oval
cirguit of causewaved ditch (Fig 1.3). At
Burford, all trace of any bank that may have
accompanied the ditch has been erased by
ploughing, as has any evidence that might
otherwise have survived for umber structures
in the central space, The site has never been
excavated, but at some pomnt 1n the huture,
excavation may well reveal the existence of
structures and deposits unrecognisable on
aerial photographs. Unel that time, interpre-
tations must continue 1o rely on surface
evidence alone,

A more complex causewaved enclosure
may comprise several circuits of causewaved
dirch. Sometimes the circuits were built tens
of metres apart, as at Robin Hood's Ball in
Wilishire (Fag 1,47, but sometimes they werg
much more closely spaced. Ar Robin Hood'
Ball, where the monument has aot been
affected by ploughing, cach ditch circuit 15
sl accompanied by an imernal bank. In

terms of what can be seen on the ground
todiny, even well preserved examples like this
are admittedly “feeble works® (to borrow a
frank phrase from Hadrian Alleroft's
description (1916) of the causewayed
enclesure on Combe Hill in East Sussex).
Small-scale excavaiions have taken place on
the site (Thomas 1964; Richards 1990,
61-3), vet the plan of the carthworks sill
offers much information about what the
monument could have looked like in the
Meolithic and how it may have changed over
the course of time.

Why were causewaved enclosures built,
for what purpose and what did they sigmfy?
These gquestions are old problems which
have tantalised archacologists since the
maonuments were first identified. A precise
definition of their function 15 sull bevond
reach: the answer must be offered with
caution and qualification. The ¢lass has
been given o name - causewaved enclosures

that merely describes the way in which the
monuments were constructed, in part
because the purposes they served are not
fully understood. Past and current ideas on
the subject will be reviewed in this book,
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The background and aims of
this book

This book is the outcome of @ national
programme of research carmed owt over a
perind of three years, The unprecedented
breadth of coverage has been matched by an
acknowledged expertise in archacological
survey, both from the air and on the ground.
The wealth of acrial photographs and other
archival material held in the Nanonal Monu-
ments Record, as well as other collections,
has been exploited. Where approprate, the
findings of past and current excavations
andd geophysical surveys have been integrated
into this research.

Archaeological survey is concerned
abaowe all with the analysis of the plans of
monuments and the form of upstanding
carthworks, where these survive, Mew
surveys have therefore been undertaken of all
certain, probable and suggested causewyed

HEW WORLDS AND OLIDN PROBLEMS

enclosures, except in the few caves where the
enclosure in question has been rejecred
outright as being of Neolithic date, or where
there has already been extensive excavation
or very detailed survey by others, The
mmoriry of causewaved enclosures no lenger
survive as carthworks, but cropmarks
recorded through acrial photography have
been transcribed w produce plans generally
aecurate o *2m an a scale of 1:2 500, Where
ecarthworks survive, it has been possible 1o
onalvee their form through demailed ficldwork
on the ground and plans with greater
metrical accuracy have been produced at a
sale oof 151 (00,

Although the rescarch was national in
scop, there is a bias towards central and
southern England inherent in concentrating
on cavsewayved enclosures alone. Taking
inte account the variable form of MNeohithee
monuments, however, the project was
deliberately inclusive in considering
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THE CREATION OF MONUMENTS

enclosures that may have been similar o
cousewnyed enclosures, or contemporary
with them. As a result, monwments as
far aficld as Cumbria, Northumberland
and Cornwall were investigated. Through
cooperation with the Royval Commission on
the Ancient and Historical Monumenis of
Wales (RCAHMW), the Roval Commission
om the Ancient and Historical Monuments
of Scotland (RCAHMS) and other organi-
sations, the project was expanded 1o
encompass the whole of the Brivish Isles
[(Fig 1.1). Some of the enclosures recorded
may not in fact be conventional cousewayed
enclosures, and some as ver have linle or fno
firm evidence for an earlier Meolithie date.

This book is not intended to be a
detailed imventory of all the monuments
imvestigated im the course of the three-vear
project, for thar is the funcrion of the
National Monuments Records, The book
has, however, three ceniral aims thar arise
naturally from the broad and systematic
coverage provided by the project. Above
all. it attempts o illusteate the similarities
and differences thar exist in the form of
causewaved enclosurces and o advance
understanding of why this varation occurs,
To set the scene for this study, Chapter 2
reviews the history of previous archaeologacal
research, showing how knowledge and
understanding of the form of causewaved
enclosures has developed o dave, and
shapes our understanding at present,
Chapter 3 describes the basic construcs
tional clements common o all eausewaved
enclosures, as they are currently known
through survey and excavation. Chapter 4
considers the more complex maners of how
these elements were combined o produce
the many different variations in overall
form. Written descriptions of individual
sites are kept to .0 minimm.

Secondly, the book aims to set the
monuments in the contexts of their
surrounding landscapes. Field and aerial
survey wgether are well placed w study the
wider physical senting of each monument,
In addition to the major field surveys, field

observations of every certain, probable and
suggested causewaved enclosure in the
Britsh sles have been carmied out, including
those where carthworks no longer survive, in
order 1o assess their wpographic settings.
To convey an impression of the plan of a
site as it would have appeared on the
ground in three dimensions is a challenge
for any printed account and one that few
studics have anempted 1o meet. Chapter 5
emphasises the setting of enclosures in their
phyvsical landscapes through the use
of photography, three-dimensional grownd
modelling and the depiction of topographic
mformation, Chapter 6 looks at the
relatonship of causewayed enclosures to
odhier monuments, seitlements and ermtories
in the light of survey evidence. Chapter 7
reviews the excovated evidence and so
examings the same issues from a different
perspective,

The third major sim of this book 15 to
trace the later treatment of causewayed
enclosures, Chapter 8 shows how, after their
disuse, some of the monuments seem to
have comtinued to influence the pattern of
later activity on the sites, At the same time,
it demoensirates how later land-use and
dehberate reuse transformed the appearance
of the eriginal monuments, This underines
how fragile the traces that survive ar present
are, and why it is now S0 imporant o
actively conserve the remiaining few.

Most importantly, this book aims
throughout to create a platform for future
fieldwork, research and management, by
bringing together a large sample of the
survey plans, Work of this kind, whether by
students, local societies or professional
bodies, 15 hkely to be concentrated on
specific causewnved enclosures or regions, [t
is intended, therelore, 1o offer o broader
foundarion on which research strategies may
be based and against which sives may be
compared: here a balance is sought between
the meed o trear each causewayved enclosurs
as a unigue individual in its own context and
the opportunity o offer an overview of the
class of monument as a whole,
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Previous research

The idea of Stone Age ‘camps’

The acceprance of causewaved ‘camps', as
they were initially called, as a ¢lass of
monument characreristic of the Meolithie
period emerged from a senes of excavanons
wndertaken in the 19205, most notably at
the causewayed enclosure on Windmill Hill
near Avebury in Wiltshire, Severnl mmportant
publicarions appeared m the wake of these
investigations, in particular Cecl Curwen’s
synthesis of the newly available evidence,
entitled simply *MNeolithic Camps” (Curwen
1930). At the time when the first trench
was being excavated ar Windmill Hill in
August 1932, the Mealithic as a concep
had existed for nearly sixty vears. It had
been the focus of considerable debae, even
if there was little other than long barrows
and polished stoae axes that could be
confidently linked with it. The notien that
some of the carthwork “camps” scatterad

about the British countryside might have
been constructed in the Meolithic was no
mew, but by the 1920 11 was no longer a
belief that commanded academic
respectability. In his opening paragraph,
Curwen made reference 1o “erroncous
popular beliefs’, including * . . . the
tendency hastily to attribute prehistoric
hillferts cither to the Stone Age or w the
Romans, most of such forts having in all
probability been reared by the people of the
Early Iron Age” (Curwen 19340, 22},

With the fresh information at his
disposal, Curwen demonstraved thar while
Meolithic *camps® were a reality, they
were rather different in form and character
from what popular belict had previowsly
ervisaged.,

Until the later 19th century, theories
concerning the origin of *camps’ had
stemmed from ideas rooted in classical or
hiztorical sources, or in local tradition,
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THE CREATION OF MONUMENTS

1o

Crecasionally, the slight and rregular nature
of the carthworks prompred suggestions
that a pre-Roman (*Ancient Beitish” or
‘Celtic’) date might be appropriate. In
SGme instances, these speculations conld be
supported by the presence of more
substantial carthwork “fores’, which were an
thar time assumed incorrectly to be of
Roman or later date and which overlay or
were adjacent o those in guestion, as ot
Whircsheer Hill in Wiltshire (Colt Hoare
1812, 43) or Hambledon Hill in Dorset,
for example (Warne 1872, 65-9; Fig 2.1},

From the ker 19th century, attempts to
classify and explain all such monuments
waorked within an intellectual framework
which comceived of the “Three Ages’ of the
pre-Boman past — Swone Age, Bronee Age
and Iron Age - as representing universally
applicable stages of social and wechnological
evolution (Trigger 1989, 60-1, 114-18).
Each age was characterised both by certain
kinds of archacological remains and also
by inferemces about ancient socicty
driwn largely from research carried oun by
anthropelogists. The idea of the Neolithic
was first mtroduced by Sir John Lubbock in
1865, Hiz division of the Stone Age
inte Palaeolithic and Neolithic allowed the
tdea of a separation in terms of both
chronology and social evolution between
maobile hunter-gatherer and sedentary
farmer. For example, William Bovd
Crawkine deseribed how

the palacolithic man lived by hunting
the wild animals . . . . armed with rude
implements of stone and bone, and
ignorant of all the domestic animals
including the huning dog. He was

a fAre-using momad, withouwt fAxed
habitation, On the other hand the
MNeolithic man appears before us a
herdsman and tiller of the ground,
depending upon his domestic amimals
and the cultivated fruits and seeds rather
than om hunting: master of the potier’s
art, and of the mysterics of
spinning and weaving, and secking the
musterials for his tools by mining. He
lived in fixed habitations, and buried his
dead i tombs (Bovd Dawkins 1894,
2RBE].

The interval between the two stages came
to be viewed, in the British archacological
record at least, as a hiatus of unknown
duration (eg Bovd Dawkins 1894 Munro
| 908; see also Surge 19097, Belief in the

existence of such a gap gradually declined,
however, and by the 19305 the idea of an
intervening “Mesolithic” period was firmly
catablished (Clark 1936; Rowlev-Conwy
1996; Plucicnnik 1998). It was considered
that the changed social and economic
circumstances envisaged for the MNeolithic,
particularly the intreduction of agriculture
{whether arable, pastoral or mixed), would
have promoted a more settbed exdstence with
a greater attachment to the land and to
particular places. Consequently, the
construction of defences for the protection
of both people and animals was regarded as
an essential requirement (eg Lane Fox
18649 Clark 1880; King 1880; Gould 1901;
Clife 1907; Allcroft 1908). Classificarion
schemes for “camps” tended o follow a
straightforward path. The simplest forms of
enchosure, such as forts built so as w enclose
the tips of promontenes and those with the
slightest carthworks, were assumed to
belong ar the start of the sequence. *The
oldest camps should be simplest in trace,
with the weakest rampart and the smallest
command, because the tools were in stone”
(King 1880, 338). The general adoption of
the word “camp’ by the Ordnance Survey w
denote a wide vanety of enclosures survaving
as carthworks (but initially in reference o
Roman wemporary camps] reinforced this
idea of a defensive purpose, while the term
also lent itself later 1o more pastoral or
seasonal interpretations (Bvans 1988a, 499,
Inferences drawn from casuwal finds
collecred from the surface as well ag from
excavations, which still employed rather
crude methods, were highly influcntal in
supporting the idea of Neolithic “camps’,
The presence of quantities of worked flines
Iving on the ground within or adjacent 1o
such monuments was often regarded as
eeasonable evidence for the likely date of the
earlicst construction and occupation. This
wis the approach followed by Col Augusius
Lanc Fox {later to become Li=-Gen Pitt
Rivers) in his assessment of the hallforts of
the Sussex Downs {Lane Fox 18693 and b).
His investigations were largely stimulated by
a desire 1o wse excavation to support the
evidence from surface finds that some of the
hillforts in question might have originated
in the Stone Age. At Cissbury Ring in West
Sussex, for example, it was only when exca-
vation showed the flint mines there to be
caelier than the ramparts that a date later
than the Meolithic was seriowsly considered
for the hillfort (Lane Fox 1876; Barber or of
19949, Although the flint mines are indeed



of earlicr Neolithic date, the hllfort = aow
kmown 1o have originated in the Iron Age.
Similarly, Clife (1907, 61) suggested a
Meolithie origin for Maiden Castle n
Dworset on the basis of the shight and simple
farm of the carliest recognised ramjarts and
the quantity of Meolithic material that had
been recoverad from the mmediate vicinity.
Excavation has since shown that the
rampart in guestion 1s an early phase of the
Iron Age hillfort, although in fact it dircetly
overlies the earthworks of a Neolithic cause-
wayed enclosure (Wheeler 1943; Sharples
1901a).

As lane as 1914, John Willlams-Freeman,
discussing the presence of worked flints at
Dancbury hillfort in Hampshire, could siill
state that *“General Pigt Rivers and others
have made excavations into several, perhaps
half a dozen, of these hillforrs without
finding anything which could ascribe them
e a later period than the Neolithic’
Williams-Freeman 1915, 1551, He himself,
however, was of the opinion that many were
likely to be of later origin.

In‘-'h I

FREVIOUS RESEARCH

The situation was dramatically altered
in the years following the First World War,
a pertod which saw a significant increase in
the number of excavations of hillfort
ramparts. By 1932, Christopher Hawkes
could refer 1o no fewer than seventyv-two
hillforis * . . . from which evidence of Pre-
Roman Iren Age date has been obtained,
and while others in Wales and perhaps in
the north belong to the Roman period, no
examples carlier than the lron Age are
known . . . "[Kendrick and Hawkes 1932,
161). Following Curwen's article (1930],
the newly recogmised <lass of ‘causewaved
camps’ (a term which appeared in print for
the first time within the same volume) was
excluded from this statement,

A problem of recognition

While many of the carthworks previously
thought to be MNeohithic could by the 19505
be shown o be of later ongin, some of the
enclosures which are today accepred as, or
suspected to be, Meolithic causewayed
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enclosures had recerved earlier atention. In
the 18th century, William Stekeley briefly
described the causewaved enclosure on
Windmill Hill {Stukeley 1743). In the lner
19th century, part of the main causewayved
enclosure on Hambledon Hill in Dogser
(Fig 2.1) and the enclosure at Robin
Hoods Ball im Wiltshire had been surveved
(Colt Hoare 1812, 176 and Fig 2.2).
Whitehawk Camp (Fig 2.3] and the enclo-
sure ot Combe Hill, both in East Sussex,
had also been surveved and their likely

.-u-...n-i.d-";ﬁ-

T T ?" e
3 |—II|I.||.I"H.

.-u-a.. T

A - o A .!'a.a.:i

& .rL:.,..,_.'; - _I'_:f__ Pa—

gl 5_[.:...._‘ q.,ﬂ,.‘-ﬂ'—l—h!’—
Rad i My, Cairid #7
T e T Pt ;F-—-—- F
.;I"ﬂ--l-luf

ol R ORI e
--..:..r_‘_ v -ﬁr" A i:l-p

F l?lr\----n-l:-' L ..-I---...Elﬁ "'!L'-M"
L R .---._,r_,l"d'-.-.. - L -
e Ao i P ..-'.A..-n.d S
"' PR ——

_.u-\_..\,.nL--

i
Ny |:'."r' rm o il —p " TR
e ) A P H 4 -"'"
TR
2 e 1en
FH
ﬂ":'-‘fr.w.-!r .ul'ln'
¥ e = ..- '\..x
J £ %
. f ¥
| = J'H_?]M_* I wﬂf““'mll'.
it FH .,
= i >
h l?.f,.l,. & F S'IF""F

origins speculated upon (Alleroft 1908,
675 1016, 83 and Fig 2.4). Meanwhile,
in Cornwall, Charles Henderson surveyed
twor stone=built enclosures at Tremerom Hill
and Carn Brea dunng the vears 1914-17,
describing both as “MNeolithic cities". His
dating of the enclosure on Carn Hrea
appears to have been influenced by
the discovery some yvears previously of
material idemtified as being of Neolithic
dare, while his atribution of the enclosure
on Trenceom Hill te the same period was
based on the similarity of the stony banks
to those at Carn Brea (Henderson M55
*Antiguities of Cornwall®, Courtney
Library, Roval Institution of Cornwall,

Truro, and Fig 2.5). Modern excavation
has shown Henderson's inference about the
date of the earlier enclosure on Carn Brea
te be correct, while it has again been
suggested that the enclosure on Trencrom
Hill is of MNeolithic origin, although firm
evidence is still lacking (Mercer 1981,
191). It remains uncertain, however,
whether these so-called “tor enclosures’ are
directly comparable o the causewayed
enclosures found further wo the east (e
Chapter 5: “Tor enclosures™ causewayed
enclosures built in stomer).

Prior to the work at Windmill Hill, only
two causewaved enclosures are known 1o
have seen episodes of excavarion. During
the 18%is, quarryving adjacent to the Iron
Age hillfort known as Maiden Bower in
Bedfordshire had uncovered Neolithic
features, including possible segments of a
causewaved ditch (Smith 1894; 1913).
The correct date of the pottery and other
artefacts salvaged from them was not,
however, realised until around forty vears
laver (Piggowr 1951). More important were
the excavations undertaken in 1908-0 by
Maud and Benjamin Cunningron at Knap
Hill in Wiltshire (Cunningron 1909;
P11 -02; see alse Fags 2.6 and 2.7). Thn::m,,
where the main causeways are broad and
spaced ot fairly regular intervals, the
excavators recognised the discontinuous
form of the earthwork as a deliberate and
origimal feature apparently representing * . . .
a method of defence hitherto unobserved
in prehistoric fortifications in Britain'
(Cunningron 19049, 49, The excavation
wis originally undertaken with the aim of
dizcovering the date of the earthworks, For
this, the Cunningtons were reliant on the
artcfaces recovered. In the absence of o
reference collection of well dated material,
they speculated that the pottery they had



recovered, and by inference the ‘camp’
itself, might predate the introduction of
Beaker pottery; in other words, it might be
Meolithic in origin. They were forced
o conclude, however, that “Unnl some
distinguishing charactenistic 15 recognized
berween undecorated pottery of the Bronze
Age and Neolithic periods in Britain, if
indeed there be any such characteristic, it is

PREYVIOLUS RESEARCH

impossible to form an opinion as w which
pertod the ponery belongs' (Cunnington
191 1-12, 7).

Subzequently, livile note appears to have
been taken of the site until two decades
later, when the Cunningtons’ speculations
were correborated by the discoverics of the
Revd H G O Kendall and Alexander
Keeiller at Windomall Hall,
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The impact of Windmill Hill

It s difficult o overestimare the impact
that the recognition and excavation of the
causewaved enclosure on Windmill Hill in
Wiltshire had on the understanding of the
British Meolithie (Fig 2.8), Prior o excava-
vions there, the idea of MNeolithic “camps’
had largely been a matter of supposition
drawn from particular ideas about social
evolution, coupled with the coincidental
presence on the surface, and in some cascs
from excavations, of pottery and stone
artefacts, By the carly 19205, the growing
number of excavated Iron Age hillforts,
along with continuing uncertainties over
typologial sequences for pottery sivles and
stone tools, had left the ®Meolithic as a pre-
Bromze Age period of uncertain duration,
Some had even argued thar it should be
measured in hundreds of thousands of
vears (eg Sturge 1909, 104}, The period
had few widely agreed diagnostic character-
istics apart from the polished axe and the
long barrow, a state of affairs which had,
for example, contributed to the long-
running debate over the true chronolegy of
flint mining (zee Smith 1912; Clark and
Pigaow 1933; Barber or of 19049}, The exca-
vations on Windmill Hill were 1o provide a
large assemblage of artefacts which demon-
strably predated Beaker pottery, at a time
when that sivle and the other types of
objects associated with it were widely
accepted as heralding the beginning of the
Bronze Age (Abercromby 1012, 9-16). As
a result the excavations offered a spring-
board for a fundamental re-evaluation - in
fact a revolution — of ideas about the
British MNeolithe,

Despite the pre-eminent position of
Windmill Hill in the study of British
prehistory, the cxcavations undertaken
there in the 19205 did not ren according 1o
plan and have never been fully published.
A monograph prepared by Isobel Smith
was published (1965), but this represemed
an extended summary of an incomplete
archive, supplemented by the resulis of her
own smaller-scale excavations, The story
of the excavations at Windmill Hill neceds
to be understood if their results are o be
fully appreciated. Contemporary ideas
about the Neolithic, the chosen methods
of excavation and recording and the
personal relationships between those
involved all plaved a part in shaping the
subsequent course of the study of couse-
wiyed enclosures,

PREEVIOUS RESEARCH

Windmill Hill: discovery and
excavation

By the 1920s, Windmill Hill and s
immediate surroundings bad been ‘famaous
for decades . | . as a paradise of the surface
flint hunters” (Keiller 1934, 188), among
whose number was the Bevd H G O
Eendall, rector of Winterbourne Bassett,
which lies only dkm (2.5 miles) o the north
of the site, A keen and active collector of
prehistorie flints, he published several papers
on his discoveries and on issues related to
flintworking (eg Kendall 19145 191 %9;
1909h; 1922), He also undertook a series of
small-scale excavations at the Neolithic flin
mines ot Grime's Greaves in Norfolk between
1919 and 1924 (M5 notes and diary,
Alexander Feiller Museum, Avebury) and at
the stone axe ‘factory” site of Graig Lwvd in
Maorth Wales (Kendall 1927).

Fendall’s interest in the ‘camp’ on the
bl eventually led him vo begin intermettent
excavation in August 1922 (Kendall 1923),
Ower the following six months, he gradually
explored an arca of the north-eastern sector
of the ourermost ditch of the ourermost
circuit (Fig 2.9), although when be began
digging, neither the middle nor the inner
circuit had been identified, Among his finds
were posherds which he suspected might be
Neolithic, a theory confirmed for him by
Both E T Leeds and O G S Crawford. At
the time, Leeds was Assistant Keeper of
the Depariment of Antiquities at the
Ashmaolean Musgum in Oxford. In 1926-7
he was to excavate at the first causewaved
enclosure to be discovered in a riverine loca=
miom, a1 Abingdon i Oxfordshire. Crawford,
the Ordnance Survey™ first Archacological
Officer, subsequently became an occasional
visitor o the excavations on Windmill Hill
and was present on the occasion of a
significant discovery, Fendall’s notebook (in
the Alexander Keiller Museum, Avebury)
states that on 13 January 19230 4G 5
Crawiord accompanied us. 1 showed him a
curving holbow on wp of W H. Together we
discoversd this and another 1o be concentric
dirches, within the outer rampart and ditch’.
Craowford’s own acoount (1953, 133) implics
that by this poinr, the cawsewaved noture of
the main circuit had been recognised, while
inspection of the vwo newly discovered
circuits confirmed that these oo were inter-
rupted by causeways, This is not mentioned
by Kendall, however, and it may be tha
thirty vears on, Crawford’s recollections
weere 4 linle our of sequence.
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Crawlord was also responsible for
bringing Windmll Hill 1o the attention of
Alexander Keiller, heir to the famous
Pundec-based marmalade firm and a keen

amateur archacologist. Keiller was one of

many individuals contacted by Craowford in
the face of an ultimarely unsuccessful
attempt by the Marcon Wircless Company
to establish a radio station in the area
(Crawford 1953, 13%3-4). From 1924

onwards, keiller set abourt the tasks of

purchasing, surveving and excavanung the site
(Fig 2,100, Meanwhile, the unusual inter-
rupted nature of the enclosure sarthworks ar
baoth Windmall Hill and ot Knap Hill, along
with evidence for their MNeolithic date, led
Eeiller and Crawford 1w search for somalar]y-
consirwcted '-;.;.1|'|'|;|'n-' i an anmempt o confirm
the exstence of 4 uniguely Neolithic form of
enclosure. Their rescarch, and the ensuing
excavarons by Keiller, Curwen and others,
resulted a Few vears lter in the publication of
Curwen's (1930) paper “Neolithic Camps’ in
the archacological journal Aseriguiry, itself
tounded and edited l‘-:. Crawford. The paper
was ariginally 1o have been written by
Eciller, based on the information he and
Crawford had been compiling since 1924,
but when illmess prevented him from doing
son Crawdord invited Curwen to take over.

As already noted, the preparation,
execution and publication of Keiller's
1925-% excovation campaign did not run
smoothly, Initally, Keilller was obliged
te cmploy Hareld 51 George Grav to
oversee the Jim::u:'.-;q l,]:'i}:'\. 2.11 and 2,120,
ll;r:L:. had !I'-.'-r||1-\.':'|:. Been an assistant to Puit
Rivers during the General's famous series
of excavations on his Cranborne Chase
cstate during the le 19th century. He had
himself subsequently direcred excavations
at Avebury, as well as at the lare Iron Age
lake villages” ar Glastonbury and Meare in
somerset, among other sites {Bulleid and
Crray 19115 19075 1948; Gray 1935; Gray
and Bullewd 1953; Grav and Cotton 19646;
Cooles 1987 Coles and Minmigt 1993), “The
reason for Grav's emplovment seems to
have lain in concerns among members
of the Wiltshire Archaeological Society,
in particular the Cunnimmgtons, abouat
keiller’s lack of archacological experience
and his status as an “owsider’. Keiller
reluctamly agreeed, bur his correspondence
with Crawlord (held by the Alexander
Eetller Museum, Avebury) makes clear
his dhissatisfactoion with the arrangement
and his increasing frustration with Gray's
technigques and standards of excavation,
The letrers, diaries and notebooks in the
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Alecander Kealler
Miesevean, Avebary

Eeiller Museum indicate a less tham
harmonious relationship between Keiller
and Gray from an early stage. For example,
as early a8 9 Awugust 1925, Keiller informed
Crawford thar *If there is one thing that
tends 1o give vindictiveness towards you
fromm me the precedence over gratitude it 15
vour introduction of us vo Grav: he 1= the
one arch|acologist] that [ have met that |
wholeheartedly despise {Cunningtons
excluded) . . . oh, ves, ves, ves!” (letter in
Adexander Keiller Museum)

Carav's partcipaiion i the excavations
at Windmall Hill ended in 1927 during the
third season, when he was dismissed by
Ketller (letter from Eeiller to Crawford
dated 31 May 1927, Alexander Keiller
Muszeum). The large quantity of finds
recovered from some of the trenches
overseen by Gray in 1923 when they were
re-opened at the swart of the 1927 s¢ason
was a major factor in Keiller’s decision,
although he considered it long overdue.
From the outset, animal remains had lizerally
been a bone of contention, much having
been dizcarded by Gray without proper
recording. Hiz dismissal was followed by
the resexcavation of all the wrenches dug in
the first two vears, Since antmal bone was
seldom accorded the attention given to

poitery at that dare, Keiller's concerns now
seem [ar-sighted. The presence of animal
bone and the manner of its deposition are
now recogmised as crucial evidence for the
wavs in which cousewaved enclosures wers
usisd,

Eoeiller lmsclf could clearly be difficult
to work with., Swuart Piggott, who first
cncountered him in 1928 while studving the
pottery from Windmill Hill, was emploved
by Eeiller as a research assistamt for five
years from 1953, He referred 1o Keiller's
‘farastic perfectionism and an absorpuion in
detail as meticulous as it seemed pointless o
others” (in Smith 1965%), while Crawford
fgquoted i Piggon 1983 described him as
‘ereatic and infuriating”. Keiller seemed to
agree with such opinions, writing on on<
pecasion that * . . . 1 am a machine
draughtaman ar heart and, since machine
dravghtsmen are notoriously pig-headed,
stubborn and conservative folk as regards
their job, I am likely (o remain so0 . . 7
{lerter, Keiller to Gray, 4 May 1928, in the
Feiller Muscum, Avebury).

W hatever the case, while Keiller may
have felt a meed 1o demvonsirate his superior
ability as an excavator, similar criticisms of
Ciray have been made by others (see cg
Bradley 1989; Bowden 19491, 163-4).
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A further insight into the relationship
between Grav and Keiller is offered by a
series of limericks compozed by RKeller
{im a notebook held in the National
Monuments Record), This boek had been
wsed first during fieldwork for Crawford
and Keller™s (1928) Wessex P The Air, a
proneering work on the recording and
mterpretation of carthworks through acrial
photography (see Fig 2.19). The limericks,
collected under the heading *Annals of an
O1d Fool', suggest that Gray's methods
were ill-suited to the complex nature of the
deposats and features, One example goes

There was an old fool with a fork
Whao attacked a sheer wall of the chalk
Shouting “Widen it, man

T3l 3¢ equals the plan

Adver all, its my drawings thag alk’.

Taken together, the unpublished
evidenmce implies thar Keiller recognised
the importance of recording all finds and
of noting the minor differences and
irrcgularities in archacological deposins
that are now recognised as essential in
understanding processes of construction
and deposition in the ditches of causewayved




enclosures. On the other hand, Gray seems
to have been altogether less meticulous, his
technigues unchanged since the 1890s and
based on his understanding of the relatively
simple ways in which Bronze Age and Iron
Avge sites were constructed., He also seems to
have made inappropriately straightforward
assumptions abour how arcfacts came (o be
deposited and, by extension, ther relative
worth for understanding the wavs in which
the site was used. That Gray's techniques
were rather ¢loser to the norm than
Keiller's at that time is implied by an
anccdote recalled many yvears later by
Stuart Piggott, concerning his participation
in Curwen’s excavations at The Trundle in
West Sussex

I visited the last season’s excavation [at
Windmill Hill] in 1929, and was
impressed by the orderly lny-out of the
curtings. Technigue at The Trundle in
1928 was rather primative, with the turf
roughly hacked off the approximate area
of excavation, but in 1930 [ Lid out a
formal rectilinear cutting in the
Windmill Hill manner. Reginald Smith
emerged from the British Museum o
visit us — bowler hat, pince-ne: glisses,
dark suit with rose in button-hode -~ and
sizing up the situation, commented
brietly “Very marmaladish® (Piggor
1583, 300,

Photographs of the 1928 exeavation
trenches at The Trundle, and indeed
Curwen's 1932-3 excavations ar Whitchawk
Camp in East Sussex (Fig 2.13), confirm thar
Foeiller’s insistence on precision in both exca-
qnon and field recording were exceptional.

Understanding Windmill Hill

In the five scasons that the excavations at
Windmill Hill lasted, Keller investigated
substantial portions of the dinches of the
mner and meddle divch circuits, as well as a
shorter stretch of the outer circuit and a
considerable area within the inner circuit.
In the process, a large quantity of Neolithic
and Early Bronze Age material was
recovered, representing an assemblage then
unparalleled in Britain in terms of both
guantity and quality. Despite his own
stated intentions, however, the resulis of
Keiller's work at Windmall Hill {and m
Avebury) were not fully published during
his own liferime. That he made @ start on
writing up the resulis is demonstrated by

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

proofs (from the Clarendon Press, Oxford,
in the Alexander Keiller Museum,
Avebury) containing detailed descriptions
of the 1923 excavauons, The content of
these, however, and of the few notes tha
were published by Keiller (eg 1932; 1934;
19305 appear o accord fully with Keiller’s
statement to Gray (im0 a lewer dated 5 May
1925, held in the Alexander Keiller
Museum, Avebury) that * . . . theory is not
within our province, since our task is
primarily that of those in the field, viz. to
record facts for the arm-chair theorists of
this and future generations . . . ", This does
not mean, however, that Keiller steered
clear of speculation on the nature of the
site. In the same leter v Gray, referming to
the ditch segmenes of the causewaved
enclosure, he argued that

. . . these pits are niot *fire-pits’, as the
Cunningrons claim, nor dwelling pits, but
as Hawlew suggests, stone holes for Aat
baotroaned stones. Might it not be that
Wincdmill Hill was originally a menstrows
stomie circle: that the stones were removed,
presumably o Avebury, and that there-
wpon the area within the diich
surreanding the ourer circle of swones was
utilized as a habivarion site, and one or
rwo ather ditches added.

The possibility that megaliths had onge
stood on Windmill Hill was iferred by
Keiller from the large gquantities of chips
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and fragmenmis of sarsen stone — the same
kind of srone used ar nearby Avebury
found dunng his excavations. Subsequently,
the idea of the stone circle on Windmill
Hill was abandoned, although, along with
many contemporarics, he continued to
believe thar the enclosed arca represcrned a
place of serlement.

A detailed summary of Keiller's work
cventually appeared in a monograph
preparcd and published by lsobel Smith in
1965, a volume that is now considerced
a milestone in the study of causewayed
enclosures. Smith, who had recently
completed a docroral thesis on Meolithic
pottery (Smith 195%6), was emploved by
Euciller's fourth wife o prepare an acoount of
hier late husband's work a1 Windmill Hill and
Awvebury, The lengthy delay in publication
might seem ar odds with the influence
exerted by the sive; by 1965 Windmill Hill
had long been central to any discussion of
southern Britain in the Meolithic. Keiller’s
willimgmess to allow interested rescarchers
access b0 his finds was important in this
respect. As early as 1927, E T Leeds coined
the term “Windmall Hill Ware' w denote the
particular sivle of poitery identified at the
site, Far more significant was Stuart Piggom,
who took the opportunity to study the finds
made at 'Windoull Hill in the 1928 season,
whitle based in London as an emplovee of
the Roval Commission on the Ancient and
Historical Monuments of Wales, Piggott
made extensive use of the unrivalled
pottery assemblage from Windmill Hill in
preparing his 1931 paper on British
Meohthic ponery (Fig 2,140, It was largely
through his publications that Windmill Hill
rapidly became established as the tvpe-site
for the Meolithic in southern Britain.

The shorwwomings of Eeiller and Gray's
excavations gradually became apparcnt,
particularly regarding the surviving fimds
and the paper records. In 1957, while
preparing her publication of Keiller’s work,
Izobel Smuth (1959) undertook her own
small-scale excavations at the site in order
e elarify certain matters. One particular
dafficulty, the full significance of which hos
only been recognised in more recent vears,
concerns Keiller’s technigue of excavating the
ditch deposits, Although his own excavanons
wiere conducted to a high standard, he wsed
the then common technmigue of digging ina
series of shallow spits rather than by
stratigraphic layers or contexes and only
recorded the depositional sequence from
the sections, Such techniques had been used

by Pue Rivers, with Gray in attendance,
during the late 19th century (Bowden
19%1 ). As a result, while the precise position
of important artefacts may have been
carefully recorded, their actual depositional
context often remmns uncertain, Depth
was regarded as a straightforward indicator
of relative age, an assumption that would
not alwavs have been correct, given the
complex formation of the lavers, There are
clear implications for any typological
sequendces for artefacts derived from such
records of the ditch deposits,

It is important to realise the conse-
gquences of the improved understanding of
the processes by which deposits formed in
dinches and improvements in excavation
methods for the interpretation of the kinds
of activities represented at causewaved
cnclosures. During the excavations at
Windmill Hill and throughouwt the 19305,
artefacts and lavers in ditches were generally
cxplained in one of two wavs, Either they
were the result of an ennirely natural silting
process, in which some residue of adjacent
humamn activity or occupation inevitably
became incorporated, or they were the
products of activities carried our within the
ditch itself. A consecquence of the later
theory was that for mere than fifty vears, the
pits and ditches encountered in excavarions
were often believed to be the actual
dwellings of prehistonc people, particularly
if they contained gquantitics of potery,
amimal bones and other apparently
domestic rubbish (Evans 1988a). Belief in
these “pit-dwellings’, as they were generally
known, was in decling by the 1930s, and
was ¢ffectively ended in Britwin by the resulis
of Gerhard Bersu's excavations at the lron
Age settlement of Little Woodbury, Wiltshire
m 10358 B, which prl:u'l.-d that pust‘hul:;
ttpmwh!ud the n.rl.‘l"lﬂ.il'm il xnphixli:nle
vimber buildings (Bersu 1040). Just a few
vears previously, however, E T Leeds,
Cecil Curwen and others envisaged thar
people had actually lived in the divches of
the cawsewayed enclosures at Abhingdon
and The Trundle (Curwen 1931,100-11
and Fig 2.15). Abbke Breuil, the French
prchistorian, offered the same explanation
for the quantity of material i the ditches
at Windmill Hill (Crawford 1937; Evans
1988a), To a considerable extent such
ideas stemmed from the apparent absence
of evidence for any standing structures at
the few known Neolithic sites: people
simply had 1o have lived somewhere. In
discussion following a presentation by
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Leeds of the results of his excavations at
Abingdon to the Secety of Antiquaries of
London, Reginald Smath of the Britsh
Museum noted tha ‘people living in such
a trench could nor have been Far above the
level of savages™ (Fig 2.16; reported in
Leeds 1927, d63-4; 1928, 477). The
Socieny’s president expressed surprise that
“any one chose to lve in such trenches and
thought holes would have been preferable’,
His suggestion that a flooring of bong
fragments and antler combs would have
offered some discomfort was countered by
Leeds” claim that “primitive man was proof
againmst such meonveniences'. More than a
gencration later, lsobel Smith’s (1965)

el |

re-assessment of the Windmill Hill
evidence represented an important
development in the understanding of the
ways in which the people who used
Neolithic monuments (and prehistoric sites
in general), could have carefully selected
material and deliberately organized irs
deposition. Coupled with a growing
cmphasis on the recording of excavared
finds according 1o the context of their
deposition, her recognition of the character
of these deposits established the idea
of intermittent episodes of deliberate
deposition and selecrive recunting in the
ditches of causewaved enclosures, an idea
which is now fully accepred.



Research and discovery after
Windmill Hill

In 1930 Curwen discussed sixteen British
enclosures in Britain which could, with
varying degrees of confidence, be considered
candidates for a Meolithic ongin (Fig 2.17).
By that date. five of these had been
confirmed as Neolithic by excavation: the
causewayed enclosures at Knap Hill and
Windmill Hill in Wilishire, Abingdon in
Berkshire, The Trundle mm West Sussex
(Curwen 19209b; 19313 and Whitchawk
Camp in East Sussex (Williamson 1930; s
alzo Curwen 1934; 19%0), Another five
were considered as strong possibilities on
the basis of the form of their earthworks,
although only three of these, the causewayed
enclosures at Combe Hill in East Sussex
(Musson 19307, Robinm Hood's Ball
{Thomas 1964) and Rybury in Wilishire
(Bonney 1964}, were subsequently proved
to have been correctly identified, OF the
remaining six “possible or doubtful sites”,
only that at Barkhale Camp in West Sussex
has subsequently been confirmed bevond
doubt by excavation (Leach 1983), The
ditch segments underlving the Iron Age
hillfert known as Mawden Bower in
Bedfordshire, however, also seem very
likely to be part of a causewaved enclosure
(Matthews 1978), The site was originally
included in Curwen's list for the wrong
reasoms, for he emphasised the ‘suggestive’
plan of the rampart of the overlying Iron
Age hillfort, which is interrupred by a
number of relatively recent breaches
around s circuit, Although subsequent
salvage work in the adjacent gquarry has
confirmed the presence of a ditch of
Mealithie dare bencath the later earthwork
(Marthews 1976}, its identification as a
cauwscwaved enclosure remans probable
rather than definite (Fig 2.18).

The remainder of Cureen's sixtecn sites
highlight a willingness at this carly stage
of research to treat any enclosure with
INEETTUPLIONS OF CAUSCWAYS a8 a potential
Meolithic causewayved enclosure. The sole
cxample identified on the basie of cropmarks
photographed from the air was ar Overton
Hill, near Avebury in Wiltshire, This
interpretation has subsequently been
shown o be incorrect. The enclosure
known as Buzbury Rings in Dorser and the
ditch within Yarnbury Castle in Wiltshire,
both of which are certainly of Iron Age
dare, were also incorrectly identified as
causewayed enclosures. The slight earthwork
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within the Iron Age hillfort known as
Scratchbury Camp in Wiltshire has not
been seriously regarded as being of
Meolithic date singe Curwen's time. In a
small-scale excavation wndertaken on the
carthwork only lron Age artefacts, were
found, but as the bottom of the ditch was
not reached, Curwen's interpretation could
not be ruled out (Annable 1958, 17).
Surface survey suggests that the interrupred
appearance results from the damage caused
by relatively recent cultivation (Lewis forth-
comingl. A few vears after the publication
of Curwen's article, an enclosure ar Wesn
Wickham Commen in Greater London was
wlentified as a cousewaved enclosure (Hogg
ared O Medl 1937; 1941; Hogg 1981), but
the carthworks scem more likely o be an
uifinished Iron Age hillfort. At about the
same date, quarrving near Badshot in
Surrey appeared to have uncarthed
evidence for a cousewaved enclosure with
at least two concentric circuits (Lowther
19367, Alexander Keiller and Stuart
Piggott were invited o direct excavations,
bt eventually concluded thar the alleged
circuits could only be interpreted as ditches
flanking a long barrow completely levelled
by ploughing (Keiller and Piggorr 19349,
135; see Fig 4.27).

Oine curious omission from Curwen's
paper 15 the main causewaved enclosure on
Hambledon Hill in Dorset, best known from
the campaign of excavations undertaken
berween 1974 and 1986 by Roger Mercer
(Mercer 1980a and b; 1988; Mercer and
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Healy in preparation). The slighter carth-
works of the “old camp’ adjacent o the more
meassive ramiparts of the Iron Age hillfort had
bBeen attractmg comment since the later 19th
century, while the causewayed form of the
carthworks was ¢learly visible on a phote-
graph published in Crawford and Keiller's
Wesrex fronw the Aer (1928 and Fiyg 2.19),
Perhaps the 1wo most notable discov-
cries of the following vears, both of which
cocurred during the 19305, were the most
unexpected, At both Hembury in Devon
and Maiden Castle in Dorser, it was the
massive hillfort ramparts and the assumed
Iron Age occupation which were the
intended object of the campaign of
excavations undertaken by Dorothy Liddell
(Alexander Keiller's sister-in-law) and
by Mortimer Wheeler respectively. In her
excavations, Liddell recovered large
quantties of worked flint during the first
season in 1930, but uncovered no features
which could be dated earlier than the Iron
Age. This prompred initial speculation that
flint might alse have been used in the Iron
Age. From the following season onwards,
however, Meolithic features were discovered
in the form of the now familiar ditch
segments (g 2.200, as well as pits, post-
holes and a possible *house”, demonstranng
clearly that a causewaved enclosure no
lenger visible on the surface had preceded

the substanal Iron Age ramparts (Liddell
1930; 1931; 19325 1935). Ax Maiden
Castle, notwithstanding carlier speculation
(see above, this chapier: The idea of Stone
Age camps), the discovery of the Meolithic
remains apparently came as a complete
surprise o Wheeler (Hawkes 1982, 168-9;
Sharples 1990a, 1). This probably under-
lines the extent to which he had focussed
his attention on the Iron Age occupation
(Wheeler 1943 and Fig 2.21).

Aerial survey and excavation:
an abundance of data

After the Second World War, discovery and
excavation tended for some time o be
rather piecemeal, generally concentrating
on enclosures surviving as earthworks than
were already known or suspected o be of
Meohithic ongin, including those on Combe
Hill (Drewett 1994), Whitesheer Hill
(Miggon 1952), Hambledon Hill (Farrar
1951, 105-6; RCHME 1970}, Knap Hill
(Connah 1965; 1969), Bvbury (Bonney
1964), Bobin Hood's Ball (Thomas 1964;
Richards 1990, 61-5) and Maiden Bower
(Marthews 1976). The presence of cause-
ways in the ditches was by then estabhished
as the principal means of recognising
enclosures of possible Neolithic date.
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Altheugh the value of aenal survey had
been reahsed for some ume, 1ts potential
for the identification and interpretation of
sites from the prehistorie periods and the
Meolithic in particular was for long held in
check by a belief among archacologists thar
the technique would be most effective
in upland areas. This rested upon the
assumption, itself derived from the
distribution of surviving earthworks, thar
human activity in prehistory would have
been largely confined to the higher ground
and that the lower-lving vallevs and river
terraces were densely torested and largely
devoid of occupation untill much later (eg
Curwen 1929b, 6; see alio RCHME 19640,
Cunliffe 1992; Bradley 1992). Yet the
possibility that causewaved cnclosures
might exist in valley locations had been
demonstrated as ecarly as 1926 by Leeds’
dagcoveries at .-"|.1'||.:|'||.:1.1u:|!| [].1,!!..':!'\ 1927
1928}, where the site had been discovered
as a result of gravel extraction. Further
confirmation came in 1961 with the start
of excavations atl another causewaved
enclosure in the Thames Valley, ar Staines



in Surrey (Robertson-MMackay 19873, Thar
sibe was also excavared in advance of gravel
extraction, having been first recognised as a
cropmark as late as 1959,

From the mid-1960s onwards. it
gradually became clearer thar the apparem
absence of prehistoric monuments from
lower=lving locations, including the river
gravels, was not so much due to the
avordance of valley bottoms in prehistory as
to the imtensty of subsequent agriculiure on
the fertile alluvial soils, This realisation owes
much to the ncrease in acral photography
as a method of survey, which concentrated
on those parts of the modern landscape
under arable cultivation that had previously
been owerlooked by archacologisis. Ironically,
the earthworks of many of the causewaved
enclosures noted by Curwen in 1930 had
actually been identified from the air by
Crawford and Keiller. In fact, Curwen's
own excavations at The Trundle had
followed from Crawford’s recognition
of causewaved carthworks on an aerial
'phn:\l;ngril.ph {Flgh 23% and 2.23). ﬂ:-' the
end of the 19602, a aumber of enclosures
with interrupted ditches had been recognised
as cropmarks, notably theough work in Easi
Anglhia by | K 51 Joseph (1964; 19665 1970;
1973; Fig 2.24). Rog Palmer’s analysis,
weitten originally as an undergraduate
dissertation and then published (1976),
listed rwenty-cight sites recorded as
cropmarks within a total of forey-three
cavsewayed enclosures, although not all
have withstood subsequent scrutiny.

Earlier studies of the causewaved
enclosures surviving as earthworks on the
chalk uplands continued o exert a sirong
influcnce on interpretations of the nature
and purpose of causewayed enclosures. For
a while, there was some uncertainmy as to

whether the increasingly large number of

lowslving “mterrupted ditch enclosures’, as
they were briefly known, could be directly
compared with the upland cavsewaved
enclosures identified on the basis of the
form of their earthworks and in some cases
excavated evidence (eg Wilson 1975
Palmer 1976). By 1970, St Joseph had
photographed twenty-one such enclosures
visible from the air as cropmarks, vet in
1971 Isobel Smith listed only those sites
proven by excavation, even though she was
pware that many potential new discoveries
were being made. On the basis of the
excavation of several low-lying sites initially
detected as cropmarks, it is now generally
accepted that imerrupted ditch enclosures
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and causewaved enclosures represent a
single class of monument. [t s primanly
through acrial survey that the number of
causcwaved enclosures has continwed 1o
grow (g 2.25).

The full impact of acrial survey in the
19702 also coincided broadly with more
intensive, lnrge-scale exconvations of mdividual
sites and complexes of monuments, in
contrivat 1o the small-scale wenching thar had
been the norm since the Second World War.
A f:ri-;,:Hl.'_l,' Hill 1n Giloweestershire I:I'.l'l:cun
1988]), another causewaved enclosure
was unexpectedly discovered during the
excavaton of an Iron Age hallfory, Excavation
of the 1,:.'.||,|.\|,."|.'|.':|.}'¢|,I enclosure recorded ax a
cropmark at Orsett in BEszex (Fig 2.26)
finally confirmed the link wath “intercupied
diteh enclosures” (Hedges and Buckley
1978). Ar Offham Hill in East Sussex,
rescue excavation highlighted the damage
being done 1o such monumerns by modern
agriculmare (Drrewenr 1977). Excavation and
ficldwork on the complexs of causewayved
enclosures and long barrows on Hambledon
Hill im Dvoeser (Mercer 19808 and by 19588;
Mercer and Healy in preparation) perhaps
did more than any other project 1o
transform understanding not only of an
individual site, bur alsoe of the class of
monument and of the earlier XNeelithic
in general. Subseguently, there have
also been substantial excavations at the
cavsewayed enclosures on Briar Hill in
Morthamptonshire {Bamford 1983), at
Etton i Cambridgeshire ('ryor 1987;
| 988a; 1988b; 1998b; Prvor and Kinnes
1982; Pryvor of af 1985) and at Haddenham
in Cambridgeshire (Evans 1983b; Hodder
1942; Evans and Hoedder forthcoming).

L )

* Fhrd e

o Sattherrenil and i oty Sk A

Work has been renewed on some sites
excavated previously: Maiden Castle in
Drorser (Sharples 1991a), Hembury in
Drevon (Todd 1984) and Windmill Hill in
Wiltshire (Evans 1966; 1972; Whintle
19a0; 1993%; Whittle ¢f of 1999}, The
principal publications resulting from all
excavations of causewaved enclosures
are histed 1n the gazenteer (Appendix),
This enormaous expansion in the quantity
of raw data available from cavsewaved
enclosures has not, however, made
their interpretmion any easier. Shifts in
interpretation were, initially, fairly
straightiorward conseguences of the
resules of the latest excavations and
conlemporary perceprions of the Nealithic
as a whole. The present variery of
evidence available from different sites
underlines how unlikely it is thar a single
all-embracing interpretation for these
monuments will be found (20 Chaprer B).

Changing perceptions since
1930k causewaved enclosures
and the Meolithie

The impact of the discovery and excavanion
of causewayed enclosures on contemporary
percepiions of the British Neolithic was
far-reaching. The recognition of a class of
monwment that was not primarly funerary
in function had immediate and fundamental
implications for interpretations of seciety
and ¢conomy during the period. The
excavated assemblages of pottery, worked
flint and stone and animal bone both
confirmed certmin criteria already deemed
characteristic of the XNeolithic and
permitted links to be made with other
maonuments, most notably the long barrows
and the flint mines (Clark and Piggott
1935%). In addition, the study of pottery
stvles and stone tool types provided the
basis of a mew relative chronological
sequence (e Piggott 1931) and allowed
attempis 1o establish links with material
from sites on the Buropean mainland
feg Childe 1931).

The best known treatment of the
cvidence is Sruart Piggott’s synthesis, entitled
Neolethee Culneres of the Brissh fsles (1954),
which represented the culmination of
research and debate on the Neolithic since
the Windmill Hill excavations. Piggont, by
then Professor of Prehistonic Archaeology at
the University of Edinburgh, bound wogether
what was essentially a disparme collection of



tvpes of monwment and artefact o create a
descriptive account of the British Meolithic.
Hiz approach was ‘culiure-historic’, aiming
to identify geographically and chronologi=
callv restricted groups of people or “culures
through the recognition of recurring
associations of tvpes of site and artefact. The
causewayed enclosure on Windmill Hill was
treated as a ‘type-site’ and wsed as a link for
the whaole study (Fig 2.27). Ar the time of
Piggott's analysis, the *“Windmill Hill
Culture” was thought 1o have been restricted
in geographical terms to the Lowland Zone
as defined by Cyril Fox (1932): principally
Britain to the south of the Humber, but
excluding much of Wales and the uplands of
the South=West. In terms of chronology, it
was held to represent an earlier phase of the
Meolthic, The later phase was thought to be
represented primanly by the appearance and
spread of Peterborough Ware ponery and its
users, during the currency of which the
‘Beaker Folk® and the Bronze Age arrived.
Underpinning Piggon's approach (and
indeed much discussion of the Meolithic
since the 19205) was the assumprion that
change in the British archacological record
tended 1o have been imported from the
European mainland, usually through the
migration of groups of people. The excava-
tions af Windmill Hill in particular had
allowed the period o be placed securely for
the first time within a broader Evropean
context. Curwen'’s (1930) article had
included a brief discussion of Neolithic
‘camps” in France and Germany. The
siylistic affinitics of the potiery assemblages
had stimulated attempts to discover whence
the Meolithic hifestyle and nts material culiure
had come (eg Hawkes 1935; Piggott 1955;
Case 1969; see afse Bradley 19980, 180).
Little of Piggom's explanatory framewaork
for the British Neolithic remains intact
today, however. An early blow came
from the daring of Meolithic deposits by
radiocarbon determination, a technique
which in 1954 was still in 1= infancy. The
more accurate dating evidence not only
dramartically stretched the period in
chronological terms, but also reguired a
review of the sequence in which types of
monuments and artefacts came 1o promi-
nence and, therefore, the relationships
berween them. Piggott had assigned a span
of just 500 vears to his Neolithic (2,000 BC
o 1,500 BCY, the components of which are
now spread more comfortably across the
4th and 3rd millennia BC. Equally
significant has been the decline of the
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culture-historical outlook of the sort
typified by Piggott™s account. The belief
that the meeption of the Neolithic in
Britain was prmarily an inrroduction from
the European mainland, however, involving
constderable ¢ross-Channel movement of
people, proved resilient wo criticism wntl
the mid- 1980s. Current approaches tend to
emphasise greater continuity with the
preceding Mesolithic and succeeding
Bronze Age (eg Kinnes 1938; Pryor 1988h;
Barrent 1994). Indigenows hunter-gatherer
groups are credited with a more active rale
in bringing about social and economic
changes that are regarded as developments
of the Neolithic, The origins of new wdeas,
rather than people, are traced back 10 the
European mainland. It is no longer
thought, however, that there was a clear,
sudden and fundamental break with the
past, nor s the MNeolithic still viewed as a
uniform phenomenon across large spans of
space and time (Thomas 19%91; 1993),
Some clements of current theories
concerning the Neolithic mirror earler
ideas derived from the first cxcavations
of causewayed enclosures. For example,
many interpretations of the 1990s emphasise
the probable mobility of the Meolithic
population and consequently play down
the mimpaortance of arable agriculture
{eg Thomas 1991, 28: Whinle 1997). As
described above, the belief thar the arrival
of agriculiure could be equated with a
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more sedentary lifestvle was born almost
with the concept of the Neolithic itself. The
recognition of causewayed enclosures as a
class of Neolithic monument mnitially
sirengthened this belief, for they were gemer-
ally Believed to be analogous to Iron Age
hillforts, which were usually interpreted as
defended settlements. To an extent, this
assumplion was a continuation of carlier
ideas about the need for defence im prehis-
torkc society, but it was certminly supported
by coincidences in the lecation of hillforts
and causewaved enclosure at places such as
Maiden Castle and Hembury, There was
little direct evidence for arable agniculture or
for domestic structures from excavations on
mest causewaved enclosures, however, in
contrast to the sieable sssemblages of animal
bones, This gradually ked to a shaft in opamon
and an acceptance that from the inception of
the Neolithic pastoralism may have been the
dominant way of life and mode of subsis-
tence. [ was thought that arable agriculture
would have fulfilled a secondary role m food
production until well into the Bronee Age.
Thes hine of thought was probably encouraged
by the concentration of archacological
research on the southern chalk downlands
and other upland areas, large parts of which
wiere used for rough grazing at tha nme (s
eg Curwen 1938; 19044). Curwen (1938, 37)
argued thar ar Whitchawk Camp

.« « the vast quantities of bones of ox, pig
and sheep found..indicates the relatively
large part played by stock-raising. This
high rano of canle to corn implies
nomadic conditions. Moreover, the slighe
degree of verracing of the plots,contrasted
with the enormous hnchets on the sites of
the settled villages of the ater prehistoric
peniods, shows that no single site was occu-
peicd, or a ket cultivaned for very bong | . .
On the oaber hand the Meolithic A folk
lic the carlicse of the Meolithic “‘culmures')
can scarcely have been entirely nomadic in
their habirs, for it seems Likely thar there
may have been some sort of tribal organi-
zation centred on the causewayed camps as
permancnt nuclei.

The increase in the quantity and quality
of excavations and in particular the crucal
impact of aerial survey from the 1960s
onwards contributed greatly to changing
perspectives. The theoretical outlocoks that
were emerging around the same time
encouraged new perspectives on the role
of cauwsewaved enclosures and other

monuments within prehistoric society,
Studies such as those of Humphrey Case
[ 196) and Colin Renfrew []'}7!} put
forward the idea of trearing monuments
as indicators of both social complexity and
territoriality, within an explanatory frame-
work derived from anthropolegical models
(Fig 2.28). The causewaved enclosures were
thought to hove been located at the centres of
soctal termitones (e Barker and Webley 1978;
Drewett 1977, 226-8; Case 1982, 2-5): the
very fact of their existence was considered to
be proof of 8 process of increasing social
complexity, The presemce of exotic artefacts
prompied suggestions that trade and
exchange were m some way controlled from
these centres, Calculations of the labour
input reguired for the construction of the
enclosures suggested the emergence of
powerful leaders ina society that was seen as
becoming increasingly hicrarchical over time
(Renfrew 1973 Swartin and Bradley 19813
Bradley 1984a). Avempts were made o
discern regions and territories through the
distrbution of different twpes of enclosure
(Falmer 1976). Sometimes these regions
appeared 1o be boosely associaved with porcery
fayle-rones defined on the basis of particular
formal and sivlistic characteristcs of potery
(Bradley 1934a, 54; but see Cleal 1992),
cchoing earlier culture-hisverical approaches
to the interpretation of pomery distnibutions,

Yot these studies continued to adhere to
the idea that social change would have
followed an evalutionary path, and to rely on
a generalised view of the monuments and
other archacological data (e alyo Harding
1995), From the 1980s onwards, 1t was
imcreasingly accepted that such assumptions
are far from safe, given the long histories of
construction and reconstruction evident at
SOIE -;.:uux-l..-'l.l.i'_-'-cd ereloRures -[E\'.‘ll‘u: 1OERe).
It appears that the enclosures did not lie ar
the heart of werritorics, but on their periph-
crics (Thomas 1982; Gardiner 1984; Evans
e al 1988). The presence of anefacts of non-
local origin in the ditches is thought more
likely to indicate the long=distance ties of
particular communities and the mportance
of particular places, than to be evidence for
trade or exchange (Thomas 1991, 35-6;
Bradlev and Edmonds 1993; Edmonds
1903; 19495, 68-T3). In the lave 1990%, the
tendency is to consider individual monu-
ments a5 expressions of socal umty, but in a
Meolithic landscape that 15 seen to be more
fragmented and diverse, both in terms of
lamd wse and social relations (papers in
Topping 1997k,



The constructional elements

The perimerers of causewayed enclosures,
like those of many other prehistoric
enclosures, made use of a limited range of
constructional elements: ditches, banks and
timber structures (Fig 3.1). As important
g% the enclosing boundaries themselves
were the entrances, which marked the
threshold berween the owside world and
the reserved space of the interior (Hodder
196, 127-8; Edmonds 1993, 111). This
chapter illustrates the basic features that
were ¢ombined o produce the wide range
of forms discussed in Chapter 4.

Ditches and recutting

Chapter 2 raced the process by which the
segmented ditches of causewaved enclosuns
have come 1o be gradually recognised as
the most important defiming characteristic
of this class of monument. Even where the
ditch appears continuous as an earthwork
or cropmark, excavation has usually shown
that a similar digging technique was used.
The segments were not necessanly all dug
at the same tme: new ones may have been
added and existing ones mayv have been
lengthened or amalgamated, producing a
range of plan forms {(Bedwin 1984, 18). It has
been suggested that this apparently
plecemenl construction technique results
from small gangs having responsibility for
digging out separate segments (Startin and
Bradley 1981, 291). This theory is open to
question, but is amongst the most convincng
paut forward o date (see Chapter 7).

The ditches of more than half of all
causewayved enclosures comprise scgments
less than 20m leng on average. In some
cases, for example at the enclosures recorded
as cropmarks at Burford in Oxfordshine and
at Freston in Suffolk (Figs 1.3 and 3.14), the
segmems are of fairly even length, perhaps
indicating that the technique was not quite as
disorderly as it first appears. There is
considerable variation in length between
different causewayed enclosures, however,
A small number, including these recorded by
aeral survey at Upton in Cambridgeshire

(Fig 3.2) and at both Radley (e Fig 4.22)
and Evnsham in Oxfordsire have ditch
segments only a few meres long - so short
that they could be described as clongated
pits, At the other extreme, the enclosure on
Court Hill in West Sussex was imitially
thought to be continuously ditched. A
small-scale trial excavation discovered one
couseway, however (Bedwin 1984), and
subsequent survey from the air and on the
ground has revealed the existence of a few
more possible causewaws (Fig 3.3). This
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suggests that the ditch may simply have
comprsed longer segments or, as suggested
by the excavator, that it may have been dug
as a series of interlinked segments, In ether
case, the techmgue s samilar in essence (o
that evident at other causewaved enclosures,
There can be variation in the length of
the ditch segments berween differemt
circuits of the same enclosure. For example,
three of the four segments which comprise
the outer circuit of the enclosure recorded
as o cropmark at Broadwell in Oxfordshire
seem bo be almost twice as long as most of
the segments that form the inner 1wo
circuits (sev Fig 5,.17), The length may also
differ greatly around even a single <ircuit, so
that their average length may give a rather
imprecise measure of the degree of varia-
tion. For instance, the ditch of the outer
circuit of the causewaved enclosure
recorded as a cropmark a1 Dallington in
Morthamptonshire seems o have segments
between approximately 3m and 40m leng
(Fig 3.4). Similarly, the segments that can
be recognised as earthworks along the inner

L

circuit of The Trundle m West Sussex range
from 3m to 28m in length (sev Fig B.6).
Alasdair Whittle (1993, 44) has suggested
that the muddle circuit of the causewaved
enclosure on Windmill Hill may have
comprised alternating long and short
segments, but this does not appear o have
been the case elsewhere. Excavated
evidence from other enclosures suggests
that the degree of variation suggested by
survey (Fig 3.3) may be fairly representative
feg Smith 1963, fig 3; Mercer 1988, fig 5.3
Pryvor 19884, fig 6.3),

As dewenbed in Chapaer 2, lsobel Smith
first poanted out that the ditch segments
excavated at Windmill Hill in Wiltshire
pppeared to have been ¢leaned out and
recut at intervals (Smith 1963, 15-17; 1966,
1971, 96-8). Recutting was often associated
with the placement of ritual deposins,
comprsing evervthing from polished stone
axes and human skulls to joints of meat
and broken pottery, It is as though
the monuments were never regarded
as finished entities, but rather as projects



reguiring continual endeavour (Evans
1088e, 85-8). This episadic reconstruction
process is central to the current under-
standing of how most causewayed enclosures
were used and reached their evenmual forms
{Thomas 1991; Edmonds 1993; Bradley
1998h, 68-82).

The recut= were sometimes carcfully dug
0 a5 fo preserve the positions of the original

THE COXISTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

cowseways and as if to show respect for the
orginal form of the monument. Ar Briar
Hill in Northampronshire, 80 per cent of
the excavated ditch segments showed
evidence of a1 least onge recut, and some as
many as five (Buomiford 1985, 32). At Euon
in Cambridgeshire up to ¢ight episodes of
recutting were evident in some segments
(Prvor ar af 1985, 288; Prvor 198%h, 352).
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The causeways were not always maintamngd
intact, however, Where they were dug away
at a later date, this often seems to have
resulted in low ridges or “semi-Causeways' in
the base of the ditch, These were noved, for
example, during the excavations at Windmall
Hill, at Orsett in Essex and at Briar Hill
(Smith 1963, 7; Hedges and Buckley 1975,
228; Bamford 1979, 4). At Birdlip Camp in
Cilowcestershire, the hine of the ditel was
moved slightly eastward wath each successive
recut. The position of the one causcway
encountered in the small-scale excavation
was approximately maintained. bur was
displaced a little 1o one side or the other
(Darall 1982, 23; g alio Daxon 1988, 81).
While full causewavs are often clearly
evident on aerial photographs, the slight
variations in deprh and semi-causewavs
ereated by recurting can seldom be identified
with confidence (Hedges and Buckley
1978, 228). The minor irregulantics in plan
that are, however, frequently evident prob-
ably result from the same process, Where
segments of ditch have a “chain-link" or
*string of sausages’ appearance, as do pars of
the ¢ropmarks at Barholm in Lincolnshire,
Southmore Grove in Gloucestershire and
Southwick in Northampronshire (Fig 3.6:
e Figs 5.23 and 8,100, this is likely 1o be
because longer stretches were formed
thiough the amalgamation of several
shorter segments. The possible causewayed
enclosures identified in Scotland, such as
that at Leadketty in Perthshire (Fig 3.7).
gencrally have fewer complete cansewnys
than the enclosures in the south of
England, but are characterised by ditches

whose courses waver slightly from side to
side. This may indicare that these appar-
ently more continuous ditches were also
dug as interlinked segments. In southern
England, several causewaved enclosures
preserved as earthworks offer clearer
evidence for recuming. This usually takes
the form of slightly deeper hollows along
the course of longer ditch segments, as
found, for example, on the northern side of
the enclosure at Robin Hood's Ball in Wilt-
shire and at The Trundle (Fig 1.4; see Fig
B.6). While survey techmigques can poing to
the presence of recuts, however, they can
seldom discern the same subtletics as those
revealed by excavation,

Both acrial and carthwork survey suggest
that the majority of the ditch segments are
between Im and 5m wide, and most exca-
vated exnmples comrespond 1o this (Fig 3.8).
Ther depth is impossible w gauge accurately
feeom the air, and the shallowest sections
may not be visible ac all, as excavations at
Ramsgare in Kent have shown (Shand 1998;
see Fig 4.2). The ditches best preserved as
carthworks are at least 006m deep on the
surface, but most are slhighter, Some are
identifiable only as patches of more verdant
vegetation (cropmarks in effect), These
differences probably do not in most cases
reflect the original depths of the ditches, but
rather the sare of preservation of the carth-
works, The apparent absence of parts of the
outer ditch at Combe Hill in East Sussex,
however, where most of the carthworks are
well preserved, may be because certain
siections were deliberarely levelled during the
earher Meolithic (see Fig 8.5). On excavanion,
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the mapority of ditch segments have proved
1o be berween Im and 2m deep. The original
deprh cannot alwavs be determined accu-
rately, due vo the removal of up 1o 1m by
later ploughing, erosion and in some cases
the natwral chemical dissolution of chalk
[Deewert 1977, 205; 1980; Mercer 1980c;
LO=E, 93],

Almost all the ditches thar have been
excavated appear originally (o have had a
U-shaped profile, with a flat base and nearly
vertical sides (Fig 3.8), In some cases,
particulardy where the ditches were dug into
softer sands and gravels, the sides have
eroded o much gentler slopes (eg see Fig
1.8}, The dirches of many long barrows and
cursus monuments are of similar sise and
shape. Several explanations have been pun
forward as o why this distnctve profile may
have been preferred over the Veshape wsed
sie wisely from the later Bronze Age

onwards, There are several possible practical
considerations, and the available wools and
digging methods may have been relevant.
For instance, certain sedimentary rocks such
as sandstone and chalk tend o fracture in
horizontal planes; this could have made a
level base ecasier vo cur, especially if picks
made of red deer antler were used w lever
up Blocks (Curwen 1931, 106 s alie Lane
Fox 1874, 382-3). Yer this does not wholly
account for the fact that many dicches cur
o gravel subsoils also have a flar base and
steep sides. It has been suggested that the
U-shape may have croded less quickly and
would therefore have been relapvely easy 1o
maintain (Whittle 1957, 227), Observation
of the experimental earthwork on Overton
Down in Wiltshire, however, indicates thar a
ditch cut with a U-shaped profile eroded
into 3 shallower Yeshape within sixteen vears
of its creation (Bell g of 1996, fig 14.2).



This may have been a factor in the
frequency with which the ditches of many
causewayed enclosures were recut, but it
does not explain why the U-shape was
fovoured in the first place. In addition,
there is evidence frem a number of
excavated sites that ditches were
delhiberately filled in soon after being
dug, possibly 1o cover the mass of animal
and human bones that had been ritually
deposited there (Smith 1965, 15-17: 1904;
1971, 94-8; Leach 19873, 22; Bedwin 1902,
5). Given this behaviour, it seems douhrful
whether the long-term stability of the
profile when exposed would have been an
important concern. The carefully placed
ritual deposits suggest that the ditches were
more than mere quarries for the bank
material and thar there may have been less
practical reasons behind the U-shaped
profile (Evans |988c, 89; contra Piggon
1954, 24; Copley 1955, 46; Mercer 1988,
897, A level base may have been necessary
o display these special deposits, o v allow

THE CONSTREUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

the performance of whartever rituals
accompanied the acts of deposition (see
Chapter 7).

The apparent contradiction of an
carthwork designed 1o enclose whilst
reraining numerows enfrances has given rise
to puzzlement and debate since the
characteristic was first remarked upon
(eg Curwen 19206, T3-5; 1930, 49507,
Francis Pryor, the excavator of the enclo-
sure at Etton has expressed the paradox in
a nutshell, remarking thar the causewaved
ditches *enclose, vetr at the same time do so
both with manifest and with calculated
inefficiency” (Prvor 1988a, 123), Ths
impression has been reinforced since the
19705 by the shift in artention away from
the causewaved enclosures preserved as
carthworks towards those identified as
cropmarks, At these sites the perimeters
appear especially discontinuous, becawse
very little evidence survives for whatever
carthen banks and timber barriers may
have accompanicd the ditches.,
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Banks

The banks of causewaved enclosures have
attracted far bess attention than the ditches,
as a result of the rarity of their survival and
the scarcity of artefacts contained within
them. At most causewaved enclosures
recorded as cropmarks, no evidence for
banks can be discerned through survey.
Excavation of the well preserved enclosure
at Erton discovered only a single short
section of bank (Pryor 1988a, 110) and
their existence on other sites recorded as
cropmarks has been doubted (Evans 1988h,
1334}, Intermittent traces are visible at a
small mumber of sites, however, including
Sawbridgeworth in Hertfordshire (scc Fig
F.18). At certain enclosures, such as those
at Orrsett and Brar Hill, although no banks
can be detected on aerial photographs,
excavation has suggestedd thar they formerly
existed (Hedges and Bucklev 1978, 234
Bamford 1985, 37-93. The lavers in
the ditch were found 1o have built up
asymmetrically, from which it was inferred
cither that a bank had been deliberately
pushed back into it, or thar marerial had
eroded more quickly from a newly builr
carthwork along onc edge. The precise
form of the destroved banks was, however,
impssible wo deduce.

In England, only fourtcen causewaved
enclesures sUrvive 1o any extent as garth-
works (Fig 3.9). Including the cawsewnyed
enclosure on Donegore Hill in Coungy
Anwrim (see Fig 5.3), parts of between
rwenty-five and thirty circuits of ditch are
pepresented. Field survey suggests that all
but one of these probably had a bank
running along the inner edge of the dich.
The sole exception is the inner cireuit of the
cousewaved enclosure on Windmill Hill
(Fig 2.8), There voo, excavarion indicates
that a bank was originally present and that
it was deliberately levelled invo the ditch
(Smith 1965, 15-17; 1966). It seems highly
probable, therefore, that banks would have
accompaniced the ditches of most of those
enclosures recorded as cropmarks, even
where no evidence for their existence can be
detected.

In some cases, the banks were separated
from the diteh by level berms up 1o Im
wide, which are stll evident even from the
eroded carthwork remains, The banks are
also perforated by causeways of level
ground, bur very seldom ar such frequent
intervals as the ditches, As Curwen (1930,
49) first pointed out, partial interruptions
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are more comman than complete causewavs,
recalling the greater frequency of the “semi-
causeways’ in the ditch. The exceptional
examples in this respect are the enclosun:
on Knap Hill in Wiltshire and Barkhale
Camp in West Sussex, where detailed survey
shows that the bank segments ane preciscly
the same length as the adjacent ditch
segments (Figs 2.7 and 3.10). Typically, the
causewnys i the ditch outnumber those in
the bank by berween theee and six w one. Al
Hambledon Hill, some of the causeways in
the bank of the main causewaved enclosure
il ot correspond o causeways in the dicch,
but are shightly offser (soe Fig 4.16). Some
banks, such as that of the inner circwin at
The Trundle and both circuits at Robin
Hood's Ball, Birdlip Camp and Dorstone
Hill in Hereford and Worcester, appear 1o
have been very nearly continueus (Fig 16
see Figs 8.6 and 4.14). The correspondence
evident in the cropmarks of the two closcly
spaced ditch circuns at Orsett suggested
that they may have been dug on cither side
of o single almost continuous bank
(%5t Joseph 1973, 236; Fig 3.11). Although
the ¢orrespondence is arguably much
less close than was initally suggested, this
interpretation was subsegquently supported
by the cxcavared evidence, as described
above and reconstructed in Figure 1.5
(Hedges and Buckley 1978, 236), The
evidence for a bank behind the inner of the
two ditches was inconclusive. There may
have been a similar arrangement at several
causcwayved enclosures recorded onlv as
cropmarks, such as those at Sawbndgeworth
in Hertfordshire, Freston in Suffolk, North-
borough in Cambridgeshire, Mavesyn
Ridware i Staffordshire and Easery in Kemt
(see Figs 3.18, 3.14, 5.16 and 4.18).
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Al the majority of these sites, relatively
fow of the causewavs in the ditches wouald
have albowed direct access into the mterior of
the enclosure. IT the small proportion of
causewaved enclosures preserved as carth-
works is truly equivalent to those recorded as
cropmarks, then it may be thar too much
emphasis has been placed on the ‘permcable’
design of the boundary ditches and the
supposed multiple points of entry. Banks
imay have plaved a role of equal or greater
importance than the ditches in defining the
perimeters of cawsewayed enclosurcs: access
may have been much more restricted than
the frequent causeways in the ditches would
suggest, The number of entrances is an issue
that will be revisited below,

On the basis of the volume of material
available from the ditches, it has been
colculated that if the banks at Briar Hill
were more or less continuous, they could
originally have been approximately Im high
and 2m wide (Bamford 1983, 39), The
largest banks in England now survive to
only 0.5m high, although the outer downs-
lope faces are sometimes considerably more
pronounced (Fig 3.12). In most cases,
crosion has caused them to spread to
widths of up to 6m. Some banks that have
been excavated have proved to survive as
little more than rises in the natural bedrock
and overlving ploughsoil, since the bedrock
had been protected from eroston and
ploughing by the overlving mass of the




bank (se¢ eg Drewert 1977, 205 Mercer
19800, 46; Bedwin 1984, 14).

In some cases where a bank that
survives well has been excavated, for
example at Windmill Hill and Robin Hood's
Ball, it seems to have been constructed
simply as a dump of the material excavared
from the ditch (Smith 1959, 154; 1965, 5-6;
Thomas 1964, 10}, Early excavators
suggested that the dumps of chalk rubble
may have been deliberately grouted with

THE CONSTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

chalk mud o create a more stable mass
{eg Curwen 1936, 66), Observations of the
expermmental carthwork on Overton Do,
however, indicate that a process of
concretion occwrs maturally after abou
thirty vears, both in the bank and in the
ditch deposits (Jewell and Dimbleby 1966,
319; Bell er af 1996, 74).

From certain enclosures, ncluding those
at Windmill Hill and Orserr, there is
evidence that the turf was stripped from the
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intended course of the bank immediately
priof o its construction, perhaps to
construct o wall of stacked turves to stabilise
the loose material (Smith 1959, 154;
Hedges and Bucklev 1978, 2347, A late
phase of the bank at Crickley Hill in
Gillowcestershire was reinforced by o series of
mterlocking oclls built of stome, a vechnigue
reminiscent of the Meolithic chambered
tombes found in the Cotswold-Severn region
(Dixon 1988, 82 and fig 4.4). At a number
of other cavsewaved enclosures, excavation
has revealed evidence for timber structures.
These may have served as simple revetmaents
for the banks, but they may have projected
well above the banks to form palisades, as
discussed below,

Timber structures

Most evadence for the various forms of
tmber structure that may have accompanicd
the banks and ditches has been revealed
by excavation. It has been suggested than
some palisades show wwpological links with

causewayed enclosures on the Buropean
mainland (Hedges and Buckley 1978,
250-2), but the arrangement in England 15
generally less complex. Ar Sarup in
Denmark and Calden in Germany, for
example, the palisades accompanying the
banks and ditches formed a maze-like series
of outworks and small annexes (Fig 3.13;
Andersen 1997, figs 16, 17 and 29; Kactzel-
Fabian and Kappel 1991, 3), Such e¢laborate
structures cannot be identified with
certainty elsewhere in England, but it has
been suggested thar the undated postholes
surrcunding a segment of diteh ar The
Trundle may have supported a similar strue-
wire (Bradley 1993, 87). A concentration of
postholes next 1o the perimeter of the
Stepleton enclosure on Hambledon Hill was
interpreted by the excavator of the site as a
*barbican’ flanking the entrance, but may
alwernatively represent a palisaded annexe or
even a later structure (see Fig 3,20; Mercer
1958, 1040 and fig 5.3). In general, it would
appear that the use of tmber was simply one
of the basic constructional elements used at
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At Hambledon Hill, a seetion of the
innermost bank and ditch of the wriple
causewaved lincar carthwork that joined
and in part replaced the circuit of the
Stepleten enclosure was found to have been
dehberately set on fire, apparcntly in an
attack. The carbonised wood preserved
good evidence for the way in which the
timber revetment had been constructed
(Mercer 1980a, 51; 1980b; 1985; 1988,
101-5), The structure comprised a frame
of oak posts supporting panels of hazel
wattle, perhaps standing as much as 3m
high (e Fig 7.40. A similar structure may
have been added to the outer circuit of the
cavsewaved enclosure on Raddon Hill in
D'.".'I.".'lﬂ., a|[|luug_h this may prove (o I_'lc |.1-|:'
[ron Age dare (see Fig 5.2; Gent and
Eenight 1995%). Tt has been calculated tha
the construction of the causewaved hinear
carthwork on Hambledon Hill might have
reguired around 10,000 large timbers
(Mercer 1988, 101). As Roger Mercer
pointed owut, this estimate clearly has
significant implications for the under-
standing of the organisation of labour and
the effects of the construction of the
complex on its environs, Excavations of the
bank at Denegore Hill in County Antrim
indicate that some sections were accompa-
nicd by a conmnuous palisade (00 Fig 5.3;
Mallory 1993), Ar Whitehawk Camp in
East Sussex and at the enclosures at
Dorstone Hill and at Crickley Hill, isolated

pits and discontinuous lines of postholes
discovered through excavation have been
interpreted as evidence For omber palisades
(Curwen 1954, 77; Pyve 1967-9; Dixon 1988,
fig 4.4). Alrernatively, in some cases they
may represent timber-built circuits pre-
dating the construcrion of the carthworks
{Thomas 1964, 12; Smith 1965, 28; contra
Malone 1989, 34). This raises the possibility
that some enclosures may never have
acguired carthworks at all. Indeed, an earlier
Neolithic enclosure at Lyles Hill, near
Dopegore Hill in County Antrim, seems o
have been defined solely by a timber
pahsade, although it has been suggested
that a levelled bank and ditch may yet awair
discovery (Simpson and Gibson 1989, An
Hembury, a line of postholes runs along
the outer edge of the ditch of the outer
cirewit (Fuyg 2.20; Laddell 1933, plare 25),
perhaps indicating that there was a timber
barrier not precisely contemporary with the
carthworks,

It 15 possible that the banks of many other
enclosures were reinforced or embellished by
umber structures, If the timbers rested in
very shallow postholes, however, or were
held in place entirely by the bank so that
they did not penetrate the original ground
surface a1 all, bale or no trace of them could
be detected. Even at those causewaved
enclowures best preserved as earthworks, no
evidence for timber structures can be
identificd through surface survev., At
certain sives, aerial survey has identified
narrow, nearly continuous dinches, which
may have been foundation trenches for
timber palisades. At Fresvon i Suffolk,
traces of a palisade wrench lie midway
berween a closely spaced pair of ditches,
perhaps on the line of a central carthen
bank (Fig 3.14). At Roughton in Norfolk
asnd Haddenham in Cambridgeshire,
palisade slots lie around 6m behind the
cdge of the ditch, perhaps reinforcing the
rear of an ¢arthen bank (see Fig 6.7} There
are hints that the palisade trench, like the
banks of many 1:|f lhnxc :nclusur:s
preserved as earthworks, was discontin-
uous, but with less frequent interruptions
than existed in the ditch (see also Evans
1988k, 133 Mordant and Mordamt 1988,
fig 13.3).

I a few instances, palisades may have
been free-standing, unaccompanied by any
bank. At Orsett, for example, the absence
of assymetrical silting in the inner of the
outer two ditch circuits suggested that there
had been not been a bank along the line of



the palisade, which lies abowr 3m back
from the edge of the ditch (Hedges and
Buckley 1978, 236). At Haddenham, the
variation in the distance between the edge
of the ditch and the palisade wrench
(berween 2m and 11m) initially suggested
to the excavator that a bank could nor have
followed the same course and, therefore,
that there was perhaps no bank at all (see
Fig 4.11; Evans 1988b, 130-53). Excava-
tions showed that the tmbers were up 1o
0.3m in diameter and therefore possibly up
o 3m in height, Other interpretations of
the evidence are possible in both cases,
however. At Orsett, the palisade may have
fronted a bank, thus reducing the silting
which was recorded from the turf-revered
bank between the ditch circuits. The west
side of the enclosure ar Haddenham was
interpreted by the excavator as its front
(Fig 4.11), and on that side there may
simply have been a broader level berm
between the ditch and a bank froned by
the palisade,

It has been suggested thar the majority
of these continuous inernal palisades lic in
the east of England (Evans 1988h, 140 and
Fig 3.15). Among the low-lving enclosures
in the Upper Thames Valley, however, the
innermost circuit ar Eastleach may repre-
sent o massive continuous palisade (see Figs
1.7 and 3.18). What appcars to be an
almaost eontinuous palisade rench has also
been recorded as a cropmark outside the
outer ditch at Eron Wick in Berkshire, but
a small-scale excavation was unable to
confirm its purpose or its relationship 1o
the main carthworks (Ford 199]1-3, 30),
There are also a few possible examples
further west, at the sites recorded as
cropmarks at MNorton in Glamorganshire
and at lecomb Hill in Gloucestershire.
Excavation of the causcwayed enclosure on
Donegore Hill suggests thar the palisade
may have accompanied the bank on the west
side of the eircuit, but lain several metres
behind it on the east - if the palisade was
contemporary with the earthworks at all (s
Fig 5.3; Mallory 1993). More importantly,
it 15 possible thar the discontinuous lines of
postholes recorded along the lines of banks
elsewhere in England, such as those at
Crickley Hill and Robin Hood's Ball, may
have provided support for essentially very
similar timber structures. If the evidence
for the banks was not so clear, the lines of
postholes might be more readily compa-
rable with the continvous palisades in
castern England.

THE COXSTRUVCTIONAL ELEMEXTS

Entrances

As noted above, the banks of those cause-
wayed enclosures preserved as earthworks
are generally more ¢ontinuous than the
adjacent ditches. This implies that there
were probably far fewer entrances into the
interior than the numerous causeways in the
ditches might suggest, Bven at the few sites
where carthworks are well preserved,
howewver, it 15 usually difficult to idenrify
definite entrances with confidence. Any
or all of these cavseways whose positions
coincide in both the ditches and the hanks
may have allowed people 1o pass directly
inte the interior.

At most causewaved enclosures where
formal entrances can be identified, there
generally seem to have been less than five
and most often only one (Fig 3.16). Inward
or owiward deflections in the course of a
circuit aften seem 1o have been intended to
emphasize their positions (Evans 1988b,
13%; 1988c, @0 and fig 8.2). For example,
despite the rather irregular overall plan of
the enclosure st Haddenham, the western
side 15 much straighter, with a slight in=turn
in the ditch segments and palisade on
either side of a broad central causewny (see
Fig 4.11}). Another possible in=turned
entrance lics ar the apex of the south-
western corner and an owt-turned one at
the south-castern corner. The plan of the
sirmghter western side suggested, however,
that it may have been designed as o frongal
‘fagade’ Aanking the most important
entrance (Evans 1988b, 1 39), There are
several other sites that may have been
comparable in this respect. The causewaved
enclosure on Cowrt Hill and the inner
circuit at Staines in Surrey (Figs 3.3 and
3.17) are both almost D-shaped in plan,
apparently with single in-turned entrances
midway along the straighter sides. The
inner circuit a1 Windmill Hill and the mner
twiar cireuits an Eastleach im Gloucestershire
(Fig 3.18) are kidney shaped in their
overall plans, apparently so that the overall
design should emphasise the positions of
single entrances at the apex of the concave
sides, In some cases, in-turned ditch
terminals along the length of otherwise
smoothly curving circuils suggest that
CCPIAiN CAUSCWAYS WETe MOre important
than others. Single in-turned entrances ¢an
be distinguished ar the enclosures recorded
by aerial survey at Burford and Eynsham
and by earthwork survey at Halnaker Hill
in West Sussex (Fig 1.3 and ¢ Fig 8.12).
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Three of the four probable entrances in the
outermost of the three dinch circuints recorded
as eropmarks at Sawbridgeworth appear 1o
be emphasised in this way, whale the fourth is
out-turned (=o0 Fig 5.18). Among the other
probable entrances flanked by shghely out-
turned ditch segpments are one excavated on
the north=west of the outer circuit a1 Briar
Hill and one suggested by carthwork survey
on the north=gastern side of the nner circuwin
of The .l..l'l.l'l'll.l-ll.? :'hl_']' ]'r“':\ a4 anad H.6).

There are several more unusual
entrances, On the northern side of the
enclosure at Southmore Grove, the inner
circunt of ditch recorded as a cropmark has
an entrance flanked by vpical in-turned
terminals (see Fig 5,25, This coincides with
a chicane=like offser between the rerminals
of the outer circuit, which perhaps corre-
sponded to a bank intended o screen the
interior of the enclosure from view, or to
funnel the approach. A similar design may
be evident in the plans of the western sides
of the enclosures on Donegore Hill and
Whitesheer Hill (s2¢ Figs 3.3 and 8.3) and
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at two of three podnts in the cireuits of the
possible causewaved enclosure at Morton
(Fig 3.19; Driver 1997). On the north-west
side of the earlicr part of the enclosure at
Fornham All Saines in Suffolk, sharply our-
turned lengths of ditch in both the widely
spaced circuits may have formed ounworks
Csee g 4.25). These are reminiscent of the
outwaorks known as “crabs claws” found
at certain causewaved enclosures on the
European mainland, particularly in western
France (¢ og Andersen 1997, g 2710,

In other cases, the earthworks flanking
an entrance may hove been enlarged in order
1o emphasise its position (Mercer 19804,
49-51; 1980b; Bamford 1985, 39). For
cxample, both the bank and the ditch of the
innermanst circuil at The Trundle increase in
size on either side of the out=turned entrance,
The present condition of the carthworks in
this instance apparently reflects a genuine
difference in their onginal size. A Eastleach,
the ourcrmosr ditch broadens gradually

towards the probable entrance (Fig 3.18).
At Roughton, a pair of much broader
segments of ditch recorded through aerial
SUFVEY On the north-western side of the
enclosure may ind'i-;,::ll..- l|'|1.: pl.ﬁil;:'n:_rn ul' nn
entrance, although there are a aumber of
ather possibilities (see Fig 6.7). In the
absence of clearer evidence from the plan,
causeways that are simply broader than the
others may be interpreted as entrances.

At a small number of sites, evidence for
nmber entrance structures has been discov-
eréd through excavation. The entrance
excavated at Orsert (Figs 1.5 and 3.11;
Hedges and Buckley 1978, fig 14) and the
south-western entrance recorded by aerial
survey at Haddenham (see Fig 4.11) seem
to hove been screened by in-turned lengths
of palsade immediately behind the openings
in the main circuir. A similar areangement
might account for the offser carthworks on
cither side of the suggested entrances at
Donegore Hill, Southmore Grove and



Whitesheet Hill (see Figs 5.5, 5.23 and
2,30, At Crickley Hill and Whitehawk
Camp, rows of postheles extending inwards
frofm ceérain causeways were interpreted as
cnirance passages (see Figs 4.15 and 5.31;
Curwen 1934, 105; Dixon 1988, hg 4.1).
At the Stepleton enclosure on Hambledon
Hill, a concentration of postholes was
found outside the perimeter, adjacent 1o a
broad causeway thought to be an entrance
(Fig 3.20; Mercer 1958, 100 and fig 5.3). The
structure was consequently interpreted as a
*barbican’, but the plan of the carthworks
suggests that another broad causeway,
Iving midway along the same side of the
enclosure between shghtly in-turned ditch
terminals, may have been the actual
entrance, The fature of the umber sirucure
is therefore open w0 other inerpretations (see
abowve, this chapter: Timber structures).

Elsewhers, there may have been gateways
of a more simple form. Two large pits
recorded as eropmarks on cither side of the
south-gastern entrance st Haddenham are
suggestive of a pair of postholes for a
possible gate (ree Fig 4.11). and excavarion
at Etton revealed a similar structure (Pryor
1998a, 57; 1998h). Ar Briar Hill and
Hembury in Devon groups of pits have also
been imterpreted as evidence for gaveways
(Bamnford 1985, 37; Liddell 1935, plate 21).
At Billown on the Isle of Man, the approach
1o a probable gatewsy was found to have
become worn and a cobbled surface had
been laid across the causeway (Darvill
1998, fig 4). Where no entrange can be
singled out on the basis of the plans,
concentrations of artefacts in certain ditch
terminals may denote the entrances, as has
been suggested at Staines (Roberison-
MacKay 1987, 38 and fig 11). It is arguably
very difficult, however, 1o differentiate
between these and other special deposins
fiound elsewhere around the circuir,

It is also difficult 1o discern any pattern
of orientation among the probable
entrances. Francis Pryor, excavator of the
causewaved enclosure at Etton, has noted
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east and north, The southern side of the
circutt has been destroved, but there are
indications that there may have been a
fourth cotrance on that side (Pryor 19%98a,
57: 1998k, 356). Generally, however,
there is no wend towards any particular
cosmological direction amongst causeg-
waved enclosures, as has been suggested for
long barrows and long houses (Ashbee
1984, fig 20; Hodder 1984, 63; 1990,
169-T4). In some instanges, discussed
further below, the natural 1opography
restricts the approach and the location of
the entrances reflects this. There is little
consileney in the oricniation in relation to
the topography amongst those enclosures
whicre there is no obvious restriction to the
choice of direction.
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The forms of causewayed enclosures

Classification: discerning
order in diversity

The work of E C Curwen, Alexander Keiller
and others in the 19205 and 1930s estab-
lished a broad consersus with regard to the
rvpical form of cavsewaved enclosures, Yet iof
causewaved enclosures st first appear
straightforward to characterise, on closer
consideration they prove just as difficult as
any other tvpe of prehistoric monument
(Evans 1988a, 47-9), As described o
Chaprer 2, aol evervthing with cousewayed
carthworks has turned out 1o be a cause=
waved enclosure; there are many enclosures
included in the class that do ot conform
very closely 1o the srereotype. The simple
constructional elements described in
Chapter 5 were combined in various was o
produce a wide diversity of plan forms,
Irenically, it cannot even be aken for granted
that the carthworks were in all cases couse-
waved, or that they were alwayvs fully
enclosed.

The sim of classification is o identify
characteristics typical of the class and
to highlight the differences exhibited by

individual monwments, in order 1o wnder-
stand better the ideas that are embaodied both
in the class and the individual. Inevitably,
schemes of classification have gencrally been
based upon those features thar suevive and
stand out at present. There is an implicit
assumption in the archacological lierature
written when these monuments were fiest
being recognized and defined, (which has
continued up o the present) thar characteris-
tigs that can be detected woday were the mios
important elements o Meolithic people as
well, It is important not o lose sight of the
fact that those who built and wsed them may
have distinguished between causewayed
en<losures with similar forms according 1o
physwcal charactenstics that can mo longer be
detected, or according to different funcrions

for example, sites for feasting or trading,
for use in spring or autummn, for the living or
the dead, Their forms were not dictated by
blueprints and any attempr o impose order
on such diversity risks painting a misleading
picture of homogeneity {Bradley 1993,
T1-2; Bestley 1993, 01-2). Mor did they
remain statec, but changed m form, funcion
and meaning over the course of tme
[Thomas 1991, 32-41; Bradlev 19980,
GR-82),

Most prehistonic monuments are initially
identificd and classified on the basis of their
form as recorded by aerial or surface survey,
Orccasionally, this evidence can be mis-
leadimg. For example, a cropmark at Eyve
and Dunsden in Oxfordshire is quite
convincing as a causewaved enclosure
(Fig 4.1), vet excavations carried our in
1974 en the site could find no evidence for
the existence of the monument (Oxford
Archacological Unit 1974). On the other
hand, excavations undertaken a1 Ramsgate
in Kent in 1997-8 of part of an enclosure
first detected as a ceopmark (Fig 4.2) not
only proved it to be a cousewayed enclosure,
but also showed it to have more circuits than
suspected from the air (Shand 1998).

With these porential problems in mind,
classification of the monuments according
1o their form, especially as recorded by



SUFvey, may seem an insecure foundation
for understanding. OF the sixry-six sites in
England accepted as certain or probable
causewaved enclosures, thirty-six — just
ovier half of the wotal - have been excavated
tor some degree. Many of these excavations
were small trial trenches, however, some
were carried out prior o the recognition of
recutting at Windmill Hill {(Smirth 1959;
196%), several have mor been fully
published and six were unable w advance
the interpretation reached from the survey
evidence in any significant respect. Only
cleven sites (around 13 per cent of the
total) have seen modern excavation of
reasonably large areas. Until such time
as excavation provides more complene
information about a larger number of
causewayed enclosures, survey offers the
only form of readily comparable evidence.
Antribunes of the plans, such as the nature
of the constructional elements, the size
and shape of the area enclosed and the
number of circuits are amongst the few
characteristics where links can be made
between excavated and wnexcavated
MaAUmMEns,

David Wilson suggested that there may
have been at least four different types
of causewaved enclosure, based on ther
locations, the numbers of crcuits and the
presence of outworks (Wilson 1975). Since
the publication of Rog Palmer's work in
1976, his typology, which s based on the
number and spacing of the ¢ircuits, has
provided the most commonly uzed bench-
mark {(Palmer 1976 and Fig 4.3). This
chapter presents an overview of the forms of
cousewnved enclosures and discusses the
principal issues relating to the classificarion
of sites according o thedr physical anributes,

Plan forms

The nature of the planning of prehistonc
monuments is central to a dispute over the
form of the enclosure on Briar Hill in
MNorthampronshire (Fig 4.4). The excovators
of the site suggested that the circular inner
circuit and the outer pair of circuits, which
are approximately circular, were deliberately
laid out eccentrically in relation to each
other, following a design based upon
principles of symmetry, proportion and
geometry {(Chapman 1985, 57; Bamford
1985, 132-3). This proposal was rejected
out of hand by the excavator of the
causewayed enclosure ar Haddenham im
Cambridgeshire, who concluded that the
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plan of the enclosure at Briar Hhill was the
eventual outcome of several phases of
construction. Furthermone, he argued that in
1% anachronistic to suggest that the principles
of classical and modern architecoure and in
particular precise mathemarical accuracy
would have been important to the builders
of causewayved enclosures (Evans 1088a,
E5-06). By way of comparizon, the plans of
many later MNeolithic stone circles seem to
have been laid out by eve (Barnatt and Moar
1984, 204). This rechnique was evidently
sulficiently precise to create the appearance
of circularity to those who encountered the
monwment in reality, rather than on paper as
a two-dimensional plan.
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Wery few causewaved enclosures are
acually perfectly circular. Indeed, there are
reasons o suspect that some of those that
are may represent a rather different wype of
monument (se¢ Chapter 8: A tradition of
enclosures?). For example, excavation has
shown that the perfectly circular enclosure
at Flagstones in Dorset was probably built
several hundred vears later than the
majority of accurately dated causewayed
enclosures (Healy 1997, 44 and table 1).
Likewise, the perfectly circular enclosure at
Duggleby Howe in Morth Yorkshire (Fig 4.5)
is unusually large and may have more in
common with later Neolithic henges in that
area. The enclosure at Melbourne in

Cambndgeshire was initially interpreted as a
possible causewaved enclosure (Palmer
1976, table 1), but it wo arguably has closer
affinities with henges (s Fig 8.1).

E C Curwen noted thar most causewayed
enelosures are oval in plan (Curwen 1930,
48}, Whilst this observation stll holds e,
strictly speaking. there are several certain or
very probable causewayved enclosures whose
circuits are very nearly circular, Rather than
being smoathly curved, however, they gener-
ally comprise a series of siraight sections.
Examples are the middle circuit a1 Windmill
Hill in Wiltshire (Fig 2.8), the pair of
circuits at Grear Wilbraham in Cambridge-
shire (Fig 4.7} and the theee closely spaced
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circuits at Langford in Oxfordshire and at
Cardingron in Bedfordshire (see Figs 7.3 and
B.4)., If complete, the two circuits on
Offham Hill in East Sussex may also have
been nearly circular, rather than incomplete
as suggested by the excavator of the sie
(Ddrewett 1977, 203 It i imposaible 1o be
certain, however, since the castern side of
the monuwment has been entirely destroyved
by quarrving (Fig 4.8). The plan of the
enclosure at Crofion in Wilishire is also
remarkably mear to a circle, given its greai
size and the undulating topography of its
setting (see Fig 4.21). All these monuments
are sufficiently close to being circular to
suggest that their plans were broadly agreed
in advance, with the intention of giving the
appearance of circularity (Fig 4.6).

Some circuwits are more obviously
elliptical, for instance the outer one on
Windmill Hill and the inner one on Combse
Hill in East Sussex (Fig 2.8 and s Fig 8.5).

Yet if the view s accepred than carlier
MNeolithie planning was nor greatly
concerned by mathemarical accuracy, their
forms may also have been imended o give
the impression of circularity. At Windmall
Hill, two paralle] lines of wopsoil discoverad
under the bank of the outer circult were
interpreted as guides for its construction,
although they were not found elsewhere
around the crcun [Smath 1959, 155). It may
be appropriste to think of various other
oval enclosures as effectively circular: for
example, those ot Burford in Oxfordshire,
Roughton in Norfolk, the inper circuits of
Robin Hoods Ball in Wiltshire and The
Trundle in West Sussex (we Figs 1.3, 6.7,
1.4 and 8.6, Indeed, the outer pair of
circunis at Briar Hill (that is, the cause-
waved enclosure disregarding the more
perfectly circular inner cireuit) exhibae the
same kind of approximate circularity
(Fig 4.4). Modern surveys show such
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survived im three dimensions. In passing, it
i= interesnng po note thar a skerch plan of
the enclosure ar Robin Hood s Ball by
E C Curwen — an experienced feldworker
portrayed the outer circuir as being virmually
circular, although it is in fact one of the
maost angular in England (Curwen 1930,
fig 6. In many cases, the probable entrances
are the only poimis where the builders
evidently rejected approximate circularity
{Evans 1985805, 1549),

Mot all oval enclosures can have been
intended 1o appear circular. In some
instances this can again be atributed w the
overriding importance of entrances, As
described in Chaprer 3, the inner circuits
at Eastleach in Gloucestershire and at
Windmill Hill in Wiltshire are emphatically
kidney shaped, while the enclosure on
Court Hill in West Sussex and the inner
circuit at Staines in Surrey are D-shaped,
apparcntly in order 10 emphasise the posi-
tion of single entrances (Figs 3.3 and 3.17).
As with those enclosures with approxi-
mately circular plans, some concepr of the

plan must have been agreed in advance o
achieve the final design. A considerable
number of enclosures, such as those on
Donegore Hill in County Antrim, on
Whitesheer Hill in Waltshire and at Alrewins
in the valley of the River Trent are
distinctly egg shaped (Fig 4.9 and see Figs
5.5 and 8.3). In the valley of the River
Welland, three cnclosures clustering within
a 3km radivus (Enon in Cambridgeshire,
Uffingeon and Barholm in Lincolnshire) all
share this plan form, and are also similar in
size. In the valley of the River Mene, about
10km to the south, the enclosures at
Southwick in Northampronashire and
Upton in Cambridgeshire are also quite
similar (s Fig 6.3). The possible reasons
behind this similarity in plan are discussed
in Chapter &: Regionalism in the British
Isles. The cgg-like shape does not tend o
strike the modern eve as the outcome of
planning in the same way as does an
approximately circular plan. Yen it is
sufficiently widespread amongst causewayved
enclesures o suggest that it may have been
deliberately intended, perhaps 1o create
obvious axes within the central space. This
may have allowed one end of the enclosure
to be distinguished immediately, for
example, as the front or back (Fleming
1972; Pivans 1988¢, 927,

Cermin enclosures seem to indicate a
rather different approach wo planning from
that evident at the sites discussed so far. At
MNorthborough, for example, the circuits
enclose a more or less oval area, but the
abignments of the individual ditch segments
are much more irregular, so that their course
wavers erratically from side to side (see Fig
5.16). This may be a conseguence of the
episadic process of construction described in
Chaprer 3, which perhaps involved the
digging of only a few ditch segments every
vear or se. Alvernatively, it may simply be
that the ditches were dug in order 1o avoid
existing features, such as buildings or lange
trees (o7 tree stumps), Indeed, it is uncertain
whether there was any plan agreed in
advance as 1o what line the perimeter should
follow, The recognition of broader chrono-
lergical sequences in the plans of causewayed
cencloswres is discussed further below,

A few circuits are so markedly polygonal
that 11 would be impossible to argue that
the straight sides and distinct angles would
not have been apparent on the ground.
Examples are the enclosures s Haddenbam
in Cambridgeshire, which is roughly trian-
gular, and at West Kington in Wiltshire,
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which appears quite close to being rectan-
gular (Fig 4.11 and see Fig 7.2). These
distinct changes of angle mav also be
produwces of the kind of ad foc construction
described above. In some cases, however,
aother factors were also important, such as
the relationship of the enclosure 1o the
wopography and the development of the
monuments over tme, Both of these issues
are discussed further below,

In 1978 the excavators of the causcwayed
enclosure at Orsenr poinved our thar of the
forty-six enclosures identified ar the time,
paly six (13 per cemt of the total) had
complete circuits (Hedges and Buckley
1978, 248). Since then, the number known
to have complere or nearly complere circuits
has growm o twentyv-four (35 per cent of the
present total). Indeed, there are hims that
least the inner circuit at Orsett may have
been complete (see Fig 3.11}). The propor-
tion remains relatively small, however, sull
apparently supporting the theory that the
process of creation may have been more
important than the completion of the
cnclesures. In manvy cases, however, partial

circuits were completed by nararal features
such as steep slopes or rivers (see below).
LUneleared woodland, or even hedges
planted deliberately, may also have been
used (o mark boundaries, although this
would be wvery difficult 1o detect im
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archaeological terms. Elsewhere, more
recent activity such as guarrving has
destroved parts of the enclosures, making
any reconstruction speculative, In other
cases, such as the causewaved enclosure m
Cardington {(Fig 4,10}, overlying deposits
may have masked the archacological
features so as to reduce their ability o
produce cropmarks, giving the impression
of incomplete circuits. At Chalk Hill,
Famsgate (Fig 4.2) and a1 Burham in
Kent, for example, the curvature of the arcs
of causewayed direh could well indicane

that theyv actually form parts of complere
circuits, It seems likely that the enclosure
at Haddenham, despite its irregular plan,
will in due course be proven to have had
a complete circuit (Fig 4.11). If these sives
are excluded, only abour sixteen enclosures
= less than a guarter of the woal aumber -
seem quite hikely never to have had complere
circuits, At Dorney in Buckinghamshire,
Landbeach in Cambrdgeshire and Easiey in
Kent, the curvature of the arcs of causewayed
ditch recorded by aerial survey is so slight
that the boundarics may never have been

THE FORMS OF CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES

intended to form complete circuns (Fig
4.121. Tt is possible, therefore, that the use
ol certain cavsewaved enclosures did not
require the space 1o be torally enclosed.

Planning in relation to the
topography

Isobel Smith commented that many of the
upland enclosures were ‘unconformable” in
their relationship to the natural twpography
(Smith 1971, 92). In saving this, she was
referring primarily to the ¢ausewaved
enclosures in upland locations confirmed
through excavation by that date, such as The
Trundle, Whitchawk Camp and, of course,
the enclosure she hersell had worked upon
at Windmill Hill, The curisus relationship
of these enclosures to the topography is
discussed further in Chapter 5; Upland-
oricnted causewayed enclosures, The choice
of topographical lscation, however, had
some influence on the plans of around a
quarter of the sixty-six causewayed
enclosures known in England (Fig 4.13).
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This 15 particularly true of causewayed
enclosures in wpland locations {other than
those discussed by Smith), such as Biedlip
Camp in Gloucestershire (Fig 4.14) and the
enclosure on Dorstone Hill im Flereford amd
Worcester., These were built on steep-sided
promonterics so that only a relatively short
length of earthwork across the neck of
the spur was required o form a complete
enclosure. Causewayed enclosures in similar
locations in France, such as that at Catenoy
overlooking the valley of the River Oise, ane
termed dperons barnds, meaning “cut-off spurs”
{see og Blanchet and Marunez 1988, fig 8.3).

Hill in Glougestershire (Figs 2.20 and 4.15),
the narmow spurs were not simply cut off by a
barrier of the shortest possible length, buile
across the ridge. Instead, the earthworks
seem to have turned well below the edge of
the escarpment and run along the contours
te form complete carcuits. At Crickley Hill,
the up of the spur, which might be expected
to be its ‘inner sanctum’, appears 1o have lain
outside the enclosure. This suggests that in
s0Mme INstances, it was not only considered
impartant that the perimeter should enclose
completely, but also that the barriers forming
it should be entirely aruficial, regardless of

et at both Hembury in Devon and Crickley  the natural barmers available,
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Like the almost triangular enclosure on
Knap Hill in Wiltshire, the somewhat
angular plan of the main causewayed enclo-
sure on Hambledon Hill in Dorset broadly
respects the shape of the hilltop it occupies
(Figs 2.7 and 4.16), Ourside this main
circuit, the narrow necks of land to the south
and east are crossed by double lines of causes
wayed banks and ditches, which end at the
very edges of the steep intervening conmbs,
These have been described as ‘cross-ridge

dykes' (Mercer 1988), A paralle! can be
found in the outlying length of causewnved
bank and ditch thar crosses the ridge o the
cast of Rybury Camp in Wiltshire (see
Fig 8.7). On Whatesheet Hill 100, at least one
of the cross-ridge dykes on the spurs
surrounding the causewaved enclosure might
be mterpreted as Neolithic on the basis of the
form of the earthworks (Fig 8.%), but the
dating evidence recovered by trial excavarion
is not clear-cut (Rawhns ¢ af forthcoming).
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On Hambledon Hill, however, field survey
hos identified the vestiges of a possible thind
cross-ridge dyke on the northern spur (Fig
4.16). If it should prove thar all three cross-
ridge dyvkes arc contemporary, they may
effectively have formed a double circun,
roughly concentric with the trangular main
enclosure, but imterrupted by the topog-
raphy. Two or three further outworks, sited
much lower down the three spurs leading 1o
the central summit, may have defined a third
circuit. Alternatively, or perhaps in addition,
twor of the possible three may have formed
part of the linear causewayed carthwork that
perhaps runs for almost 3km along the
western Aank of the massif.

Certain causewaved enclosures in
riverine locations were buill 5o 2% to Incor-
porate watercourses inte the circuit (Fig
4.13%), for example, ai Sawhridgeworth in
Hertfordshire, at Buckland and at Broadwell
in Oxfordshire and perhaps at Kedingron in
Suffolk and Dorney in Buckinghamshire
{Carstairs 1986, 164). While the plans of
the enclosures at Broadwell and Kedington
(ze¢ Figs 5,17 and 5.21) suggest that some
attemipt was made o maintain the approxi-
mate circularty evident st many other sites,
those of the enclosures a1 Buckland and
Sawbridgeworth (Fig 4.17 and ¢ Fig 5.18)

FHE FOREMS OF CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES

are markedly angular and rectilinear. The
circuits at Maveson Ridware in Staffordshire
and Southwick have the appearance of being
*squashed’ along one side, the siraighter
sides in fact following low natural termaces
that mark the edge of the later Aoodplain
{Fig 4.18 and see Fig 8.10).

Concentric circuits and their
spacing

Around rwo-thirds of all certain and prob-
able cawsewayed enclosures have more than
one circuit of bank and ditch, Where multiple
circuits exist, they are usually laid out
concentrically. Those that are not concentric
are discussed below, for they potentially shed
light on the chronoloegical development of
other causewayved enclosures. It can seldom
be demonstrated thar different circuits of the
same enclosure were built at the same vime,
The assumption that they were in use simul-
tancously has, however, often been the
starting poeint for discussions of how the space
may have been used (see Chaprer 70 Whan
happened inside cavsewayed enclosures?).
Where the question has ot been resolved, it
may be more appropriate to treat differen
circuits almost as separate enclosures.
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Rog Palmer proposed that cawsewaved
enclosures could be divided into thaose with
widely spaced circuits, found in upland
locations in the south of England, and
those with closely spaced circuits, found in
riverine locations in the Thames Yalley and
further north (Palmer 1976, 168), There s
clearly a strong trend towards closely
spaced circuits, the edges of the ditches
lving berween Smi and 15m apart (Fig 4,19),
This space would have been wide enough
for a bank (whether the outermost of a pair,
or a single central one), perhaps in most
cases separated from the edges of the
dirches by a level berm several metres wide.
This may have allowed sufficient space for
groups of people to collect around the
ditch segments, but not encugh for majpor
gatherings berween the circuits or for the
corralling of large herds, for example
(Evans 1988¢, 90). The great majority of
enclosures with closely spaced cirouits are
found in riverime locations as Palmer
suggested (Fig 4.200. All those with three
closely spaced circuits occupy riveringe sites
(those at Sawbndgeworth, Broadwell, Lang-
ford, Cardington, and at both Alrewas and
at Mavesyn Ridware in Staffordshire). A few
enclosures with two closely spaced circuits
hie on higher ground, including those ar
Orsett, Freston, Odfham Hill and Dyonegore
Hill, If the pairs of ditches at Orseint in Essex
and Freston effectively formed single
circuits, however, a5 discussed in Chapier 3,
those enclosures might be disregarded. The
enclosures on Ciffham Hill and Donegore
Hill may also be unusual, in that excaation
has proved thar the circus were not dug o
the same time (Drewett 1977, 211; Mallory
199%, 416). Re-interpretation of the garth-
works at The Trundle and Whitehawk
Camp suggests that both enclosures may
hove had closely spaced pairs of banks and
ditches, although the swailable radiocarbon
dates are inconclusive as o whether one or
other circuit was added at a later date
(Decwerr 1994, mable 4). IF the cross-nidge
dykes surrounding the main causewaved
enclosure on Hambledon Hill are regarded
as a circuit, as proposed above, then this
cireuit would alse comprise two closely
spaced banks and ditches,

Om the basis of the graph, widely spaced
circuits can be defined as those at least 20m
apart. Enclosures with such plans, which
include those st Windmill Hill, Staines and
Crckley Hill (Figs 1.6, 2.8, 317 and 4.15),
are ¢learly in the minority, but have been the
subject of a disproportionate amount of
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rescarch and debate. Among the most
widely spaced are those ar Birdlip (¢ 35m
apary; Fig 4.14), at Abingden in Oxfordshire
{65m apart: Fig 2.16), and perhaps at
Hembaury (¢ 230m apary; Fig 2.20). In all
these instances, the enclosures are sited on
promontorics, which suggests that the
distance between the circuits may have boen
increased in order o enclose a comparable
area 1o those sites where the wpography was
less of a restriction. At Abingdon, however,
the inmer circuit seems to have gone out of
use at the time when the outer was built
[Avery 1982, 12). IT i s assumed thar widely
spaced circuits were in use at the same time,
there would have been sufficient space for
any number of activitics to 1ake place
between the circuns, even allowing for the
presence of a broad bank adjacent o cach
ditch (BEvans 1988¢). Most causewaved
enclosures with widely spaced circuits lie on
higher ground, as Palmer suggested, but
there are again several exceptions, including
the enclosures at Abingdon and Staines. The
larger of the two non-concentric enclosures
at Fornham All Saimts, which lies adjacent
o the River Lark in Suffolk, also has widely
spaced cirewits (see Frg 4.25). The pairs of
closely spaced ditches a1 Northborough
(see Fig 5.16) and perhaps at Eastleach
(Fig 3.18) and ;1 Eron Wick in Berkshire
may have had single central banks and,
therefore, these enclosures might be
regarded as having two widely spaced
cifcuits, comparable po those ar Orsett,
Where more than one circuit cxists, the
cuter ditches tend wo be broader than the
inner ones and, therefore, possibly deeper
or with larger banks. The capsewaved
enclosure at Eastleach in Gloucestershire s
the most pronounced example, where paris
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Frgwer 4,30 (belogs)
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of the outermoest of the four ditch circuins
are around 12m wede - about ten nmes as
wide as the innermost, though this might
represent a broad palisade trench (Fig 3,18),
The outer ditches of the enclosures a1 Robin
Hood"s Ball, Windmill Hill, Abingdon,
Saines and The Trundle are more ppical in
being around twice as wide (Figs 1.4,
28, 2168, 3,17 and see Fig 8.6). There are
excephions: excavation has shown that the
inner circuits at OfMham Hill and Crickley
Hill were the more substantal carthworks

(Figs 4.8 and 4.15; Drewent 1977; Dixon
1988%. Ar The Trundle, excavation has
shown the broader outer ditch 1o be almost
Veshaped in profile, but elsewhere the deep
outer ditches appear 1o have been simply
broader and deeper versions of the more
evpacal U-shape {Curwen 19283, 46; I Smith
1965, figs 4. 5 and 63 Case 1956, fig 23
Roberson-Mackay 1987, figs 7 and 8).
Where excavated, the outer ditches have also
proved 1o contain fewer amefacts. It may be,
therefore, that the difference in the size of
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the ditches (and in some cases their profile)
reflects some difference in the function of
the enclosing earthworks, or the date of their
construction. On the Euwropean mainland,
the earlier change from Y-shaped 1o U-
shaped diches seems 1o have accompanied a

change in the role of causewayved enclosures
fromm settlement w ceremonial sive (Whittle
1957, 226-31). In England. Roger Mercer
has argued that the greater size of the lincar
outworks along the western flank of
Hambledon Hill must indicate that the
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hilltop came to be used as a defensive
stronghold (Mercer 1985; 1088, 100-5), The
nppfer J;in,:ul'l aof the 1.".:.'I.IJ'!|.L"'¢'|.'3'_|.'I.'I.1. enclosure
on Raddon Hill in Devon may have been
enlarged o similar proportons in the final
phase of its use, although this cireunt may
prove to be of Iron Age date (=0 Fig 5.2:
Gent and Knight 1993), Yet of Mercer's
theory is correct, it is curisus that the cawse-
waved construction technigue was sull
retained for the ditches, leaving them weak in
terms of defence. At The Trundle the deep
outer ditch is sited halfway down a steep
slope. It thus makes poor tactical use of the
terrain, at least to a modern eve (but see
Drrewent 1977, 223-4), The size of the earth-
works may therefore have been at least partly
symbolic of the wealth or power of the
community {Bradley 1984b, 25-37; Evans
1988b, 143 ).

Area

The arca within the inmer lip of the ditch
circuits provides a consistent gauge of their
size, although it does not allow for the differ-
ence that maghe have been made by any bank
that may have existed. OF those proven 1o be
carher Meolithic by excavation, the smallest is
the innmer creuit of the encloswre on Windmill
Hill ae 0,4 1ha (Fig 2.8). The largest is at
Crofton, which lies less than 20km from
Windmill Hill (Fig 4.21). Ar around 27ha,
the single circuit s almost theee times larger
than the next largest enclosure and over
sixty-six times larger than the inner circuit on
Windmill Hill. The enclosure has other very
unusual characteristics: s topographic loca-
tien, the small quantity of finds recovered
from the ditch and the possibility thar the
ditch was onginally V-shaped. On balance, a
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degree of caution is necessary in treating the
monument as a causewaved enclosure,
Smaller enclosures than Windmill Hill, such
as those ot Radley in Oxfordshire (Fig 4.2
and Bemtley in Suffolk, both around 0. 2ha,
are known frorm aerial survey, but neither has
been confirmed as a causewaved enclosure,
The enclosure at Bentley, in particular, is
shghtly unusual in terms of other aspecs of
its form. It may have been a ring-ditch
surrounding a large barrow or a circle of pis
mtended wo hold timber uprights, rather than
a causewayved enclosure.

Dhzeounting the more dubious exampples,
there would appear 1o be three reasonably
distinct wrends in the arcas enclosed by the
crrewits of causewayed enclosures (Fig 4.233:

| small circuits enclosing between 04ha
and 1,2ha, with a sirong ceniral
tendency around 0. Tha;

}  medium creuits enclosing between
I.4ha and 5.5ha, with a weak cenural
tendency around 1.8ha;

THE FORMS OF CAUSEWAYED EXCLOSURES

3 large circuits maostly enclosing between
¢ bha and ¢ 10ha.

This three-fold division 1= difficult to
inverpret: it may reflect differences in dane,
location, architectural style and social or
cconomic function (see Chaprer 7). A
number of trends can be sdentified, however
[Fig 4.24). The enclosure st Roughton and
perhaps those at Sawbndgeworth, Bemley
and Buxton in Norfolk are the only ones
with small areas which lie north of the
Thames Valley, Around half the rozal
number of cirguits enclosing small areas lie
in riverine locations, but almost all of these
are found in the upper reaches of the
Thames Valley, Various interpretations have
been put forward for this trend (we Chaprer
6], Almost all those circuits which enclose
small areas in upland locations are the inner
circuits of causewayed enclosures with two
or more widely spaced circuits, for instance,
those at Windmill Hill, Combe Hill, Robin
Hood's Ball and perhiaps Raddon Hill.
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Circuits enclosing arcas of medium size,
sometimes with other closely spaced circwins
but very seldom with widely spaced circuits,
appear te be the norm to the north of the
Thames Valley, Above, it was suggested thar,
until the chronelegical relationship
between concentric circuits is better under-
stood, it would be safer o trear widely
spaced circuits essentially as enclosures in
their own right, If this is the case, many of
the second arcmis of enclosures on higher
ground, such as those on Crickley Hill and
at Orsett, together with many vo the south
of the Thames Valley, such as those on
Windmill Hill, Raddon Hill and Rebin
Hood's Ball, could be regarded as enclosures
of medium size, Among the other mediume-
sized enclosures on high ground are those
with only single circuits, such as Barkhale
Camp in West Sussex, Rybury and those
on Court Hill and YWhitesheet Hill,

Detecting change over time in
plans

Plans produced by surface survey are aften
Iike photographic multiple exposurc: all the
phases of the construction, modification and
later ude of a monument are represented in
a single image. Given what i3 known of the
way i which cavsewaved enclosures were
created and maintained, it cannot simply
be assumed thar all their circuits were in
use at the same time. [t has been suggested
above thar most circuits were demonsirably
built according 1o a plan broadly agreed
in advance, bur that in some cases even
the individual segments of bank and ditch
may have been dug in separate episodes,
Misalipnments and sharp changes in angle
around the circuits of the enclosures m
Robin Hood's Ball, Northborough and
Whitesheet Hill, among others, may indicate
that even the indtial constraction process was
discontinuous (s Figs 1.4, 5.16 and 8.3).
The greatest problem with Rog Palmer’s
[(1976) scheme of classification is that
it implicitly acceprs that the cawsewayed
enclosures remained static in the eventual
form in which they were recorded from the
air, There are very few instances where the
modifications that were almost certainly
made over the course of time can be
derecred with confidence. Yer these few
perhaps demonstrate the potential for
change at the many other cavsewaved
enclosures where the evidence 15 presently
insufficient.

THE FORMS OF CAUSEWAYED EXNCLOSURES

As discussed in Chapier 3, it is possible
that the pairs of closely spaced concentric
ditches at Orsett, Freston, Northborough
and perhaps elsewhere were dug 1o provide
material for single central banks (Hedges
and Buckley 1978, 234]. In these instances,
it may be assumed that the two circuits of
dirch were dug an the same ime, cssentially
as one, and remained in use wgether. On
the other hand. at several enclosures that
survive as carthworks, and probably at
Briar Hill (Bamford 19835, fig 200, equally
closely spaced pairs of ditches were acoom-
panicd by vwo separate banks. In these
cases, there are no grounds for assuming
that both circuits were built ar the same
time. For instance, the pairs of banks and
ditches on Offham Hill and on Doncgore
Hill are closcly spaced, but excavation
suggests thar they were built a considerable
length of time apart: the outer and inner
circuits respectively were added ar later
dates (Dreewent 1977, 211; Mallory 1993),
In the absence of well dated sequences of
pottery sivles, the passage of tme between
phases of construction has usually been
deduced from radiocarbon dererminations
(eg Hambledon Hill; Mercer and Healy in
preparation) or inferred changes in the
crvironment (eg Offham Hill; Thomas in
Drrewett 1977, 238-9). Vanations in the
densities of artefacts found in the different
circuits at Windmill Hill have also been
pointed 1o as evidence of a change 1 use,
although this ohviowsly might have resulted
from the different activities carried out
within different zones ot the same tme
(Whittle 1996, fig 7.25; Whittle and
Pollard 1995; Whattle e @ 1999), Even in
the few instances where excavation can
provide such msights, the intervals berween
the construction of different circuits are
generally uncertain, possibly only a maner
of months rather than decades or centuries,
The radiocarbon dating technigues
currently available do not allow swch short
time spans to be distinguished,

Where circuits are widely spaced, 1t s
even more uncertain whether they were
built and used at the same tumse. Despite
this, discussions of the division of space
and activities within the enclosures have
cften been based upon the assumprion than
even if circuits were bult at different umes,
the carlier ones would have continued
in wse with the newly constructed ones
(eg Bradley and Holgare 1984, 116; Evans
1988c; Whiartle 19946, fig 7.25). Excavation
at Abingdon suggested, however, that the
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imner circuit was levelled when the ower
circuil was constructed (Avery 1982, 12].
her causewaved enclosures seem to have
been used over o fairly lengthy time-scale
and the deliberate destructaion of the banks
12 attested ar some sives. Therefore, it is
not inconceivable thar earlier circuits were
disused and overgrown by the time laer
ones were built and thar the carlier circuits
had effectively ceased o define separate
spaces. Clearly their locations were not
forgotten, but their importance may have
been entirely symbaolic. It is rempiing to
assumie thar where circuits were added, the
innermost were the earliest, as has been
shown ar Offham Hill and Abingdon. At
Crickley Hill and Donegore Hill, however,
the Fact thar the inner circuits were bult
later (Mallory 199%; Dixon 1988) indi-
cares that contraction of the enclosed area
is just as likely.

Those circuits that are not laid out
concentrically offer a clue to how other
causewayed enclosures may have devel-
oped over the course of time. The plan of
the enclosure at Formham All Saints (Fig
4,237 is unusual in that at least two phases
of construction can be wdentified with
confidence. In the first phase, or perhaps
more than one phase, two or three widely
spaced circuits were built (A on plan).
Subseguently, a pair of closely spaced
circuits, perhaps representing a single
episodde of construction, was added 1o one
end of the onginal enclosure 1o form what
could be described as an annexe (B on
plan)y. From this arrangement, it can
b inferred that at least one circuit of the
original enclosure still survived as an
carthwork when the annexe was built. The
annexe would seem o have created an
additional but separate space, which did
not supersede the inner circuit of the
existing enclosure. This could perhaps
have provided o zone reserved for different
petivities, This scenaro would support the
pl.nxlhlli.l:y 'I|.'t;ll: al 1,!I‘I1.'|1.1.'|.LI.I.‘I.'h with “':idl.‘]!.'
spaced concentric circuits, such as those ar
Staines, Abingdon, Birdlip Camp and
Windmill Hill, new circuits may have been
added to the onginal monuments in order
to allow a more comples divisien of the
space (Evans 1988c). In turn, this might
offer an ¢xplanation for the marked
contrasts in the plans of the different
circuits af certain enclosures, For example,
the unusually angular outer circuis at
Robin Hood's Hall and possibly The
Trundle may be pelvgonal because their

plans accentuated the minor changes of
angle in the inner circunts (Fig 1.4 and see
Fig &.6). The mismatches berween cause-
ways in the ditches of more closely spaced
circuits might alse result from the same
kind of addinon,

On the other hand, a plavuble interpre-
tation of the complex patterns of earthworks
at The Trundle and Whitehawk Camp is
that certain circwits, or parts of them, were
overlain by circuits added at a later date
(Fig 4.26), This would scem 1o imply tha
the onginal enclosures had become to
somie extent redundant as separate spaces,
suggesting a rather different sequence of
development from the model described
above, On the basis of his carthwork
survev, B O Curwen suggested thar the
carthworks at The Trundle formed a
spiral, allowing cattle o be herded into the
mnermest circuit (Curwen 1954, 86; Fig
225, Ir seems more likely, however, thar
this interpretation confused parts of two
separate circuits laid our eccentrically, so
that the inner pair impinged upon an
carlier pair. Curwen’s plan of Whitehawk
Camp correctly pormrays two major pairs of
circuits and the carthworks would appear
1o confirm his suspicion thar there may
have been further circuits (Curwen 1936,
Gl 1954, T1-2). It has been suggested on
the basis of Curwen’s plan that the enclo-
sure may have undergone a sequence of
expansion (Russell and Rudhing 19%6,
57-9 and fig 14). This interpretation 1s
plausible, but there are other carthworks,
nod recorded by Curwen, that may represent
parts of at least two more circuits, These
may again have been laid out slighely
cecentrically, so that in places they
impinged on what had been built before,
At both sites, however, the innermaost
circuils remain prominent as carthworks
and apparently undisturbed. This may
be because they were built first and
respected throughout the later sequence of
modifications, o because they were bult, or
rebuilt, towards the end of that sequence, In
cither case, the inference to be drawn is that
the chronological relationships between
widely spaced circuits laid outr concenirically
15 perhaps not as straightforward as has often
been assumed. At Eastleach, for example,
the differences in the positions of the
entrances through the inner pair of circuits
and the third and fourth circuits may
indicate that the evemtual plan represents
three (or more) phases of destruction and
reconstruction (Fig 3.18), Further evidence



for change over time can be detected in the
relationships of certain enclosures to the
natural wopography; this is discussed further
in Chaprer 5.

Based on the plan of the cropmarks of
the enclosure at Briar Hill (Fig 4.4), the
circular inner circunt was imtially thought
to be different in date from the outer pwo
circuits (Wilson 1975, 180), This theory
was rejected by the excavators, who argued
that the entire plan represented a single
phase of construction (Bamford 1985, 307,
but the original interpretation sull appears
maore convineing, Whether the inner circuit
or the outer parr 15 the earher phase remains
open to debate, however (Evans 1938,
B30 Mercer 1990, 63-4), On the bass of
the plan, Richard Bradley (1908k, 70) has
gone 50 far as to compare the inner circuit
with circular menuments built several
centuries later, such as the enclosure at
Flagstones in Dorset (see Chapter 5: A
tradition of enclosures?). All the artefacts
recovered from the inner circuit by
excavation point, however, to an carlier
Neolithie date. The evidence of the plan
1% inconclusive, but on balance it scems
maore likely thar the western half of the
inner circuit was a later addivion, which
incorporated a strerch of the inmer of the
two pre-existing circuits. The new carth-
work seems 1o have been laid our with
grearer concern to achieve near-perfect
circularity and comprised much shorter
pit-like ditch scgments and an external
bank (Bamford 1983, fig 20). Whether the
remaining swrerches of the two pre-existing
circuits survived this modification, so as to
form a separate zone (as at Fornham All
Saints]), or whether they were filled in 10
leave a single smaller enclosure (as perhaps
at The Trundle and Whitchawk Camp),
muy never be determined,

Other monuments with
causewayved ditches

The causewayed construction technigue is
not unique to enclosures. The ditches
flanking a small number of earlicr Neolithic
long barrows, including the first phase of the
Wor Barrow in Dorset and the barrow at
Morth Marden in West Sussex, were also
apparcntly constructed as interlinked pits
(Fig 4.27). Indeed, as menponed in Chaprer
2, the barrow at Badshor in Suercy was
imitially nterpreted as part of a causewaved
enclosure with two cirowts (Lowther 1936;

THE FORMS OF CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES
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Eciller and Piggow 1939). The two long
barrows on Hambledon Hill appear wo have
segmented ditches, although they are
different from each other in form and may
have been built ar different danes. Several
roughly rectangular enclosures, such as
those at Normanton Down in Wiltshire,
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Long Crichel in Dorset and adjacent to the
causwaved enclosure at Buckland also have
cavsewaved ditches. These enclosures,
conventionally known as mortuary enclo-
sures, may in fact represent a form of long
barrow, or have performed a simallar purpose
(Ashbee 1984, 499, although the example at
Buckland might be interpreted as a small
CUFSUS MONUment.

Such monuments may shed light on the
thinking behind the technique of cauwse-
waved construction., Above all; they
perhaps highlight the extent to which
interpretations of causewaved enclosures
have been forced to concentrate on the
ditches, rather than what eccurred within
the space they enclosed, because of the
virtwal absense of surviving evidence there.
In considering the function of long
barrows, it 15 unhkely that the flanking
ditches should be thought more imporiant
than the area that lay within them, due
to the physical survival of the mound in
many cases, Although the ditch segments
may have been invested with symbolic
significance, the main focus of ritual
activity was clearly the entrances or
forecourts of the tombs: and the burial
chambers themselves. Similarly; it seems
likely that only the gap in the ditch at the
front of the barrows would have been used
fior access and, therefore, the causeways in
the flanking ditches have w be cxplained
in some other wav. It is perhaps the
absence of any clear focus for activity
within causewayed enclosures that has led
attention vo be fived on their perimeters.

Conformity or diversity?

Modern perceprions of the meaning and
use of causewaved enclosures are bound to
be substantially different from those of
people 0 the ¢arlier Neolithic, The initial
impression of homogeneny in the forms of
the enclosures, as they appear today, must
quickly give way 1o the realisation thar the
class would have comprised an extremely
diverse ser of individual monuments. This
diversity 15 apparent in all aspects of their
form: overall plan, size and the nature of
their enclosing circuits, It is also apparent
that the causewayed ditch is not the hard-
and-fast diagnostic characteristic it first
appeared o be and that some enclosures
did not in fact fully enclose,

S0 can causewaved enclosures stll be
thought of as a single class, or are they best
regarded as a series of unigue Monuments,



grouped together for the convenience of
archacological discussion? The answer is
of course ‘both’. The extent of the varia-
tions around the typical themes s perhaps
unsurprising: as the earlicst known
monuments devised 1o enclose space,
causewaved enclosures apparently had no

THE FORMS OF CAUSEWAYED EXCLOSURES

precedents. The construction technigue
also seemis 1o have been of wadesprend and
long-lasting importance. Yet, at the same
time, differences may be egqually significant:
the products of specific social, economic,
geogeaphical, chronological or funcrional
COMICRIS,
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5
Distribution and location in the

physical landscape

The distribution in England
and the British Isles

The number of certain and probable cause-
waved enclosures known in England
currently stands at sixtv-siv. In some areas,
the distribution of sites 15 not much less
dense than regions of similar size on the
European mainland (Fig 5.1). A further
seventeen sites identfied im England have as
ver produced oo little evidence 1o be
regarded as more than possible cavsewaved
enclosures. Rog Palmer’s seview, published
in 1976, recorded fortv-three sites in
England, of which five can be firmly rejecried
and two seem unlikely, Two certain, one
probable and four possible causewaved
enclosures have now been identified in
Morthern Ireland, Wales, the Isle of Man and

Scotland, Even counting only the certain and
probable examples, the corpus of causewaved
enclosures in the British Isles can be said w
have nearly doubled in number over the
quarter of o century since 19746,

Palmer's work demonstrated that the
diztribution of causewaved enclosures in
England strerched well bevond Wessex
and Sussex, particularly into East Anglia
and the Midlands, Since 1976, there have
been further discoveries in East Anglia, in
the upper reaches of the Thames Valley
and in Kent, a coumy long thought to lack
cavscwayed enclosures altogether (Barber
1997, B0-3). The most northerly of the
conventional causewayed enclosures in
England are those discovered through
acrial reconmaissance in the Trem Valley,
neighbouring each other at Alrewas and
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Mavesyn Fidware in Staftordshire, together
with those at Roughton and Buxton in
northern Morfolk, In the Sowth-West, few
l.,'l.il'l'l.'l:,']'l‘llll'l'l.;ll l.,'ZI:I.I.'\-ul,'_"ula.;I'!a'l:.'l.! I,!I'II.'Iﬂh LTES !:lil'u'l.'
as vet been wdentified, The westernmost
certain example currently known lies on
Raddon Hall in Devon If]:'ig g ¥y,

Since 1976, there have also been several
discoverics and re-interpretations of known
sites clsewhere in the British Isles, which
collectively may be of great significance. In
Morthern Ireland, fieldwalking in 1981
identified a possible causewayed enclosure
on Donegore Hill in County Antrim
(Fig 5.53). Subsequent excavation proved 1t fo
be of carlicr Meolithic date, producing radeo-
carbon dates from its carliest phases of
construction which are as early as many in
southern England (Mallory 1993), In 1900,
the excavation of test pits near a Neolithee
chambered romb at Bryn Celli Wen on the
[sle aof Anglesey chanced upon a ditch, which
subsequent excavations have shown 1o be
part of a causewayed enclosure, also similar
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in form o examples found on the chalk
uplands of southern England (Edmonds and
Thomas 1991; 1992; 1993), [n 1995,
geophysical survey at Billown near Castle-
tovvm o the [sle of Man revealed a length of
causewaved ditch, which subsequent excava-
tions have prowed o be of carlier Meolithic
date and guite probably part of an enclosure
(Darvill 1996b 1997a). In 19%6, acrial
photographic sorties flown by the Roval
Comemission on the Ancient and Historical
Monumenes of Wales (RCAHMY) recorded
a double-circuited enclosure with cause-
waved dirches a1 Norron in Glamorgamn,
which could well be Neolithic on the basis of
11g form and location (Driver 1997}, In
Scotland, research carried out by the Foyal
Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS) has
interpreted three enclosures recorded
previously theough aerial survey as possible
causewayed enclosures: a1 Whitmuirhaugh in
Faxhurghshire (Fig 3.4), West Lindsavlands
in Lanarkshire and Leadketty in Perthshine,
Although none has vet been tested by exca=
vation, in werms of their forms and lecations,
all three scem w have much i common with
exarmnples in ceniral and southern England.

Causewayed enclosures on
the European mainland

In 1930, E C Curwen first drew parallels
between the causewaved enclosures in
England and sites in France and Germany
(Curvwen 19300, More recently, there have
been two major reviews of enclosures in
Europe (Burgess o al 1988; Andersen 1997),
as well as pelevant studies of the Neolithic in
general (s cg Hodder 1990; Whitle 1996).
In Denmark, France and Germany, the
number of known sites has also msen mapidly
since the 1960s, again mainly through
programmes of aenal research, In some parts
of these countries, the distnbution of sites is
now far more dense than ¢ven the most
dense concentrations in southern England.
In eastern Burope, where flving was
restricted unul the 1990s for political
reasons, archacological research 1 wnder-
going a rebirth (for examples, see Andersen
1047), The distribution pattern remains
patchy, however, both spatially and in terms
of the dates at which monuments were built
and came to prominence (Whittle 1994,
266-74; Andersen 1997, 277-80), The
enrliest phase of building causewaved enclo-
surres (thowgh not enclosures more generally)

TLL) irataich

seems o have been the period beoween 5,000
BC and 4,200 BC. Their appearance in
northern Germany, western France,
Dienmark and the Brivish Isles followed
berween 500 and 1,000 vears later, in the
period known on the European mainland o
the Middle Neolithic.

Causewaved enclosures on the European
mainland uswally employ the same seructural
clements as those in England; banks, ditches
and palisades. A significant number enclose
miwch larger, more ircegularly shaped areas
and appear more elaborate n their designs.
Some enclosures in western France, such as
that at La Coterelle, have as many as six
closely spaced concentric circuits and
entrances with complex ourworks, reminis-
cent of certain Iron Age hillforts (Cassen and
Boujor 19940, 457; se¢ aliv Andersen 1997,
fig 235). In terms of function, the range of
artefacts and human and animal remains
from many of the enclosures on the Euro-
pean mainland seems to be broadly similar wo
that from sites in England. A greater
fiumber, however, notably carlier sites such
as the enclosure at Darion in Belgium,
have convincing evidence for long-term
settlement, in the form of lirge numbsers of
pits and timber structures, including long
houses (Fig 5.5; Keely and Cahen 19897, OF
all the various causewaved enclosures in
Europe, those apparently most similar w
the examples in the British Isles are found
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THE CREATION OF MOKUMENTS

in Denmark and central'western France
and seem to be of hrn;n,l]g.' samilar date
(Bradley 1993, 87-9). They are not only
closer in plan to the English sites, but often
share many of the locabional preferences
putlined below (Andersen 1997, 2817, This
need not imply direct cultural links between
England and the Eurepean mamland, bt o
may well indicate that there was o broad
unity of concept as to how and where
causewaved enclosures should be built,

Geology as a factor in the
distribution

In the 1990%, 3 number of causewaved
enclosures were discovered by chance in
the course of excavations: thosce at
Huﬂ'l:l.:l!ld':q. Bosworth in Leicestershire
(Clay 1999:; b) and at Kingshorough Farm

in Kent being perhaps the most notable.
Mose sites discovered since 1976, however,
have been identified as cropmarks through
aerial photographic reconnaissance. [t
1% important o recognise this, because
cropmmarks develop under specific conditions

conditions which are not found equally
throughout the British lsles. The differences
inn groavth which cause cropmarks pesult from
lescal changes in the modsture content in the
soil within and above archacological features.
Thiz variation is more pronpounced on
certain geological backgrounds, parucularly
the light, well draining soils found on river
geavel terraces and the chalk and limestone
landmasses. Even in central and southern
England there are large arcas where the
geolegical background, together with the
current agricultural regimes, is unhikely
o produce clear cropmarks. For example,
the geclogically complex area known as
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DISTRIBUTION AND LOCATION IN THE FHYSICAL LOCATIONS

The Weald lies bevween the causewaved
enclosures known on the chalk South
Downs in East Sussex and those on the
Morth Downs in Kenn, at Burham, Easiry
and Ramsgate. There is plenty of evidence
for carlier Neolithic actrvaty n the Weald in
the form of worked fints, axes and colluvial
deposits suggestive of forest clearance (M
Gardiner 1990, 42-3). This suggests that
there 1s potential for the discovery of
monuments. Yet the <lavs that dominate
the geology of the area are unproductive of
cropmarks and best support woodland and
rough pasture which further hampers the
identification of sites from the air. A glance
at a geological map for the rest of the coumry,
compared to the distnbution of specialist
archacological air photographs, indicates
how much the geological conditions could
distort the picture of the distribution of
causewaved enclosures (Fig 5.0).

Along with chalk and limestone. alluvial
river gravels and sands are most productive
of cropmarks and, at present, over 90 per
cent of the certain and probable causewayed
enclosures known in the Beivish Isles are
found on these geological backgrounds. In
Wales and Seotland, ideal geological condi-
tions are relatively scarce. If the newly
identificd sites in those countries do indecd
prove 1o be Neolithic, it would be logical w
conclude that the current distribution map
nrieet be greatly distorted in favour of central
and southern England. The present pacture
may be a reflection of the partial mmpresion
accepted prior to the 19705, when sites
identifiable as cropmarks in low-lving
locations first began to be identified, In the
British Isles as o whole, takng into account
sites which may have been concealed by the
construction of later monuments (discused
in Chapter 8), by present-day woodland and
urban development, wgether with land in the
south-cast lost through the rise in sea level
since the Neolithic period, there may be a
massive bias in the distribution map of
causcwayed enclosures, As a result, any
impression of patterning, whether at a
national or local level, stll needs o be
treated with caunion.

“Tor enclosures”: causewaved
enclosures built in stone?

Ag mentioned in Chaprer 2, the possibility
thit pwo stone-built enclosures in Cornwall,
at Carn Brea and Trencrom Hill, might be
of Stone Age dave was raised by Charles

Henderson some vears before causewayed
enclosures were recognised as the principal
form of carlier Neolithic enclosure
(Henderson MSS “Antiguities of Cornwall’,
Courtmey Library, Roval Institution of
Corawall, Traroa). The excavation of the
enclosures an Camn Brea in 1970-3 {Mercer
LeE D) amid ar Helman Tor in 1986 (Fig 3.7;
Mercer 1986a) confirmed that both these
sives were of carlier Meolithic dare. A further
fifteen stome-built enclosures, including the
one on Trencrom Hill, are pow regarded as
being potentially of carlicr Neolithic dawe on
the grounds thar they share some of the
characteristics of Carn Brea (IFFig 3.8;
Silvesper 1079, 1889 and fig 3; Mercer
1981, 190-1; 1986k, 51-2). Most have low,
irregular banks built of weathered gramite
blecks, aften retained by slabs of stone set
upright of on edge. Some have narrow
entrances ot at relatively frequent intervals
(Fig 5.9), and almost all surreund and
incorporate tors and smaller natural
putcrops of gramite. This last trait has
carned them the name “tor enclosures’, It
has also prompied comparison with certam
cliff castles” in Cornwall; though generally
thought 1o be of Late Bronze Age and lron
Age date, in some cases these too may have
originated in the Neolithic (Sharpe 1992,
66-T), On the other sade of the Bristol
Channel, certain stone-built enclosures in
South Wales, such as that at Clegyr Baia, are
also comparahble in form 1o the wor enclo-
sures (Tilley 1994, 87-90; Williams 1952).

Drespite the fact thar comventional wplamd
causewaved enclosures made use of the
loecally available rock (that is, sedimenuary
chalk in maost cases) im their banks, the
granite-built tor enclosures have not gener-
ally been weated as direct counterparts of the
causewayed enclosures, There 1s very seldom
evidence for ditches accompanying their
stony banks and their association with
natural owtcrops has no obviows parallel
amongst causewaved enclosures. Yer long
cuirns buile in stone are agreed o be coun-
terparts of the carthen and chalk-built long
barrows, In view of the mumally exclusive
distributions of the two forms of enclosure,
15 it legitimate to consider the tor enclosures
of the South-West simply as causewaved
enclosures budlt in igneous, rather than sedi-
mentary geological situanons?

There are certainly general similarities
te the cousewaved enclosures in terms of
the dating evidence and range of arte-
facts obtained from the two excavated tor
enclosures, One of the major obstacles to
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making direct comparisons berween the
finds 15 the fact that human and anmimal
bone 18 very seldom preserved in the acid
soil conditions found at the tor enclosures,
In terms of the form of the monuments,
the segmented ditches so charactenistic of
conventional causewaved enclosures are
apparently absent from tor enclosures (but
see Mercer 1981, fig 24). There are none-
theless other points of similarity, Certain
tor enclosures, such as those at Carn Brea
and Whittor in Devon, are defined by
multiple, more or less conceniric circuils.
At The Dewerstone in Devon (Fig 5,10,
the two low banks are closely spaced, remi-
niscent of the crcuits of many causewayed
enclosures, They are imerrupted by three

and possibly as many as five original gaps,
all of which may have been entrances,
These are spaced st intervals which are
certainly less frequent than the causeways
in the ditches of most causewayed enclo-
sures, but which are perhaps comparable o
the intervals berween the gaps in their
banks (se¢ Chapter 3: Banks).

The excavations at Carn Brea and
Helman Tor may turm out o have opened a
Pandora’s Box of stone-built enclosures of
Meolithic dave clsewhere in Britain, One
such occupics the highest point of the
cscarpment known as Gardom’s Edge in the
Drerbyshire Peak District (Fig 5.11). The
enclosure has been provisionally dated to the
Meolithic on the grounds that it is anomakous
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in form and can be shown o predate ficld
clearance of carlier Bronze Age date,
although a later Meolithic or very Early
Bronee Age date for the enclosure canmot vet
be ruled our (Ainsworth 1997; Ainsworth
and Barnary 1995; Barnar ¢ af 1998; 199403,
Though s overall plan has little in comman
with any known causewayed enclosures, the
perimeter is formed by a low stone bank
inrerrupted in several places. It may also hove
surrounded a wor-like notural outcrop prior
oo intensive quarrying of the mallstone grit.
Since the granite uplands of the Cheviots
in Morthumberland are comparable in
geolegical terms 1o the uplands of the Sowh-
West, the same ssues anse, On the Milficld
Plain immeediately 1o the east of the Cheviols,
a major group of later Neohthic henges
survived as carthworks until the 1960s, but
has since been levelled by ploughing
(Harding 1081; Waddingron 19067, In the
Cheviots themselves, on the other hand,

while hundreds of undated prchistoric
monuments are well preserved as carth-
works, not a single example of an earlier
Meolithic enclosure has been securely
identified. It remains to be seen whether this
reflects o genuine absence of causewaved
emclosures, or whether a preconceived idea of
the appearance of earlier Meolithic enclo-
sures, based on a stereotype established in
southern England, has prevented their recog-
nitwn i the Morth (Topping 1997a, 118).
Enclosures built in igneous and meta-
morphic reck elsewhere in England have
been suspected of being Neolithic in dare,
including those in Cumbria on the summit
of Carrock Fell and adjacent to the possible
long caira at Skelmore Heads. However,
field survey has usually only served 1o
confirm that such enclosures are unusual in
somie aspect of their sitng or construction,
If the tor enclosures of the South-West
and perhaps stone-built enclosures elsewhere
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¢an indeed be scen as counterparts of v o4 .
causewayed enclosures, it must then be i B
legitimare to question whether it 15 actually Pt Y
correct to treat nterrupted divches as the '
defining characreristic of earlicr Neolithic
enclosures and whether the current i F Y i
defimtion of the class should be revised, As L
has been pointed our in Chapter 3, the
unequal survival of the banks of causewayed .ot
enclosures and the much smaller quantity ] | e
of artefactual evidence they preserve has ]
traditionally led artention 1o be focussed on [
the role of the ditches in defining the . i ok
boundary. The remarkable deposits found i 1 SR
in the ditches indicare that they cannot be fd
dismissed as mere quarries (Evans 1988¢,
803, vet some form of digging was virtwally
unavoidable o obrain material for the : P, )
adjacent banks. In arcas of igneows and L : rock gt
metamorphic rock, building material is 1t *
generally easily available on the surface in the =
form of seree and climer, so that a bank could S ——
have been constructed withour any form of T mimons
digging, Field survey indeed suggests that the . %, TG
majority of the wr enclosures are composed S
of the large irregularly shaped weathered
blocks and smaller fragments typical of those
available on the surface in the immediate
vicinity (Fig 5.12). At these sites, the
constructbon of the bank alone seems o hwove
been of primary importance: i was not
fele necessary o dig a ditch for symbolic or
ritual purposes. Turning once again to _
conventional causewayed enclosures, this - _ -’
may reinforce the suggestion made in . . )
Chapter 3 that banks, for which se linle -
cvidence survives, wene of great imporance . PR
in defining the boundaries, Perhaps it is the Con ; Ereek
phenomenon of enclosure, rather than the [+ ) ;
technique of causewaved construction, that = ; ;
should be seen as the defining characreristic AR i) / Va
of the class of monument. E Lo
In the gazemcer (Appendix, 149, all the
tor enclosures suggested o be of Neolithic
date are listed separately. Unitil trial excava-
tion of one or two of the sites in aorthern i
England can confirm or deny that their I
unusual qualities can be equated o an
carlier Neolithic dare, as the excavations at
Carn Brea and Helman Tor have done in
the South-West, further discussion will
reminin unfounded. Equally, the discovery of
even a single ‘conventional” causewayed
enclosure in an upland context in northern
England would have important implications: .
it might be inferred that the scarcity of such R = :'_":‘::;'
monuments in the North & genuine after all T 5 '
and that the stone-built enclosures may
represent something altogether different.
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METRIBUTION AXD LAMIATION I[N THE PHYSICAL LOCATIONS

Patterns of location in the
physical landscape

The differential survival of enclosures, in
which earthworks are preserved on higher
ground (where agriculture has been less
intensive) and only cropmarks in riverine
situations, at first created the impression
that there was a basic distinction between
o types of location. lsobel Smith (1971,
90} suggested that the growing number of
riverine sites should be seen as *complemen=
tary”; upland sites, however, particularly
those on chalk, have been the subject of far
more excavations and continue o colour
perceptions of the riverine sites, perhaps
unfairdy {Barber 1997, 77-8). Palmer (1976)
used statistical amalvses o test whether the
menuments themselves could be treared as a
single class and concluded thar they could.
Iromically, in achieving this crucial siep
forward, he abo cemented the perception of
a straightforward two-fold diasion berween
riverine and wupland locations, and glossed
over more subtle differences within both
categorics (Fig 5.13).

The statistical approach favoured in
the 1970s appeared to offer an objective
analytical tool with which to make sense of
the patterming that genuinely ¢xists in the
lecations of causewayed enclosures, Treating
the physical landscape as a ‘neutral back-
drop” actually hinders a full understanding
of the location of a monument (Tilley
1994, 2%; Thomas 196, 83-91). The key
to where Meolithic people chose to build
their monuments must have been, o some
degree, what might be called their ‘sense of
place’ - how people percetved, in sdeobigical
and social terms, the hills, rivers, forests and
clearings which made up their physical
surroundings. This approach has been
explored at various different levels (Thomas
1991, 29-32; Bradley 1993, 22-44; Tilley
190d; Darvill 1997h). Modern concepts of
the environment are bound 1o differ feom
those of people in the Neolithic: it is far
fromm simple o reconstruct the appearance
of the MNeolithic landscape and even more
difficult to understand how people perceived
it at the mme.

Analysis in the field of the siting of
causewaved enclosures in relation o the
topography suggests that the long-aceepred
riverine/upland division needs to be
refined. In very bald terms, it is possible to
distinguish berween two wypes of location
amongst the riverine sites: those occupving
slight rises in the valley floor and those on

valley sides. Among the upland cavsewayed
enclosures, it is possible to distinguish
between sites on the basis of their orenta-
tion, Almost all are located on sloping
ground, but in some cases the wopography
restricks the view from the interior so tha
only lower ground is visible (here rermed
levland-orianred), while in other cases only
higher ground can be seen (upland-rrramed).
The sites located on rizes in valley Moors
could perhaps be further sub-divided into
those which lie next o minor tributaries
and those where major rivers were
preferred; enclosures assogiated with
springs and with confluences may also be
significant minorities. The categories wsed
below are therefore not intended o impose
a typological straijacket, nor to classify
fior the sake of classifying; rather the disting-
tions between what seem wo be meaningful
differences are intended w open avenues for
furure research (Fig 5.14).

Rises in valley floors

Causevaved enclosures built in such a way
that watercourses were incorporated into
their plans have already been discussed in
Chapter 4. More than one-third of all
certain and probable cnclosures occupy
the edges of slight riscs in valley floors, on
the very margin of what could 1oday be
termed river Aoodplains (Fig 5.15). It is
widely agreed, however, that the regular
occurrence of scasonal Aooding postdares
the building of most causewaved enclosures
{Broawn 1997, 210-18), The development
of Hoodplains was brought abour by various
factors and was accelerated over the course
of prehistory through silting broughtn abour
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DISTRIBUTION AND LOCATION IN THE PHYSICAL LOCATIONS

10 TUL .

by increasingly intensive clearance of the
forests and subsequent agriculiure. Ao
Abingdon in Oxfordshire, however, it has
been suggested that water rables may have
risen before 4,000 BC, that is, slightly prior
to the construction of the monument, This
may have partly resulted from buman
activity such as deliberare clearance of
waoodland and subsequent agriculiure
(Parker 1997, 1001-2; see also Leeds 1928,
461). Elsewhere, the choice of locaton s
50 consistent that the intention scems to
have been to place the monument just
above the potential high water mark, even
if looding seldom or aever occurred.
Maodern appearances can be deceptive: the

causewaved enclosure at Morthborough in
Cambridgeshice lics 850m from the present
channel of the River Welland, but at what
may have been the very edge of the former
flondplain, as vestified by the alluvial
deposits which have shrouded part of the
site (Fig 8.16). There are more 1vpical
examples, which lie between 30m and 200m
from present=day water courses, at Barholm
in Lincolnshire, Stames in Surrey, Alrewas in
Staffordshire, Cardington in Bedfordshire,
Broadwell and Aston Cote in Oxfordshire,
Divan Ampney in Gloucestershire (Fis 3.0,
307, 4.9, 4,10, 5.17 and see Fig 8.11). In a
few instances, such as ar Mavesyn Ridware
in Staffordshire and Sourthwick im
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Morthamptonshire, the perimeter of the
cawsewaved enclosure itself follows the
edge of the rise (Fig 4. 18 and see Fig 8.10),
Aa Gireat Wilbraham in Cambridgeshire the
nearly circular circuit seems 1o have been
deliberately laid owt so that its perimeter
only just meets the edge of the higher
ground (Fig 4.7), Its slight ot towards the
warer's edge recalls the siting of many
enclosures in upland locations,

The difference in height between the
centre of the causewayed enclosure and the
present watercourse 15 often less than 2m.
Ar Staines, o detalled contour survey
showed that the highest point of the interior
of the enclosure was onlv 3 metre above a
former stream, while the outer ditch lay
immediately adjacent 1o its modern
channel (Fig 3.17; Robertson-Mackay
1987). From the roots of rushes preserved
within the silt in the base of the ditch
segments at Erton in Cambridgeshire, it
was deduced that the ditches may have held

standing warter for some of the vear while
the causewaved enclosure was still in active
wst, Deposits of alluvium in the interior of
the enclosure suggest that by the beginning
of the third millennium BC, the site was
subject o regular Aooding, presumably in
late winter or spring (French 1990; 19498h).
At Abingdon, the excavator also suggested
that fleoding may have occurred while the
enclosure was in use (Leeds 1928, 4610, At
Haddenham, however, which lies hittle
more than a metre above the valley floor,
the absence of preserved organic material
suggests that the enclosure was built on
fairly drv ground (Hall ef &/ 1987, 189).
The same conclusion has been reached at
various sites in similar locations in the
valley of the Seine in northern France {eg
at Moven-sur-Seine; Mordant and Mordant
1988, 231). Environmental evidence may
well be preserved at several enclosures that
have not been excavated, such as those at
Broadwell (Fig 5.17) and Buckland in
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Orcfordshire (Fig 5.15), where paris of the
ditches could have flooded scasonally. It s
remarkable that at sites such as Abngdon,
Mavesvn Ridware and Sawbrideeworth,
ground within a stone’s throw which
1% several merres higher was not chosen
This sugpests
a deliberate link with the warter itself,
which undoubtedly combined both fung
ponal and symbolic considerations {Freld
1 5kks

There is a marked difference
kinds of wartercourse favoured for the siting
of the ¢ausewaved enclosures on rises in
villey floors. Some,
Mavesyn RBidware, Buckland and Fornham
All Saints lie adjacent 1o major rivers

as the site of the enclosure.
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(respectively the Trenr, the Thames and
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the Lark). Since these watercourses would
almest certamly have been navigable in the
Hq_'l'lll.ll'... |E'.._- I,"'I"-'H.:!:"":'!Il'l.' that access was
gained by boat may well explain the
conceniration of cavsewaved enclosures
along certain river vallevs, such as the
the Welland and the Mene
Although relatively few of the manv
loghapts discovered in the British Isles have
been dated, none has been found o be any
carlier than the Bronze Ape (Molral
1978, table 5.1). Boats must have been
used, however, in the exchange of people
and artefactz berween Greatr Britain,
Irebind and mainland BEurope. The distnb
ution of probable prehistoric logboats in
n
svsiems along which cavsewaved enclosures
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are found would probably have been used
for transport in the SNeohthic {(MoGrail
1978, fig 207; see alee Case 1969, 1T8-80).
rher cavsewaved enclosures, such as those
an Down Ampney, Langford, Cardington,
Barholm and Great Wilbraham relate to
very minor wributaries. In most cises, these
canmot have been navigable themselves, but
the causewaved enclosures usually he less
than Skms away from the confluence of the
stream with a larger river. The points of
confluence of minor streams with larger
rivers were themselves also apparently
favoured locations as, for example, at Buck-
land in Oxfordshire and Sawbridgeworth
in Herfordshire (Fig 5.18). These are the
enclosures closest in design to the mdandnes
bareés found in the river vallevs of northern
France {for examples, see Mordant and
Mordam 1988, fig 13.2).

In some cases, 1t 15 possible that warter
levels may have changed sigmificantly since
the MNeolithic: the streams at Abingdon in
Oxfordshire are now small, but may have
fed a body of open water at the time the
causewayed enclosure was in use (Parker
1997, 101). Some minor streams have been
culverted in modern times to improve
drainage, so that only slight changes in the
topography indicare their original course.
Others have been so severely affected by
natural drought and artificial drainage that
they are no longer steeams, but merely dry,
meandering channels (Fig 5.19).

Valley-side locations

Enclosures in valley-side locations have
much in common with those upland sites
which are oriented towards low-Iying
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DISTRIBUTION AND LOCATION IN THE PHYSICAL LOCATIONS

ground, in that they overlook lowland arcas
and are physically “tilted” i that direction by
their siting on sloping ground. Unlike the
upland sives, however, they emphatically
avoid genuing upland nearby {which is in
some cases wp to 1 20m higher) and overlook
the valleys of rivers or streams, rather than
more extensive low-lving expanses, On these
criteria, causewayed enclosures which are as
much as 25m above water courses, such as
those ar Briar Hill in Northamptonshire,
Orsett in Essex, Burham i Kent, and
Uffingron in Lincolnshire fall into the walley-
side caregory (Fig 5.20). The causewayed
enclosure at Kedington in Suffolk ocoupies
the tip of a spur that slopes steeply down 10
the River Stour, so that it i very similar 1o
those sites located on valley fioors in terms of
its prosimity w the watercourse (Fig 5,217,

A few sites show a clear affinity with
watercourses, but do noi clearly fall into
either of the categories outlined above,
Crofion in Wilishire, which was mentoned
in Chaprer 4 for its unusual sixe, 15 equally
strange in terms of its topographic setting
(Fig 5.22). Prior to creation of the Kennet
and Avon Canal, the enclosure would
appear to have surrounded a =tretch of the
River Dunn, a minor tributary of the River
Kennet, and perhaps is confluence with
another small stream. Being almost circular
in plan and exceptionally large in area, the
perimeter encloses an irregular segment of
both sides of the valley of the strcam. The
minar streams at Abingdon in Oxfordshire
may have been similarly encompassed,
although only the promontory at the poim
of ¢confluence i kaown o have been
enchosed, Ar Freston in Suffolk the enclosure
surrounds the head of a shallow dey valley.
This holds a spring now barely sufficient w
feed an agricultural pond, though it may
once have fied a nearby tributary of the River
Srour. At Southmore Grove in Glowcester-
shire, the causewaved enclosure abuts the
edge of a steep-sided valley, overlooking a

spring (Fig 5.2%). The stream wvalley over=
lesokeed by the enclosure at West Kingion in
Wiltshire is also extremely steep-sided; it 1s
conceivable that erosion has considerably
altered the profile of the valley since the
Neolithic.

Lowland-oricnted causewayed
enclosures

Examples of lowland-onented causewaved
enclosures in upland settings include those
at Robin Hood™ Ball and Windmill Hill in
Wiltshire, Maiden Castle in Dorser,
Barkhale Camp and Court Hill in Wesg
Sussex and Chalk Hill near Ramsgate in
Foent, There are two main differences
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between these enclosures and those sied
om the sides of river vallevs. The first is tha
the upland enclosures exhibit a much closer
association with the highest ground. They
de not actually occupy the rops of halls,
hanvever, but are instead typically cemred on
gently sloping ground wp o 10m below the
summit. The very tops, so close to the
heavens, may have been revered as sacred
places (Pryor 1998a, 50; soe afso Field
F0R), As a result, they oo, like the valley-
side enclosures, tilt in the direction of the
lower-lang ground (Fig 5.24; se¢ alio Smith
1971, 111}, This has been noved as a rypical
characteristic of many causewayed enclo-
sures in Ewrope {Andersen 1997, 282). In
should be emphasised that this *orienation”,
like that of the entrances (so¢ Chapter 4
Planning in relation io the twopography)
relates only to the local wpography and does
not reflect any cosmaological direction.

The second difference is that there is
o explicit link between the causewayed

enclosure and a river or stream. Although it
has been noted that most lie abour 2km
from a watercourse (Palmer 1976, table 13
Direwent 1994, fig 14), enclosures such as
those wt Barkhale Camp and Windmill Hill
in fact e on the side of the hill facing away
from the nearest stream. The nearest
sources of waner to Crickley Hill and Birdlip
Camp lie at the foot of the escarpment and
are, therefore, the least accessible (Dixon
1944, 23}, The enclosure ai Robin Hood's
Ball 15 an extreme example in lving ¢ 4km
away 2% the crow flies from the nearest
watercourse, Enclosures such as those an
Offham in East Sussex and the Stepleton
enchosure on Hambledon Hill in Dorset are
more typical in tha they seem to overlook
low-lving ground throwgh which a stream or
river flows, rather than looking directly
towards the watercourse itself. The link with
warer i« thus less explicit than that of the
vallev-side locations, though not necessarily
UM oL,
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Upland-oriented cansewayed
enclosures

The most immediately apparent character-
istic of upland-oriented settings s their
proximity o eve-catching natural landforms,
or 1o striking elements of larger landmasses
that are naturally dramatic. Examples of
such semings mmclude some of the best
known cauwsewaved cnclosures in the
country: Eybury Camp, Kaap Hill and
Whitesheet Hill in Wiltshire and The
Trundle, Whitehawk Camp and Combe
Hill in Sussex (Fig 3.25). This co-location
must be interpreted as a conscious choice,
though not one simply triggered by any
unusual piece of topography, There 15 no
suggestion that the pattern was strictly
determined by the geography, since no
simgle type of topographic feature was

favoured exclusively. Rather it seems that a
spectrum of differcnt settings was consid-
ered appropriate, but all involving some
form of precipitous scarp slope ~ a hillside,
a promontory or a coomb, To a degree. this
variability in the choice of topography
accounts for the wide range in the altitwdes
ar which the upland enclosures lie.

It most instances of such dramaric
locations, the orientation of the enclosure
1% ambiguouws, this charctiensne contrasting
strikingly with the vallev-side and lowland-
oriented sites. From one side of the
perimerer of the enclosure, there s often a
apectacular vista across a broad tract of
lower-lving land, which rends o ateract the
attention of amyone visiting the site, Yet the
enclosure lies on ground that falls away n
the opposite direction, towards the upland,
as though turning its back on the vista.
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As a resalt, there 15 2 kind of polarioy o the
orientation of these sites, On the one hand,
they seem (o be sited so that the siriking
opography sumals their position when seen
from the adjacent lower-lving ground. On
thie other hand, the carthworks themselves
and the inweriors of the enclosures are only
visible from the higher ground. [t must be
assumded thar the siting of such important
MONUIMents wWas miol ]:.||'-|1:|.-':|r|.|, Bt weas
conceived and thought through in advance;
the distinctive trait could therefore be
spgrehcant,

For instance, the enclosures on Combe
Hill (Fig 5.26), Rybury Hill and Whitesheer
Hill overlook the heads of natural coombs
which cur particularly deeply into chalk
cacarpmients, These “grzantic bowls”, wo para-
phrase Colt Hoares description in 1812 of
the topography ar Whirtesheet (Hoare 1812,
41}, are conspicuous from a great distance
across the adjacent low-lving ground and
may have signalled the position of the monu-
ment when seen from that direction. Egually,
when looking away from the monuments
across the low-lving ground, the sudden drop
of the scarp slopes creates 3 sense of standing

at the edge of the world. In both cases,
hiowever, the carthworks themselves are very
difficult to distingish when seen from below,
because the ground <lopes gently away in the
opposite direction. Excavation has not
provided any hint that theee was a nmber
superstructure w make the earthworks more
prominent. On the other hand, because the
enclosures tilt vowards the upland, ther
plans and interiors are clearly visible from
that direction (Figs 5.27, 3.28 and 5.29),

Prior to the expansion of suburban
Brighton, the promontory which White-
tawk Camp in East Sussex occupics would
have been a viswally striking landform when
seen from the coastal plain to the south.
Yet the enclosure itself is only visible from
the chalk uplands to the north. The
Trundle i= sited on 5t Roche's Hill in West
Sussex, a dramanic solated summirt, which
is visible from all directions, but is most
imposing and eve-catching from a far
greaver distance when seen from the coastal
plain to the south, The Trundle has usually
been described as a “hilltopsite (for
cxample Palmer 1976, table 1; Direwetn
1984, table 3), but in fact the inner circuit
of the causewayed enclosure i3 centred on
the sloping ground just off the summit,
gquite typically, and tilts northwards
towards the main range of the South
L=

The tor enclosures

While the tor enclosures in the Sourh-Wes
do seem to have been deliberarely sited
with respect to specific topographic
fearures in the landscape, thev share few of
the characreristics of the conventional
causewaved enclosures, Like many of the
sertings of the upland-orented sites, Carn
Brea and Helman Tor in Cornwall are
visually striking, due partly 1o the isolation
of the massifs and party to the dramatic
form of the rock sutcrops which the
enclosures surround and incorporate. As
described above, this direct association
with siriking natural rock formations is a
defining charactenstic of the whole group
of tor enclosures, While many command an
impressive view, it is usually panoramic,
apparcmly without any specific orientation.
This contrasts strongly with almost all the
conventional causewaved cnclosures in
upland settings, the most important
exception being the site on Raddon Hill,
which is the nearest known site to the tor
encloswres.
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Detecting change over time in
the settings of causewayved
enclosures

Isobel Smith™s (1971, 92) observation that
causcwayed enclosures have °. . . the appear-
ance of predetermined plans carried out
regardless of topography’ echoed the
comments of feldworkers from Hadran
Alleroft onwards and has become something
of a mantra in discussions of the monu-
meents, By contrast, the siting of long barrows
has long been agreed to show that the
butlders were fully aware of the namre of the
waporraphy and carefully considered how to
wse it o best effect (eg Ashbee 1984, 21-4;
Tilley 1994, 121—42). As has been shown in
this chapter, Smith’s conclusion does nor
hold good for a significant proportion of the
causewaved enclosures now known to have
existed. There is also a degree of consistency
i the siting of most enclosures on higher
ground, even if the logic evident in the
choice of location seems strange o a modern
mind. Turning to those enclosures 1o which
Smith was directly referring, it has already

FLCR &4

fa
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been suggested that there s evidence i the
plan forms of Whitchawk Camp and the
enclosure at The Trundle that they were
modified over time. Such changes may
account convinengly for the ‘strangeness”
evident in the relationship of the eventual
plans of certain enclosures to the topography.

The most siriking example of this
phenomenon s at Windmall Hill in Wilt-
shire, where the outer circuit plunges down
the hillside, seemingly hecedless of the
slope; the overall vertical range between the
highest and lowest points 15 almost 20m, A
similar sitwation exists at the Trundle
where the gradient is steeper in places,
although the overall vertical range is slightly
less, The Iocation of Whitchawk Camp has
sometimes been referred o as an unusual
saddle-like situation (eg Drewett 1994,
table 5). On the northern side of the enclo-
sure, the outermost circuit does not drop
down the side of a hill, bur instead extends
across an area of level ground and reaches
as far as the ascending slope bevond it
(Figs 5.30 and 5.31). Ar all these sites,
hoawever, the innermost circuit is located on
gently sloping ground. just below the
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It could be inferred from this evidence
alone that the extent of these enclosures
may have increased over time through the
addition of mew ciecuits. Wil ench additson,
the original slight displacement from
the summit would have been amplified,
culminating in the exrraordinary placement
of the cutermost perimeters. The apparent
awkward fit of the eventual plans to the
namural opography may, therefore, result in
part from the expansion of the enclosures far
bevond the area that was initially envisaged
for them, At Windmill Hill, the excavared
evidence suggests that the inner and middle
circuits may have been built at the same
rime and that the outer circuwit was added
somewhat later (Whittle er af 1999). This
4 guite conceivable, given that only the

ouLer circuit is serously at odds with the
topography. On the basis of the overall
plan, however, and its relationship to the
topography. it is not impossible thar the
monument was construcied in three
phases, the three circuits built in sequence
from inner 1o ouwter, These few examples
may serve to indicate the potential for
change in the form and extent of the many
other causewaved enclosures where the
evidence cannot be detected,

Visibility and vegetation

In the mid 1990, visibility became an
important wopic of research in the study of
various tvpes of prehistoric monument
(Tilley 1994; Drewert 1994, fig 15; Cleal
and Allen in Cleal ¢ @f 1995, 34-40;
Woodward and Woodward 1996; Bradley
1997, 82-8; Topping 19972 and b). This is
partly because it can be safely assumed that
the matural wopography in the environs of
most sites has remained more or less
constant, holding out the hope that one
aspect of a given monument can be viewed

if mot strictly experienced — in much the
same way as i was by the people who bl
and used it The cxceptions in this respect
are the monuments in riverine and fenland
lecations, where major environmental
change has occurred in some instances. As
a result, this svenue of research has further
promoted disproportionate inrefest in the
upland sites of Wessex and Sussex, where
the visual anributes of the opography seem
1o have been harnessed deliberazely.

I disgussang visibility, the key factor thar
has changed greatly over the last 5,000 years
is vegeration, The majority of causewayed
enclosures on high ground were probably at
first bocated in farrly small ¢learings in wood-
land, although certain sites, in¢luding
Whitchawk Camp and The Trundle, may
have occupied more open country from an
early stage (Thomas 1982; Drewett of af
1988, 35-6). This conclusion is based on
the evidence of snails and other environmen-
tally sensitive mollusca, since pollen is very
seldom preserved on the sites found on the
chalk uplands. As a resul, the full range of
species and their relative proportions are not
clear, though charcoal from various sites
indicates the probable presence of oak, ¢lm,
lime, ash, pine and hazel. It may be that
slightly sloping ground was chosen for the
cawsewaved enclosures on high ground so as
to improve the view to or from their interiors
[(Smith 1965, 19). Vegetation could have



DISTRIBUTION AND LOCATION IX

Been cleared initially by felling, given the use
of large quantitics of oak for the structural
timbers at causewayved encloswres such as
those on Hambledon Hill in Ddaorset (see
Chaprer 3: Timber structures), There is
also widespread evidence for burning in
proximity to causewayed enclosures, mdi-
cated by the presence of “catholic” species of
snails and microscopic charcoal fragments
(Moore 1997). In some cases, the clearance
of trees to make space for the causewayed
enclosure and sometimes to build palisades
must have had the effect of drawmg anention
1o the position of the monument, even
more obviously than the construction of the
carthworks themselves, Upland-oriented
causewayed enclosures, located on the very
edges of steep scarp slopes, such as those on
Combe Hill and Whiteshees Hill, must have
been made conspicuous from the low-lving
ground below by the absence of trees as
much a2 by the wpography, Both sites, scen
from a distance, could have been idemified
casily as gaps in the treeline along the
horizon. Genuwine hilltop sites such as the
causewayed enclosure on BEaddon Hill and
the main enclosure on Hambledon Hill
could have stood out like bald parches in the
tree canopy. The visual impact of moving
out of the woodland and inwe the cleared
ground occupied by the causewaved enclo-
sure may have been as great as thar of the
carthworks themselves (Fig 5.32).

With regard to sites in Sussex, 11 has been
suggested that as long as the clearing
extended 1o a minimum of 15m from the
perimeters of the causewayed enclosures,
visabalisy would have been at least a possible
issue (Drewett er af 1988, 35-0), With so
many variables involved, however, 1t 1%
difficuly to be confident in such an estimate
for enclosures clsewhere in the country. The
various species which are attested in the
vicinity of the monuments all have differemnt
heights and densitics of folage, varving
according o season. The topography of the
South Downs im Sussex 15 also generally
Fairly abrupt, much more o than the rolling
landscape of castern England in particular.
Causcwaved enclosures such as those at
Robin Hood™s Ball in Wilsshire, Orsen in
Essex and Freston m Suffolk occupy slight
slopes in gently undulating termin (Figs 1.4,
5.01, 3.14). The clearnnce of much larger
arcas would have been necessary for the site
o b visible ar all.

Turning o the causewaved enclosures in
riverine locations, analvses of alluvial
deposits and sol mucromorphology sugoes:
that the channels of watercourses generally
remained constant untl around 3,000 BC.

This was presumably due 1o the presence of

wistdland stabilising the banks {Burrin and
Scafe 19584; French 1990 Needham and
Macklin 1992 Brown 1997, 210-15). Allu-
vial deposits ot Dadsy Banks Fen, near the
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causewaved enclosure a1 Abingdon, preserve
seeds and pollen that offer one of the most
useful records of vegetation change 1o be
found in southern England (Parker 1997,
Barcloy o @ 1996, 6-8). Similar species are
present o those known from Righer ground:
elm, oak, ash, lime, birch, pine and hazel,
Pine and birch have together, however, been
catimated to represent only 5 per cent of the
trees, with ¢lm and lime between them
accounting for 73 per cent. Small quantities
of willow and alder may have been confined
tor the banks of the stream. Pallen from ¢ereal
crops and grasses suggest that open clearings
nearby were being used for agriculiure and
grazing. The composition of the woodland
swould therefore have differed <hghtly, but the
vegetation cover around many causewaved
enclosures located on valley floors may have
had much in common with thay in the envi-
roms of the upland sites. Given the lack of
topographic variation, however, visibility
cannot have been an issue ar all, except
perhaps where it was possible o approach
the cavsewaved enclosure by boat along the
open corridor created by a major river, At
Haddenham on the former bank of the River
Ouse in Cambndgeshire, the monument
may have been orienied towards the river
through the elaboration of the architecture
(Evans 19880, 139,

Human geography

The relationships of causewayed enclosures
te the physical landscape have been
discussed at length, primarily because the
evident patterns may reveal some of the
Factors that influenced the siting of the
monuments. Visibility has been a central
topic, becawse the apparently deliberate
orientation of causewayed enclosures on
higher ground seems to link them o specific
sectors of the landscape, hinting at the
invelvement of the menuments in the
human geography of the area {Drewent
19%4, fig 15). Since the 1970s, there have
been several attempts 1o identify “territories’
with which individual causewaved
enclosures may have been associared.
These studies, which are the subject of the
next chaprer, have generally disregarded
the wopographic settings of causewayed
enclosures and other monuments and have
therchy reduced the dynamics of the phis-
weal landscape o a rwo-dimensional board.
Far from being a newtral backdrop, the
form of the physical landscape may prove a
strand of evidence that has much 1o
contribute to this research. In Chaprer 6,
the conclusions thar can be drawn from the
patterns evident in the siting of cavsewayed
endlosures will be discussed.
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Making sense of the human
landscape

The Mesolithic and carliest-
Neolithic background

The butlders of causewayved enclosures
inhabited a physical landscape already
deeply permeated with memories and
belicfs. The existing associations of particular
places with seasonal resources, with people
and myths may well have been factors in
the location of causewaved enclosures
(Thomas 19%9]; Bradley 1993; 1998b;
Edmonds 1999, 11-31), On the European
mainland, there may have been direct
continuity from a Mesolithie settlement m
the causewayed enclosure at MNoven-sur-
Seine in the Paris basin (Mordant and
Mordant 1992). In England. only at certain
causewaved enclosures in the west of the
country, such as the one on Dorstone Hill in
Hereford and Worcester (Pve 19679, does
the density of Mesolithic flints indicate that
the area may already have been visived
repeatedly or quite intensively used and
perhaps even extensively deforcsted. Else-
where, the presence of Mesolithic worked
flints at or mear enclosures 1% not unusual,
bat seldom in sufficient guanrities 1o suggest
that the places were foci for long-term or
repeated activity prior 1o the construction of
the monument.

The location of certain causewaved
enclosures does hint that the wse of the
landscape in the Mesolithic may have been
a more indirect influence on their siting.
Those on rises in the Boors of rver vallevs
and on the valley sides may have derived
from the tvpical siting of much carlier
Mesolithic hunring camps in similar
locations (Whintle 1996, 20-34). The casy
pickings of the rich flora and fauna in the
rivers and their envirens are very likely 1o
have remained as attractive to the bullders
of causewayved enclosures as to the earlier
hunter-gatherers (Brown 1997, 2089,

Actuil activity is clearly not the only
means by which places could have acguired
a status that may have influenced the sting
of causewayed enclosures (Bradley 1993,
22-44; Edmonds 1999). The inevitable

reliance of prehistoric archacology on
structural and areefacrual evidence does
not, however, make it casy 1w recognise the
many possible forms of secial or culiural
significance tha would have left no physical
trace at all. The striking landforms adjacent
to the upland-oricnted causewayed enclo-
sures and tor enclosures in particular may
have been quite liverally landmarks; thar is,
memorable and recognisable fixed points
that could have denoted specific places or
symbaolised larger arcas, with little or no
actual activity occurring there. Ethnographic
research and place-name studics in many
societies have drawn attention to the
importance of natural features in inspiring
place-names and mental maps of the
landscape (eg Tuan 1977; Gelling 1984;
Chapman 1988; Tilley 199%4). These are
often hinked with real or mwthical individuals
or events, Rivers and their valleys must have
been important in guiding movement
arcund the foresved landscape throwghout
the Mesolithic (Ingold 1986). The concens
tration of cauwsewaved enclosures, long
barrows and cursus monuments along river
valley systems must imdicate that the impor-
tance of these routes continued well into the
Meolithic (Richards 1996). YVamous physical
feamures of long-standing significance may,
therefore, have been chosen as the sites of
cousewnved enclosures, perhaps e enshrine
their importance.

Mealithic activity predating the building
of causewaved enclosures is almost as
difficilt to discern as Mesalithic activity.
Due 1o the problems in obraining precise
dares and the lengthy periods over which
certain wypes of artefact were used, clear
stratigraphic relationships have usually been
felicd wpon. The causewayed enclosure at
Crickley Hill in Gloucestershire has
produced less equivocal evidence of
Menlithic activity predating the construction
of the earthworks, This comprised features,
including three or four small post-built
‘s’ scaled beneath the bank of the outer
cirewit, which s thought o be the carlier of
the two (Dhxon 1988, 78). Elsewhere, the
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evidence is less clear-cun. Ar Windmall Hall
and at Bobin Hood s Ball in Whiltshire,
Meolithic features (including a human
burial a1 Windmill Hill) were discovered
beneath the banks of the outer circuits
(Whittle 1990; Thomas 1964, 8), If, as
suggested above, these circuits are later
additons, however, the activity could have
been contemporary with the construction
or use of the inner circuits. Av Bryn Celli
Wen on the Isle of Anglesey, the ditch of
the cavsewaved enclosure appears 1o have
been aligned on a standing stone, which
had been broken and deliberately buried.
Meither feature has been accurately dated
as vel (Edmonds and Thomas 199 1a).

Regionalism in the
Briush Isles

The distribution and forms of causewaved
enclosures, along with other types of
monuments and artefacts, have repeatedly
been used as evidence i the search for
social and cultural groups (eg Curwen
1930; Piggotr 1954 Renfrew 197% Palmer
1976; Barker and Webley 1978; Cunliffe
1993, fig 2.6). Conversely, understanding

these groups may provide the key to inter-
prevating how the monuments themselves
were used and why they were located in
specific places, Rog Palmer™s (1976)
influcntial analysis proposed four sub-
divisiens of the distribution in England,
which he termed the Sussex, Thames,
South-West and Midlands regions (Fig .1).
The starting point for this work was the
observation thar cach groupeing seemed o
bie delimived by areas where cawsewaved
enclosures were absent, even though the
conditions were suitable for the production
of cropmarks {Palmer 1976, 162-3 and fig
£), Palmer also sought to demonstrate that
there were similaritics in the forms of the
causewaved enclosures within each region
and concluded that enclosures with “ample’
single crcuits tended o lie in the sowh, with
more complex forms further noeth.

Since 1976 the discovery of more sites
has gradually extended the boundaries of
some of the groupings proposed by Palmer
to the point where they merge with cach
other and are noe longer convincing as
regions. For example, the eastern end of his
Thames group ¢an no longer be clearly
distinguished from sites in northern Fem
nor from the southern limit of the scamer of
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sites in the Midlands, Other sites, especially
some of those in Palmer's Midland group
such as Alrewas and Mavesyvn Ridware in
Stalfordshire, remain conspicuously
solated as pairs o indivaduals and are pow
equally unconvincing as parts of larger
regions. The distribution of enclosures in
East and West Sussex could mow, as in
1976, be interpreved as two smaller groups
rather than as a single region (Russell
1997, 70=3). Small clusters of sites may
appear convinging as o region when seen
simply as points on the map, but they
seldom comprise monuments of very
similar form. In Wilishire, for example, the
causewaved enclosures on Windmill Hill,
Rvbury, Knap Hill and at Crofton lie
within a few kilometres of cach other, ver
ape very diverse in terms of their plan forms
and topographic settings (Fig 6.2). In
considering outhving causewaved enclosures
such as these on Donegore Hill in County
Antrim and on Chalk Hill at Hamsgate in
Eeent, it may be unreasonable wo expect thao
future discoveries will show them 1o be

parts of larger groupings. Indivaidual causc-
waved enclosures may have constituted
‘regions’ and sparse scatters of sites, such
as those which for the mosy part comprise
Palmer's South-West and Midland groups,
may represent nol one region, but many.
Differences in form berween the enclosures
in different areas can, therefore, be seen as
quite predictable variation in the reaction
of disparate communities in gIvVing expres-
s1on (o o pew idea of an alien form of
monument, which was still vague and
varnable, Regionalism, if this s indecd the
Correct lerm, seems 1o have operated on a
miuch smaller scale than Palmer suggested.
There are exceptions that prove the rule,
where small numbers of cousewayved enclo-
sures with similar charactenistcs cluster on
river systems. Each is uswally within easy
wilking distance of the next. As described in
Chapier 4, in the valley of the River
Welland, five causewaved enclosures hie
within 3km of each other (one certain and
one probable at Eton, and very probable
sites at Morthborough in Cambridgeshire
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and at Barholm and Uffingron in
Lincolnshire) and seem to share a similar
plan and size (Fig 6.3). They also share
sirmilar locations: the first four lic on slight
Fises on the margins of the present
floodplaing of strepms and rivers, while the
enclosure at Uffington 15 only a little
different, occupying a gentle slope on a
valley side. In the valley of the River Mene,
about 10km o the south, the causewayed
enclesures at Upton and Sowhwick in
Cambridgeshire are similar. Likewise, in
the valley of the River Trent, the enclosures
at Alrewas and Mavesyn Ridware in
Staffordshire, only 4km apart, again share a
common plan, size and similar locations on
Tow mises in the valley floor.

Along the middle and upper reaches of
the River Thames, at least fifteen enclo-
sures cluster in an area of less than
3,000km? (Fig 8.4). These on the northern
edge of the concentration, at Burford and
Southmore Grove, eccupy relatively high
ground overlooking streams. The remamder
all lie on low rises within 2km of either the

Thames or its tributary streams (Case
1986, 19). The proportions with closely
spaced and widely spaced ¢ircuns are
roughly equal and there are ao pronounced
similarities in their forms. With the excep-
tien, however, of the outer circunt of the
enclosure ar Staines in Surrey and perhaps
the enclosures at Dorney in Bucking-
hamshire and Eton Wick in Berkshire
(which lie on the castern limit of the
concentration) all the circuits seem to have
enclosed small or medium sized areas.
Similarly, many of the numersus cursus
monuments in the area, which may be
broadly contemporary with the causewayed
enclosures, are also relatively small. Julian
Thomas (1991, 154-5) has suggested that
the patterns evident in the forms of the
monuments may reflect low population
densities within a dispersed form of socal
arganisation. In ¢contrast, Jan Harding
(194935 has argued on the basis of the same
evidence that the area was densely seutled,
although perhaps siill within a dispersed
SOCICIY.
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O the seven causewayed enclosures in
the valleys of the Rivers Mene and Welland,
only the first enclosure discovered at Etton
has vl h:;w.:n qxs,:.'u':l!l.-r.l and :1|:¢,:|.|.r:|.l.:|!.'
dated (Pryor 1998b). Without bener
understanding of the period when cause-
wayed enclosures were in use, it remains
impossible o know how the sites within
cach apparcnt group interacted with each
other, if @ all. Each of the other monu-
ments may have belonged 1o a separate
group, or a sub-division of the same soecial
group, or several groups may have used two
or more enclosures at different seasons of
the vear (IFig 6.5). Altermatvely, the enclo-
sures may have been buile decades or even
generations apart, as groups abandoned
their omginal termtory for whatever reason
amd moved on to start afresh. As with the
analysis of the plan forms of causewaved
enclosures carried out in Chapter 4, an
mcomplete knowledge of their chronology
presents o major problem in interpreting
the social landscape,

IPairs of causewaved
enclosures?

There are a few instances of two cause-
wayed enclosures lving in close proximiny
o each other, hinting that they may have
been ‘paired’ in some sense. On higher
ground, the enclosures at Crickley Hill and
Bardlip Camp in Gloucestershire lic within
2km of cach other and are visible from cach
other, as well as overlooking the same
lowland area, The enclosures at Rybury

and Knap Hill lie within 4km apart and are
both apparently oriented towards the same
upland massif, In XNorthampronshire, the
enclosures on valley sides av Briar Hill and
Drallingron lic within sight of each other, at
a distance of around 4km, the former over-
loeking the Fiver Meme and the latter a ony
ributary stream. Among the enclosures in
the Upper Thames Valley, those in Oxford-
shire ar Langford and Broadwell, Buckland
and Aston Cote, Abingdon and Radley,
together with those at Dorney and Eton
Wick all lie within ¢km of cach other
(Fenner and Dwer 1992, 68; Fig 1.8). A
similar pattern may have existed in the
vallevs of the Rivers Nene and Welland and
the Rivers Aisne and Seine in northern
Framce (Dubouloe or af 1988, figs 11.2-11.5;
Andersen 1997, fig 259). Considering the
distmbution pattern simply as points on the
map, there would seem to be quite a strong
case for thinking that pairs of enclosures
could have funcuoned together as single
units. This has led to a bias in the search
for enclosures, and In turm to a numbser of
misidentifications in the vicinity of certain
or probable cavsewaved enclosures: at
Cherhill and ar Overton near Windmill
Hill, at Hainford ncar Roughron and ar
East Bedfont near Sraincs.

The evidence for pairings is far from
conclusive, however. Looking at the pawern
in the Thames Valley, Humphrey Case
(1986, 22) has taken the contrary view,
arguing that the enclosures which make up
each apparent painng are unlikely to have
been contemporary and are, therefore, mot
really pairs at all. Certainly, both there and in
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northern France, the enclosures in question
are generally quite dissimalar from cach other
in form. This may support Case's argument,
especially considering that, in some cases (for
example, the enclosure at Abingdon), their
forms woukd probably have changed over time.

Alternatively, it may be that causewaved
enclosures were genuinely paired and that the
differences evident m ther forms are becawse
they had different functions, each pechaps
complementing the role of the other. More
probably, the differences evident in their
forms may indicate that the precise plans
simply did not marter, as long as they retamed
the basic characteristics recognised as bpical
of the class. Going further still, it & possible
that causewayed enclosures complemented
unenclosed sites, or sites that were enclosed
solely by palisades or uncleared woodland,
There may also have been complementary
differences in the siting of the monuwments.
It may be significant that in the MNene and
Welland vallevs and at Alrewas and Mavesan
Ridware in the valley of the Biver Trent, ong
of each pairing lies next o a magor rver and
the other next o a small tributary. A similar
pattern may have existed in the valley of the
Seine (see Andersen 1997, fig 250).

Ar Hambledon Hill in Diorset, the mam
causcwayed enclosure on the central summit
lies less than 1km from a smaller cavsewaved
enclosure built ar a somewhat later date on
the Svepleton spur. In a kate phase of the use
of the two enclosures, they were physically
linked o cach other by the construction of
o lengths of double bank and dich, also of
causewayed construction, called the “wesiern
ourwork’ and ‘Hanford’ Stepleton outworks®
by the excavators (Mercer and Healy in
preparation). Field survey now suggests that
the western outwork mav have extended
along the whole western flank of the hill (Fig
B.6). There is some evidence o support the
suspicion that two enclosures may have been
cqually closely juxtaposed at Whitesheer Hall
(Cunliffe 1993, 373, but only one of the two
that can be identificd with confidence s
certainly of Neolithie date.

Regions without causewayved
enclosures
It was suggested in Chapter 5 that the

ahsence of causewaved enclosures from the
extreme south=west of England may bhe

Frgurg 6.6

The privcapaal carver
MNeodinhfc seresess o
Flawbedon Bl e
Ihwaer, Hundasanbi

e TEFRAAATIIALY STIQECR!
e ol ARGRI CaltesTTsT Yl
SRCTOETEE B DR eamniear
alevwienr of sy comeplon o
e i Enefara sk
it Migfond Neapditanir
ourcronk ane the o
nAfTamT

I3



THE CREATION OF

MONUMENTS

apparent rather than real, perhaps a conses
quence of geological conditions and the
search exclusively for emclosures with inter-
rupted ditches. It has also been observed,
however, that there are genuine differences
in form and location evident among the tor
enclosures. It is, therefore, possible, partic-
ularly given the absence of conventional
causewaved enclosures on the lower
ground, that the South-West and parts of
northern England were genuinely different
in the way people put imto effect the new
idea of enclosure. The absence of tvpical
causcwaved enclosures might then repre-
sent a social difference rather than o
geological one.

There are alse regions where the
absenoe of causewaved enclosures certnly
cannot be argued away as a consequence of
the geology or modern land-use and must
reflect a genuine absence of the tvpe of
monument. The chalk uplands of the York-
shire Wolds, for example, provide condi-
tions that are highly productive of ¢rop-
marks. The area has also been thoroughly
recorded throuwgh aerial reconnaissance
(Manby 1988; Scocrtz 1997), Yer not a
single conventional causewayed enclosure
has been discovered. In has been suggested
that the relatively large, circular enclosure
with imterrupred ditches at Duggleby Howe
in Morth Yorkshire is a local adapration of
the typical design. As noted in Chaprer 3,
however, the form of the enclosure has as
much in common with the causewaved
circuits of certain later Meolithic henges on
the Wolds and ¢lsewhers in Yorkshire.

It might be inferred from this that there
was a dense core of more conventional
causewaved enclosures in central and
southern England, with a small number of
‘abnormal’ forms around the periphery of
this area. In verms of the spread of the wea
of the new form of monument in the carlier
Meslithic, it might be concluded that the
concept of how a causewayed enclosure
should be designed simply “degenerated” as
it was transferred northwards. This comclu-
sion would, to a great extent, eche the
migration scenario favoured by advocares
of the ‘culture-historical” approach in the
first half of the 20th century (eg Piggott
1934). In this context, the wentification of
enclosures in Morthern Ireland, on the Isle
of Anglesey, the Isle of Man and perhaps in
South Wales and Scotland that seem 10 be
comparable to typical cawsewayved enclosures
in central and southern England is
extremely imporant, Their existence in this

form argues strongly that the *diffusionist”
maodel of the communication of ideas is
oversimplified. Instead, it would seem that
the concept of how enclosures should be
built was passed more or less intact
throughowut the British Isles, bur was
purposciully modified in cermin areas and
rejected outright elsewhere.

Territories: causewayved
enclosures, long barrows and
flint mines

T be cffective, the analysis of regionalism
cannot rely on a single source of evidence,
Yet with scant understanding of the nature
of settlement and society {as discussed
below], interpretations are sull forced o rely
heavily on the distribution of monuments;
causewaved enclosures, long barrows and
the Mint mining complexes that developed
1o monwmental proporiens.

Cauvsewayed enclosures have frequently
been linked with long barrows (s eg Ashbes
1954; Renfrew 197% Cunliffe 1993, fig 2.6
Fig 6.7, and Palmer made proximiry 1o long
barrows one of his criteria in comparing the
upland and lowland sites (Palmer 1976,
176-7), There are two main reasons for
linking the two forms of monument. Firstly,
there are several sites where the two vpes of
monument are found i contact, or in very
close proximity to ¢ach other. The long
barrows adjiacent to the enclosures at
Hambledon Hill and Knap Hill are amongst
those which survive as earthworks, while
those at Haddenham and Roughton have
been levelled by ploughing (Fig 6,71, The so-
called *moruary enclosure’ at Buckland may
also represent a similar form of monument
(IFigs 4.17 and 4.27).

I two cases, at Hambledon Hill and at
Barrow Hills pear Abingdon in Osfordshire,
shorter long barmmows, or oval barrows, appear
o be broadly contemporary with the cause-
waved enclosures (Mercer and Healy in
preparation; Bradley 1992; Barclay er af
19946, 17). At Hambledon Hill, the barrow
extended across most of the space between
the main causewayed enclosure and the
southern cross-ridge dvke and there are
slight indications from the plan relationship
that it might have been built before the
southern eross-ridge dvke. At Barrow Hills,
the barrow is situated on the opposite side
of a small stream from the inner circuit of
the enclosure. The barrow contaned two
inhumations, while that on Hambledon



MAKING SEXSE OF THE HUMAN LANDSCAPE

i

spaunall iy

e

et Hppor Bk

) el

Hill contained o maximum of three, rather
than a single individual as was first thought
(Mercer 1980a, 43; Bradley 1984, 230,
Deposits in the ditches of both barrows
were similar in characrer vo those found in
the ditches of the enclosures, suggesting
that the barrows were invelved i at least
some of the activities which took place n
the causewayed enclosures,

Secondly, as discussed below in Chaper
T, some causewaved enclosures are thought
tor have functioned as arenas for the exposure
af corpses for excarnation prior o burial in
the barrows. This seems unlikely 1o represcent
a full explanation of their proximity, but
the association between the two forms of
monument docs seem to be fairly consistent
(Fig 6.8). For example, the causewaved
enclosure at Maiden Castle seems 1o be
associated with the concentration of long
barrows comventionally termed the Dorset
Ridgeway Group. Further, the extent of the
Maorth Wiltshire (Avebury) group of barrows
overlaps closely with the arca encompassed

by the causewayed enclosures on Windmall
Hill, Rybury and Knap Hill. The cluster of
causewayed enclosures in the Upper
Thames Valley mirrers the distribution of
chambered wombs of the Cotswold-Severn
vpe on the higher ground 10km to the north
{Rarclay or af 1994, fig 1). These monuments
muay ot be the single disfncrive nvpe they at
first appear, however, and more localised
trends in their forms can be identified
{Bestley 1993). As far as can currently be
detected, clusters of long barrows generally
lie at a slight distance from the causewaved
enclosures. Where programmes of
ficldwalking have taken place, the scarcity
of struck fint suggests thar these areas were
not intensively used, despite — or perhaps
because of - the concentrations of funcrary
monuments (eg Barrett o af 1991, 534-5).
Most concentrations of barrows lie within a
radius of 10km (that is, a relatively short
walk) of an enclosure: a similar pamern has
been noted in Denmark (Madsen 1988,
fig 1710,
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In considering the distribution of long
barrows and long cairns, it must be rememe-
bered thar any analvsis s confronned by the
same bias owards the uplands, especially
thie chalk and limestone areas, which distoris
the piciure of causewayed enclosures. It is
quite possible that the number of barrows
known from lowland areas will gradually
increase and that the eventual pattern of
their distribution may be rather different
from its present state (eg soc Jomes 1998),
The apparently close relationship between
the two tvpes of monument has itself led to
more intensive searches for lomg barrows
the areas around enclosures, This recon-
naissance strategy 1s bound to bias the
distribution of new discoveries, some of
which may prove to have been too optimistic,
For example, at Halnaker Hall in West
Sussex, a long barrow was identified less
than 100m from the possible causewayed
enclosure (Bedwin 1983). Excavation
was not conclusive, but a more scephical
consideration of the evidence on the
ground and from the air suggests that the
mound and s flanking depression are of
fairly modern onigin,

It has long been noted that certamn
cousewaved enclosures lie near flim mining
complexes (Curwen 19290, 25) and other
enclosures suggested o be of carlier Meo-
lithic date may have lain near the sources of
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raw material for stone axes (Edmoends
1ea3, 117). This ohservation too has led to
misidentifications of both causewayved
cnclosures and fling mines (eg Dwver and
Hales 1961, 51; Mercer 1987, sec alse
Barber er ol 19949),

Diiscussion of possible imerrelanonships
between causewaved enclosures and fint
mines can only really be applied effectively
to Sussex, where there are relatively large
numbers of both forms of monument
(Fig 6.9}, It has been suggested that there
may have been three distingt zones in the
landscape, separated from each other by
the vallevs of the mvers Arun and Adur, The
cemtral block may have been characterised
by a cluster of major fling maning complexes
and the blocks to either side dominated by
clusters of causewayed enclosures [Russell
1997, 73 and fig 7.1}, The pattern 15 not at
all clear-cut, however, for there are flint
mines in the western block; imdeed, the
probable cauvsewaved enclosure on
Halnaker Hill in West Sussex overlooks the
flint mining complex m Long Doown, In the
castern block, severe coastal erosion has
occurred since the Neolithic and this may
have destroved sites on the southern edge
of the South Downs. Furthermore, the
daving evidence currently available for the
flimn mining complexes in Sussex sugpests
that they may have originated considerably
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carlice than the causewayed enclosures,
though they mav well have continued in
sporadic wse until the Early Bronze Age
(Freld 1997, 63; Barber o af 1999, 81-2).
The nature of any interrelationships, there-
fore, remmins wnclear,

Territories: settlement,
mobhility and resources

For moest of the 20th century, studics of the
earhier Meolithic have attempted 1w under-
stand the nature of the settlements and
werritories of the period through analysis of
is monuments and the resources repre-
sented by the artefacts and ccofacts discov-
ered at them, For example, Case (1982,
2-3) inferred a termitery around the cause-
waved enclosure at Abingdon comprising
both arable and grazing land, occupied by a
group of six nuclear families. This was
calculated on the basis of the artefacts
discovered and the mimmum number of
adults required to build the earthworks.
Feom the mid-1920s, the tables have
gradually wroed: the keyv to understanding
causewinved enclosures 15 now seen to be an
improved knowledge of how the wider
landscape was being used (eg Barclay o of
L996). A more secure foundation for this
reappraisal has been provided by the broad
coverage of acrial reconnmaissance (eg
Fenner and Dver unpublished 1994) and
programmcs of svstematic ficld walking (eg
Craardiner 1984: Brown and Edmonds 1987
Schofield 1987; Hall ¢ af 1987 Holgare
1988; Barrcwt o af 1991; papers in Schoficld
(ed) 1991; Hall and Coles 1994). The
opportunity provided by gravel exteaction to
investigate large arcas through excavation
has alse become increasingly important (eg
Hey 1997; Evans and Knight forthcoming).
In some low-lving areas where artefacts
have been buried deep beneath alluvial
and colluvial deposits, feldwalking can be
less effecrive. These deposits began to
accuwmulare rapidly in the wake of the more
intensive deforestation and agriculiure of
the Early Bronze Age, in some cases, a5 al
Etton, burving the Neohthic ground
surfaces and thus preserving them intact
(Pryor 1998b). Systematic investigation of
such buned landscapes requires innovative
techniques, bur can reveal how intensively
the NMeolithic landscape was being used
away from monumental sites (cg Evans and
Foright forthcoming). All this archacological
effort s beginning to show thart there is

abupdant evidence for widespeead settlemem
of later Neolithic dare in southern Britain
(Clarck and Schofield 1991, 104). Concentra-
nons of carlier Neolithie ihniwork remain
fow and far berween, however: the quantitics
found are sometimes far smaller than these
of Mesolithic date.

There have been few discoveries of
possible seotlement structures. In the
British Isles as a whole, fewer than forty
leng houses are known, not all of which
are well dated and not all of which were
necessarily dwellings (Thomas 199ab;
Topping 1994). The scarcity of recorded
long houses may be because less substantial
temporary structures, better suited o a
more mobile lifestvie, have been overlooked
or are now impossible to identify (Healy
1988}, I this is the case, these dwellings may
have been erected both within causewayed
enclesures and at widely scarrered locations
arcund the landscape. The permanence of
the causewaved enclosures and long
barrows may have counterbalanced the
impermanence of the settlement pattern
{Sherratn 19940, 149)

The increasing acceprance that in the
carlier Neolithic the population may have
remained as mobile as the hunter-gatherers
of the Mesolithic is fundamental 1o the
study of regions and ternitories in England.
There is little agreement as o what form
that mobility may have taken, however, or
whether it was uniform throughout the
British Isles (Whittle 1997; Cooney 1997,
26-30). Exotic artefacts from enclosures,
such as stone axes from various sources
around the British Islez and the European
mainland, or pottery made from gabbroic
clay originating on the Lizard peninsula in
Cornwall (Grimes 1979; Peacock 19697,
initially gave the inpression that there was
unrestricted movement over wide areas and
perhaps even long-distance trade (see
Chapter 7). This idea led 1o suggestions
that the enclosures were central places an
the heart of termitories, from which some
form of control could be exerted over
people and the redistnbution of commaodi-
nes (Renfrew 1973; Barker and Webley
1978}, Yet such exotic items are likely 10
have been transferred over greater than
average distances from their sources,
perhaps from hand 10 hand within a highly
formal process of exchange and perhaps
over the course of several generations
(Bradley and Edmonds 1993), IF society was
not sedentary and activiy at causewaved
enclosurcs was intermittent, the monuments



may have been penpheral i terms of the
ct'l,'r!,ﬂ::-' Ii'rl.-l. of 'irll;]i.v'.il;lu.‘.llx anl.{ 1..11m1'r|||n.'i-
ties {Bradley 1978, 10%; | P Gardiner 19584,
21; 1990; Holgate 1984; 1988; Evans ¢ af
1988), Analysis of snails and other molluscs
15 beginning to suggest that in contrast to the
wooded environments of the causewaved
enclosures on higher ground, the lower
ground was perhaps relatively open with
scattersd concentrations of human activity
(Whittle 1993, 40-2; Allen 1997a, 183-4;
1997, 278-9), The remote positions of the
monuments may have been deliberately
chosen to underling their role as neutral
ground for groups to come together.

The sources of more mundane resources
may offer a more reasonable impression of
the extent of the werniteries exploived by the
groups who built and wsed cavsewaved
enclosures, The large regions identified by
Palmer were also thought to correspond o
patterns in the distribution of decorated
pottery styles (Gardimer 1984, 34),
supporting the idea that the groupings
represented large territonial umis, Yet it 1=
possible that the distribution pattern of
different stvles of decorated pottery masks
more localised distributions of subtly
different forms and types of clay (Cleal
19921, A large proportion of the pottery
found at most excavated causewaved
enclosures was made using clay available
from local sources. For example, analysis of
the pottery found on Hambledon Hill
indicared that much of it unlised a ype
of ¢lay found predominantly within a few
kilometres of the hilltop (Brown in Mercer
and Healy in preparation). Almost all
the pottery excavated at the causewaved
enclosure on Briar Hill could have been
manufactured within a few kilometres of the
site, the only uncommon clay wwpe being
found around 35km away — thar s, within
one day's walk (Bamford 1970, 107-9).

A variety of food resources were also in
plentiful supply within relatively short
distances of most enclosures, but this need
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ol mply that the enclosures themselves
LIRSl |.|'u.:ﬂ as permanent h;mq'x. [:41|'||:n|.11.' Ban
the belief held for much of the 20th
century, the cultivation of cercals docs nm
necessarily imply a wholly sedentary
lifestyle and it is guite likely that the carliest
farmers moeved on either every few vears or
pecording to the sepsons [Thomas 1991, 28;
but see Cooney 19975, Arable agriculture
could have been carried out in an archi-
pelage of small ¢learings scattered around
very loosely defined termtories, Wild foed
resources would also have been avalable
throughout the landscape. It may be in one
sense irrelevant to the purpose of cause-
waved enclosures that many were sited on
thresholds between geological and environ-
mental zones (Barker and Webley 1978), if
the monuments were not after all centres
from which local resources were exploited
and controlled. Yet the different zones
would have offered different foedstuffs and
other natural resources at different tmes of
vear, Wooded river plains, together with the
watercourses themselves, must have
provided a spectrum of environmental
conditions rich i natural resources, again
differing according to the scason {Brown
19497, 282-3; Hey 1997, 109-10}, It may be
that cavsewaved enclosures fitted into a
wider pattern of settlement and land-use
arournd the landscape, ordered according to
the changing seasons. This may support the
theory, discussed further m Chapter 7, that
the use of some, if not all, cavsewayed
enclosures was seasonal. Monuments, both
cavsewnved enclosures and long barrows,
may have been penipheral to the principal
arcas of evervday activity but acted as
staging posts i oan annual ¢vele of move-
ment around loosely defined territories.
Such a way of life would conform 1o o model
clegantly expressed by Alasdair Whintle as
“tethered mobiliny” (8 hiceke 1997, 20). What
actually ok place on the occasions when the
causewaved enclosures themselves were 1
active use 15 the subject of the next chapier.
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Uses and meanings

The nature of the evidence

Interpretations of the purposes of cause-
wayed enclosures and what the monwments
might have meant to the people who buile
and wsed them have tended to focus on two
main strands of evidence: the intriguing
form of the perimeters and the structures,
artefacts and human and animal remains
discovered by excovation. Inferences drawn
from both sources of evidence have been
influenced by (and have in turn been
influential upon) contemporary ideas about
the Mealithic as a whole. .-'lll,]'!nugh [ TH]
hiﬁﬂh.! [um:LiLm 0T qkpl:tn.."l.l.'ll.m l:hql Cln I_'n::
applied o the entire class of monument has
vel been agreed, certain themes are
COMEON [0 many current theorcs.

This book has been concerned primarily
with pursuing the first strand of evidence.
Although many past theories have been
based upon the form of the causewayed
carthworks, the plans of the enclosures have
generally been weated as if all conformed o
a single stereotype and as if they remained
unchanged throughout their wse, Until the
19705, the common techmigue of cause=
waved construction was also widely thoughi
o amply a narrewy unaey of purpose for the
whole class, As hoas been shown {'fhilpl:cr':
b oand 4, however, although the technigque i«
widespread, the form of the perimeters was
by mo means uniform and the degree of van-
atien in overall plan s considerable. Some
enclosures seem o have changed dramari-
cally in form over the course of their use
and, therefore, possibly in purpose oo, By
comparing the plan forms, the contexts of
the local landscape of ¢ach site and the
potentially vaned sequences of development
it 15 hoped that this study will provide a
mare secure basis for future research.

If the diverse plan forms of causewaved
enclosures have often been reduced 10 a
stereotvpe, discussion of the excavated
evidence has also repeatedly concentrared
upcen the handful of sites, mostly in upland
locations, where large-scale excavations have
taken place. Among the most influential

causcwayved enclosures in this respect are
those at Windmill Hill in Wilishire (Fig 7.1;
Smith 1965; Whittle and Pollard 1905,
Whittle ¢ @l 1999) and more recently
Crickley Hill in CGloucestershire {Dixon
1988) and Hambledon Hill in Dorsect
[(Mercer 1980a; 1988; 198% and by Mercer
and Healy in preparation). Diespite this heavy
reliance on data from a small number of
sites, excavations at these and other cause-
waved enclosures, of varying scale and
qquality, have brought to light a tremendous
diversity of evidence, Structural and artefac-
twal remains and the guantity and kinds of
material recovered vary both between sites
and within individual enclosures, At Staimes
in Surrey, for example, while the inner arcunt
of dirch was noticeably more prolific in finds,
the tvpes of artefacts and the quantities
presemt varied between different segments
{Roberson-Mackay 19877 The dwversity of
the cxcavated cvidence has been underlined
by the attention directed towards certain
unique and parvicularly siriking discoveries.,
For example, a low gravel mound excavared
im a ditch segment at Haddenham in
Cambrdgeshire had part of a polished stone
axe set nto its wpper surface and was found
to be covering a small group of human
skull fragments (Evans 1988b, 134). At the
partly waterlogged enclosure at Etton in
Cambridgeshire, coppice stools had evidently
grown in the ditches and been harvested,
while pollen samples may indicate thar cereal
crops were grown within the circuit (Prvor &
af 1985, 204; 1987; 1988h; 1908h). A wide
range of interpretations can be supported by
the excavated evidence, according to the
prevaling theoretical framewaork.

Creation and re-creation: a
function of causewayed
enclosures?

As the earlicst recorded monuments
designed o enclose open space, causewayed
enclosures represent an unprecedented
phenemenen in the archacological record of



the Bringh Isles. "The deliberate deposition of
artefaces and other cultwral material into
features dug into the ground represents
another important new departure, The
creation of the monuments — especially the
nital act of defining a place as separate from
the outside world — has therefore mcreasimgly
been steessed as a key aspect of their function
(eg Smuth 1971; Bradley 1984a; 1993, Evans
1988h; 198Rc; Edmonds 1993).

Drebare has repeatedly focussed on the
discontinuous form of the circuits. Does
the construction technigue represent
simply a pragmatic responsc o the wals
available in the carlier Meolithic? Or was it
the product of a set of beliefs, through
which the namure of Neolithic seciety can
perhaps be understoed beter, even though
the builders were probably unaware thar
they were expressing those beliefs through
what they created?

If the former is true, this might explain
why there is 20 much variation in the length
of the ditch segments and why other
monuments, including some long barrows,
also have discontinuous ditches, as demon-
strated in Chapters 3 and 4. It has been
suggested thar the discontinuous form of the
dirches is in effect irrelevant, because they
were simply convenient guarries dug to
provide material for continuows banks (eg
Mercer 1988, 89). The new surveys of the
enclosures that survive as earthworks show
that this was not usually the case, however,
and that the banks were sometimes just as
discontinuows as the ditches. In addition,
more or less the same wols were available
throughout the Neolithic, Despite the
variation in the frequency of the causeways,
causewaved enclosures genuinely stand
apart ﬁ'\nm most ofher mMmonumenis ol the
period in almost always having discontin-
uous carthworks. For instance, almost all the
Ccursus monuments, the carliest of which are
roughly contemporary with the causewayed
enclosures, have virtually continwous carth-
waorks (Evans 1988c, B9). Ths suggests
that discontinuous earthworks were o some
extent simply a method of construction,
but a methed that was considersd more
appropriate o this form of enclosure than
to other monuments (Bradley 19973,
69-90), This 12 the starting point for
attempts to understand the underlyving
meaning of the techmigue and the process
of creation.

One theory suggests that the dis-
continuous circuits were the product of a
communal act of creation on the par of a
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dispersed or fragmented society (Megaw
and Simpson 1979, 80; Starctin and Bradley
1o, 200 Mercer 1090, 28-9), Following
this line of argument, the frequency of
causeways in the carthworks might shed
light on the soecal relations of the bulders.
For instance, the arcwt of Barkhale Camp in
Wiest Sussex, where the cousewaved form of
hoth ditch and bank was strsctly mamtained,
may have been built by a more dispersed or
fragmented community than the more
continuous circuit nearby on Court Hill.
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Yer complete causeways were clearly not an
inevitable consequence of working in small
groups. As Francis Pryor has pointed out,
separate work gangs are perfectly capable of
cooperating to dig continuous earthworks
(Pevor o af 1985, 307). There has never vet
been a convincing argument as to why the
nature of society should be so simply and
precisely replicated in the form of the
carthworks.

It was observed in Chaprer 4 that
although many causewaved enclosures
must have been built according 10 a plan
broadly agreed in advance, others may
have been constructed in a more plecemeal
fashion. These last sives may indicate tha
the initial act of construction, like the later
recutting, was episodic, that s, one or
more groups returning vear after vear,
rather than many groups working at the
same time. This may be the case, but it
does not of itself explain the causewayed
construction, for just as separate groups ane
capable of cooperating to dig a contnuous
carthwork, =0 a group remurning an intervals
could have taken up the construction at the
poant it left off. If gaps were deliberately
left between episedes of construction, this
might suggest that different elemenis of the
perimeters were linked with cerrain events
or acts of deposition, and subseguently
with people’s memorics of those specific
occasions, In this way, the creation and
recreation of each circuit as a whole may
have charted the passage of time.

Another theory suggesis that the
numerous couseways in the ditches may
have been inmtended o show that the
bouadarics could be crossed by people
approaching from any direction {Evans
1988c, 02 Hodder 1990, 161; Edmonds 19493,
111 1995, 69). As discussed in Chaprer 3,
however, a significant proporiion of enclo-
sures appear to have had only one formal
entranee and in general there were prob-
ably fewer entrances than the number of
causeways in the ditch circuits would at firse
seem 1o suggest, In practice, the seitings of
enclosures sited adjacent to steep slopes or
to major rivers would also have limited the
range of approaches, a point that is not
immediately clear when the plans of the
perimeters ane divorced from their landscape
contexts, The patterning in the choice of
location discussed in Chapter 5 indicates
that, as the siting of the monuwments was not
accidental, the limitations 1o access must
equally have been taken into account when
the sites were chosen.

One of the most promising current
theories argues that the discontinuous
carthworks of cavsewaved enclosures may
derive from an idealised “folk memory® of
the form of very carly enclosed sentlements
on the European mainland, such as thar ar
Drarion in Belgium (Bradley 1993; see alw
Fig 5.5). There was evidently grear variery
int the plans of such carly settlements and
the way their perimeters were constructed.
As time passed, however, causewayed
carthworks were apparently singled out as
their characteristic feature and the plan
forms and construction technigues were
gradually standardised. As the concept
spread further to areas that lacked a
tradition of sedentary settlement, including
the British Isles, the relatively mobile
communities might or might not choose w
adopt the new idea of building enclosures.
As there were probably no drawn plans of
the original enclosures, the form woeuld
have been passed through peoples’ memo-
ries and by word of mouth. It is easy 1o
imagine how the common technigue of
causewaved construction might have stuck
in the mind, but also how variation in form
would naturally have occurred. People
would also have made use of the enclosed
space in ways that suited their own
established social and cconomic practices.
Seen im this light, the local circumstances
of cach enclosure are perhaps even more
significant than the common techmique, for
they account for all variations in the form,
setting and function. In Ireland, where the
existence of sedeneary sevtlements seems
more likely (Cooney 1997), causewaved
enclosures were apparently hardly adopred
at all,

By providing a focus for people to come
together on specific occasions, the creation
and re-creation of the monuments may have
helped 1o confirm links between groups and
individuals, simultancously establishing a
place of lasting significance 1o all {Bradley
[998a and b, 71-2). Each recur ditch
segment may have provided a recepracle for
the deliberate placement or disposal of
cultural material {(see below). These acts
were perhaps intended o reaffirm the
importance of the boundary and the
enclosed area, or to mark the participation
of individuals and small groups in the larger
enterprise. The relatively short intervals
that may have separated such episodes
cannot be established by current dating
technigques, nor on the basis of the forms of
the excavated artefacts. Differences in the



composition and quanuity of material
recoverad from different circuars at Windmill
Hill, Hambledon Hill and Staines may
indicate that o considerable length of nme
clapsed berween the construction of cach.
Smith noted, however, that joining por-
sherds were recovered from differem
circuits at Windmill Hill (Smith 1965, 14),
hinting that ‘commemorative” acts may
have raken place in different parts of the
monument at broadly the same time. It
remains unclear why some enclosures were
rebuilt repeatedly in the same form, while
new circuits were added to others. Such
cxpansion may have been the direct result
of a rise in the local or regional importance
of the monument in guestion, or its
frequency or longevity of use. It may reflect
a straightforward increase in the number of
people wsing the enclosure, or changes in
the nature of the activities that occurred
there. There may have been competitive or
prestigious aspects o such modiications
(Evans 1988h, 143-4).

What happened inside
causewaved enclosures?

Archacological features identified inside
causewayed enclosures are far from plen-
tiful. Where they exist they tend to be
poorly preserved and conseguently present
a greater problem for interpretation, The
contents of excavated ditch segments
around the perimeter are, therefore, the
principal evidence on which imterpretations
of the activities that took place in the
mterior have been based. In many cases,
these deposits are prodific and well preserved.
The emphasis placed on them gencrally
follows feom an implicit assumption that
the marerial derives from and, thercfore,
directly represents the activities that took
place in the intenior.

*Beading” this evidence s not so straight-
forward, however. For example, the presence
of banks (and perhaps palisades) inside the
ditch circuits would have placed a barrier
between the mnterior and the places where
the material was being deposited. Any
deposition in a dicch may, therefore, actually
reflecy activities occurring outside the
enclosed area,

The gradual realisation that the presence
of potsherds, amimal bones, struck flints
and other less commaonplace items found
within ditches was not simply a product of
silting, but would have required some
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human action, helped 1o focus greater
attention on the structure and nature of the
deposits, Isobel Smith's (1963) discussion
of the evidence from the ditches of the
crclosure on Windmill Hill was the fiest 1o
make the crucial step forward. Subsequenily,
the presence of recurs within dicch fills,
cvidence for the deliberare levelling of
banks and the rapid backfilling of ditches,
and the purposeful and somerimes highly
organiscd deposition of cultural material
into the ditch segments have become a
recognised characveristc of most excavated
cawsewayed enclosures,

Feasting

amith regarded much of the cultural
material in the ditches as the remains of
communal feasts, buried ceremonially in
the course of the episadic visits. The main
evidence for feasting is the dark, midden-
like deposits comprising the remains of
slaughtered animals, and the pottery in
which food might have been stored,
prepared and eaten. In the ditches of the
enclosure at Staines, there were separate
dumps comprising only a single kind of
material, such az amimal bone or pottery
{Roberison-Mackay 1987). At Hambledon
Hill im Dorset, Tony Legge (1981) noted the
overwhelming dominance of catile among
the amimal bones, suggesting extravagande
in consumption and wastefulness in
deposition,

Exchange and manufacturing

The theory that enclosures represcnted
places 1o which many different things -
fintzhed objects and row marerials, some of
distant of exotic origin, rogether with
domesticated livesiock, agriculiural produce
and human remains — were brought to be
used, exchanged or deposited in some way, 15
understandable given the apparent periodic
or episodic nature of the wse of the enclo-
sures (Smath 1965, 19; Edmonds 1995,
O8-T53; Pryor 19983, 6671, Oceasional
gatherings at specific places that were
perhaps regarded as neutral ground represent
an obvious opporiumity o acgquire or
exchange, or 1o perform rilcs appropriace w
those transactions. It does ot follow from
this, however, that exchange was the
primary functron of causewaved enclosures,
The presence of numerous objects of non-
lecal stone among the material excavated
by Keiller ar Windmaill Hill was a major
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stimulus for the inceprion of what became
the Council for Brinish Archacology’s Imple-
ment Petrology Programme (Grimes 1979),
This project ammed o cstablish the sources of
thie varbous kinds of stome wsed in manufac-
wuring teals in the Meolithic, Similar
rescarch has focussed on pottery, most
notably that found on sites in the South-
West manufactured from gabbroic clay,
which probably originated on the Lizard
peninsula in Cornwall {(Peacock 1969),
While material of distant origin was
certainly being taken to some enclosures,
haonwever, it was evidently not all being taken
away, for everything recoverad by excavation
had been deposited in a ditch or pit
(Drewett 1977, 224, This need not imply
that no exchange took place at all: there 1=
no reason o assume that evervithing browghi
to an enclosure was intended exclusively
cither for exchange or for deposition. Since
soame o Jeast was clearly imtended or chosen
for deliberate deposition, the way objects
were being chosen and carcfully placed and
orgamised at causewaved enclosures empha-
siwgs the fact that they were not just treated
simply as wols or prestige items, but held
greater significance, Many of the stone
implements were apparently deliberately
broken, as though to demonstrate that their
useful hives had come o an end (Bellamy
and Edmonds 1991,

There are a few instances where sources
of flint oceur close 1o causewaved enclosurcs,
while evidence that flint knapping mayv have
I.ilkl:ﬂ p|:|.|.:|." ak l|"||.r 1.::‘|1;|1.1.-|.|.1.:'|:x l|"|1.:r'|‘|m:|'|.'|:x
has been found. This has also prompred
suggestions that enclosures may have been
involved in the control of the supply and
circulation of flint and other workable stone
(Case 1982), The most frequently cited
cxamples include the cawsewayved enclosures
on Hambledon Hill, an Offham Hill in East
Sussex, a1 Bobin Hood's Ball in Wilishire
and at Marden Castle in Dorset. In each
case, however, the flant that was explomted 15
nok ol l:|'|.|.- Hi“!:lt.:\.l qu:l.lit_'l.' und BCCLUTs 1m
minor surfice exposurcs, Mumerowus similar
soufces cxist across much of southern and
castern Britain (Barber o of 19999, They are
not comparable in terms of the quahey of the
spone of the scale of exploigation with the
flint mines and stone axe “factories”, Instead
they may simply represent sources whose
raw material came o be worked, or an least
deposited, within the enclosures during
episodes when they were bemg used. In the
case of Hambledon Hill, the possible flint
mines identified during excavations in the

19705 almost certainly postdate the use
of the enclosures [(Mercer and Healy in
preparation: Barber ¢ af 1999; contra
Mercer 1987,

The flint assemblage from Maiden
Castle suggests that most of the fling was of
local origin, with a small quantity of flint
gravel imported from more distant sources
(Evans o @f 1988; Sharples 1991a, 227).
Much of the flint gravel appears o have
been brought o the enclosure in the form
of prepared cores for the manufacture of
flakes and blades. The local fling was worked
o site on guite a scale o produce large core
tools, such as axes. While the enclosure
seems o have been the site of considerable
productive activity, however, few of the
by-products of axe manufacture are to be
found in the landscape surrounding the
enclosure, The proximity of the local flint
sources may hie behind the importance
attached to the place pnior to the construg-
tien of the causewaved enclosure. In
addition, the finshed objects manufactured
within the enclosure may have acguired a
special status or rele because of their prove-
nance. This is some way, however, from
proving that the link between the siting of
the enclosure and the location of flint
sources was of overniding importance,

Settlement

The theory thar causewaved enclosures
represented some form of settlement -
places where people lived or were based for
at least part of the time — has been raised
intermittently ever since the 19205, As
noted in Chapter 2, the lack of evidence for
permanent siructures within the enclosures
an first appeared 1o contradict this idea. Yer
as mentioned in Chapter 6, if long howses
were not commonplace and hghtweight
structures much more difficult o detect
were the norm (Healy 1988), perhaps it is
unwise to rule out cavsewaved enclosures
completely as places of settlement. It has
been sugeested that enclosures of small and
medium size might represent settlements
(Mercer 1980a, 60-1; Evans 1988b,
143-4), Despite the wealth of excavated
evidence now available, however, there 1s
still lintle indication thar individual episodes
of sccupation at causewaved enclosures
were anvihing other than shor-Tived,

The few pits and postholes noted
during the early excavations on enclosures
forced the idea of substantial structures
and permanent sertlement w be ser aside.



The instances of house-like buildings such
ns that discovered by Dorothy Liddell
(1931} ar Hembury in Deven allowed the
possibility that some kind of long-term
presence had been maintained within certain
enclosures, The evidence 15 generally Tar
from strmghtforward, however, The irregular
array of postholes clearly represents some
kind of structure, bur Darvill's (19964, lig
6.4, no, 9 re-imerpretation of the ground
plan makes a rather more comvincing house
than Liddell’s original excavation plan
(Liddell 1931, 97 and fig 3). More recent
excavations at  the enclosures at
Hambledon Hill {(Mercer 1980a; 1988;
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Mercer and Healy forthcoming), Euon
(Pryor 1987; 1088a; 1988h; 1998b; Pryor
er af 1983), Crckley Hill (Dhixon 1988,
Briar Hill (Bamford 1985%) and Staines
{Roberison-Mackay 1987) have revealed
scatters and concentrations of pits and
postholes, although the date of such
featurces in relation to the carthworks can
scldom be fixed with any certainty, At
Crickley Hill, three rectangular howuses have
bieen assigned w the later phases of the use
ol the cavsewaved enclosure (Dixon 1988,
527, Ar Evon, the best evidence for a struc-
ture comprised gullics and post holes
arranged in an L-shape, associated with a
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darker *Aoor’ some 4m square, This deposit
|'.|n.1'|.'4.ﬂ|.‘| ri-;,:h e it di.!".!ri.h and SN af l:hl.-
associated feamares contained posherds. The
proximity of this structure to the western
entrance of the enclosure led Francas Pryor
Lo interpret it as a possible guardhowse
(Pryor 1998b, 81-2, 104, 356).

Evidence for builldings within cause-
waved enclosures recorded through survey
15 equally shght, comprising clusters of pits
or ditches whose date in relation to the
enclosure cannot be estabhished withowt
excavation, Just inside the perimeter of the
enclosure ot Freston in Suffelk, a rectan-
gular arrangement of large postholes defines
a building approximately 3dm long by 8m
wide (Fig 3,140, This is the most comancing
ceample of a possible Meolithic long house,
but certain Saxon ‘halls’ are similar in plan
{eg se¢ Fowler 1976, figs 2.15-16). In
general, definite Meolithic buildings remain
scarce, % indecd they do for the Neolithic
more generally throughout the Bransh Isles
(MThomas | 94G#],

Pits are more commonly evident as
cropmarks, though only where the enclosure
has not been overlain by later settlement, as
at West Kingron in Wilishire (Fig 7.2), can
they reasonably be linked with the use of the
enclosure. At Langford in Oxfordshire, for
cxample, a scatter of pits seems o relate to
an innermost circuit of ditch, bae this circuit
is sufficiently different in form from the
outer circwits o hint that it may be of quine
different date (Fig 7.3). The contenis of pits
excavated within enclosures are broadly the
same as those encountered in ditch
segments, although some variety may exist
within individual sites, More problemati-
cally, the contents of these enclosed pits are
Aot obviously different from the contents of
pats encountered clsewhere in the landscape,
away from known enclosures. A range of
pottery, fline and stone artefacts, human and
animal remains have been recovered,
suggesting that such features mav have been
vsed as, or intended o be, recepracles for
delhiberate deposition in & manner compa=
rable to the ditch segments. As [an Kinnes
(9%, H5) concludes, pits appear 1o have
been used for the deliberare placement of
objects, not for funcrional storage or
disposal of rubbish, There 15, therefore,
nothing concrete to link either long houses
of pits with typical evervday semlement.

Excavarion of the enclosure at Etton has
revealed thar there were two distinet
‘halves’ 1o the interior, divided from cach
other at first by a fencehne and later by a

shallow ditch as well, Francis Pryor
[ 190&h, 168) has argued that this east-ahest
division must have been of fundamental
importance, since it marked a clear
difference in the distribution of pottery and
worked flints, as well as pits, pestholes and
ritual deposits, [t was suggested that one
half of the interior contained some form of
seasomnl or episodic semtlement, represented
by numerous small postholes and pits. The
other half was characterised by a quantity
of small funerary deposits together with
small piis contaming a variety of placed
deposits, including stone axes, pots, a
complete quernstone and numerous charned
hazelnuts and acorns. The excavator of the
site has concluded that the enclosure had
clearly defined funerary and non-funerary
halves and that the funerary acrivity was
probably episodic and brief (Pryor 1987;
1098h).

Funerary ritual

The roles that causewayed enclosures may
have plaved in funerary ritual are equally
problematic. The presence of human
remains, often fragmentary and disarticu-
lared, bur occasionally represenced by
complete inhumations and cremations, has
been cited as evidence for the use of the
interiors for funcrary rites. Again, there is
the issue of chronology to consider, since
the burials of complete bodies, as opposed
to body parts and bone fragments, tend to
come later in the sequence at each site. The
main causewaved enclosure on Hambledon
Hill has figured strongly in this debate. The
presence of human skulls placed on the
bottoms of ditches, as well a5 a range of
|I1,:I|'I1itl'l hunc.-l. .an.J hunc l'rugr'l‘n:'nlx from
ather contexts, combines with the presence
of two long barrows in the immediate
vicinity to strengthen the argument for a
funcrary connection. Roger Mercer's
evocative description of the main enclosure
a5 a “vast, recking open cemetery, its silence
broken only by the dim of crows and ravens”
{Mercer 1980a, 63) has often boen guoted.
The assertion of a direct link berween the
cnclosure as an arca for cxcarnation and
preparation of skeletal remains, however,
and the adjacent long barrows as the final
destinations for those remains, is not
without difficulties. Assuming that the
deposition of human remains in the
barrows was contemporary with the main
use of the enclosures, significant paris of
the skeleton, including skulls and other
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bones, were clearly not being taken o the
barrows, Instead, they were being deposited
within ditch segments or pits, In 4 manner
guite similar to other tvpes of culiural
material. Furthermore, the bones deposited
in the ditches need not have been desived
from bodies exposed within the enclosure,
but may have been brought w the site from
elsewhere, and need not have arrived as
complete bodies,

Since the preservation of bone 15 particu-
larly good on enclosures on chalk uplands
like Hambledon Hill, these sites have doma-
nated discussion, Human bone was also
found, however, at Staines in Surrey and at
Abingdon in Oxfordshire (Robertson-
Mackay 1987, 36-8; Leeds 1928, 476). In
has been suggested that, as rivers were non
only important for ransporting the living,
but as routes for passing inte the afterworld,
they were, therefore, used for the disposal of
bodies and cremated remains (Bradley and
Edmonds 1993%; Edmonds 1909). Assuming
a relatively mohile population thar gathered

periodically at enclosures, it may be that
soome of the human remains a1 these sites
represent token or partial disposal of
individuals who died ;m a distance from the
enclosure, at a different time of vear. Such
deposition would further strengthen the links
berween the enclosure, the people who used
it and their ancestors (Edmonds 1999,
Altermatively, the suggestion that the pres-
ence of human remains must represent the
performance of some kind of funerary
activaty may be as ethnocentric in its asswmp-
teons ms are wWeas of enclosures as defended
sites. Instead, it mav have been other
symbolic values of human remains being
harnessed at places such as Haombledon Hill,

Defence

Duzcussion of the defensive capabilities of
causewaved enclosures and of Neolithic
warfare in general was revived in the 19705
by the discoverics at two sites then under-
going long term programmes of excavarion:
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Crickley Hill in Gloucestershire (Dixon
1988) and the Stepleton enclosure on
Hambledon Hill in Dorset (Mercer 19800;
198E; 198%9a; 1989h), Both =eem to have
been attacked by archers and partly
destroved by fire, leaving thick and casily
rl;l;ugni':;lh]t; 4,‘|.|,.-|;'r-|15-::i|x of carbomised wood
{]:"i;; ?.-L}- Uin Hambledon Hull, the nimber
palisade appears to have collapsed while
stall ablaze, burving the body of a yvoung
man with an arrowhead embedded in his
chest cavity (Mercer 19800, 51 and figs 20
and 30). Ar Crickley Hill, arrowheads
lineered the ground around the enrance,
bearing silent withess o an intense banle.
The evidence from both sites received
support from similar discoverics ar the tor
enclosure a1 Carn Brea in Cornwall, where
800 fline arrowhceads were recovered during
excavation, as well as evidence for burning
(Mercer 19581).

These discoveries were reminiscent of
Dorothy Liddell™ {(1930; 19%1; 19352;
1935%5%) much carlier excavarions a1 Hembury
in Devon. Her more limited renching had
also pevealed much evidence of burning,
as well as around 146 Hint leat-shaped
arrowheads. In this case, however, doubts
have been expressed about whether the
burning was genuinely closely associated

with the arrowheads (Brown 1989, 47-8).
The arrowheads were aciually found in a
range of different contexts across the exca-
vated areas, Some were found in the cause-
waved ditches, bur many came from the
pits at the vp of the promontory and were
associated with a range of less warlike
material including other fling implements,
pottery, hazelnut shells and some cereal
remains. Even those found in the diwch
segments tended w lie in lavers above those
which contained burnt marerial. In other
waords, many of the arrowheads ar Hembury
are likely to represent the sort of “ricnal’
deposits discussed above, rather than an
antack on the enclosure,

The quantity and distribution of the
flim arrowheads an Crickley Hill seems o
indicate an anack, altheugh analysis of the
marterial is suill in progress (Dixon 1988},
The numbers at Hambledon Hill are
considerably smaller and the scale of
the event (or events) which led to their
presence is conseguently more difficult o
determine, although clearly some vielence
was invelved, Nonetheless, these sites
remann a small minonty among the total of
excavated enclosures, despite their promi-
nence i discussions of the purposes of the
monuments, The evidence for conflict

i R




appears to be restricted o a few enclosures
in the South-West, which may indicare thar
the Fegion was more prone 1o conflict,
Alrernatively, the destruction of these sites
might point to a regional ritual practice of
perindically destroving the enclosures, either
as part of a cvele of recreation or as part of
the precess of abandonment. Warfare isell
may have been o highly ritualized activiy
(Sharples 199 h),

In all four cases discussed above (Carn
Brea, Crickley Hill, Hambledon Hill and
Hembury), the evidence for violence and
destruction ocours guite late in the history
of the sites. Only a1 Carn Brea docs an
attack seem to have been followed by a
complete cessation of activity. Ar the other
enclosures, pits and recuts continwed 1o be
dug in the ditches after apparent episodes
of destruction and midden-like debris
continuad to be deposited. This may have
been done po commemorate the monument
ar the act of s deseruction, burt it can be
imterpreted equally well as pan of the long-
established process of deliberae deposition
in cavsewaved enclosure ditches. At both
Crickley Hill and Hambledon Hill, the
subsequent recutting and deposition
appears 1o have cominued for some time,

That violence sccurred at some sites is,
howesser, some way from proving that cause-
wayed enclosures were primarily intended to
fulfil a defensive role. Objections have wsually
stemmed from the inherently weak nature
of the discontinuous perimeters and the
topographic settings chosen for their
construction. As described in Chapter 4,
sSurvey suggests that some enclosures may
not actually have comprised complere
circuits. Even the imposing outworks a
Hambledon Hill seem only to have extended
along the western flank of the massif.
Furthermore, there is good evidence, from
both survey and excavation, thar consoruc-
tion was episodic and prolonged. In a few
Cases, construction may have begun without
a fized plan in mind, and the eventual plan
may have differed greatly from what was
initially conceived, In short, there i hinle 1o
indicate that the need for defence was a
prime mover in the creation and early use of
many causewayed enclosures, On the other
hand, it may well be that the gathering of
disparate groups at the enclosures, perhaps
with livestock and exotic goods in their
possession, proved the cause of raids or
outbreaks of vielence.

It has been argued that the later embell-
ishment of particular enclosures, through
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the construction of additional earthwork
circuits or palisades, might represent the
transformation of the carlier monumenis in
response to competition and perhaps an
ncreasing threar of violence (Bradley 19844,
25-137). Cerainly at Hambledon Hall, the
evidence for amack postdates the addition of
the ouwrworks. There are possibilities other
than a greater risk of atmack that might
explain these addivions, however., “They muay
instead have been intended: to provide
greater restriction on movement into and
around the enclosed area; to enhance the
visual impact of the existing earthworks, or
1o cmphasise further the division between
inside and owtside, These are all ideas
which have been considered i interpreting
the ways in which later Neolithic henge
monuments and stone circles were used and
experienced {eg Bammett 1994}, It muy be that
the ideas embodied in the construction and
use of the first henge monuments were
already present to some degree in the later
use of some cawsewaved enclosures,

To some extent, the wdeas of Neolithic
society and of warfare underpinning soame of
the defensive arguments represent a back
projection of sdens about the assumed role of
Iron Age hillforts, The incidences of hillforts
constructed over the remains of causewaved
enclosures, discussed further in Chaprer 8,
have probably strengthened the analogy.
Ironscally, the re-emergence of support for a
mNeolithic with aspects in common with the
supposedly warlike Iron Age comes at the
very iime when hillforis are increasingly
bemng interpreted as cult ceneres which were
not necessarily primarily defensive strong-
holds (cg Stopford 1987; Bowden and
MeOhmish 1987 19897,

Dscussions concerning the nature of
warfare and conflict in the Neolithic have
shown a tendency towards ethnocentric
assumptions which may not be appropriate
to the periosd (Drewent 1977, 2224 Orme
1921, Anthropologieal and archacological
evidence suggests that social conflict and
violence can take many different forms and
cicutr fior many differenn reasons and need
riot be the only means of resolving disputes
between or within communities (Carman
1997). The nature of earlier Mealithic
society, the scale of the enclosure earth-
works, the manner and duration of their
creation and use and the lack of evidence
for anything other than interminent,
episodic activity make it difficult to regarnd
more than a few cavsewayed enclosures ns
strongholds. The appearance of more

1249
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complex carthworks and the construction
of palisades might suggest that some sies
gcguired a more socially prestigious position
with time, perhaps associated with greater
restrictions on wse and access. Im these
instances, some form of conflict may have
ensued. In other words, enclosures such as
those at Hambledon Hill and Crickley Hill
may have become the focus of conflice
during periods of local unrest arising from
particular circumstances preciscly because
gatherings were taking place there. They
were probably not generally designed and
wzed with the possibility of conflict in
mind, wathin 4 secety that was inherently
prone to warfare and violence. Certanly
the perimeters may have indirectly offered
the potential for defence and the importance
of the enclosures may from time to time
have made that characteristic wseful, It s
clear that conflict did occur in the earlier
MNeolithic, but there is lintle to suggest that
this was an important factor i the construc-
tron of causewaved enclosures s a class,

What happened outside
causewaved enclosures?

In contrast 1o the profusion of evidence
recovered from the monuments themscelves,
the immediate envirens of causewayed
enclosures have seldom been investigated
by excavation. At Windmall Hill, Keiller
had used varnous surveyving and probing
technigues to search for archacological
features, including the earthworks them-
selves, but his sole success bevond the
confines of the outer circuwt was a shallow
diteh enclosing a small rectangular area,
the date and purpiosc of wl:'l.'i:.:h. 'ix 1.]I'Il."l,!I|.iI'il'l.
Maverial of carlicr Meolithic date has been
collected from the ground surface, both by
chance and more systematically, in the
vicinity of certain cauwsewayed enclosures,
mncluding those at Knap Hill in Wiltshire,
Kedington in Suffolk, Hambledon Hill,
Robin Hood's Ball and Maiden Castle
(Charge 1932; Mercer and Healy forth-
coming; Richards 1990, 61-3; Woedward
ef all in Sharples 19%1a, 21-36). In some
cases, this may indicate thar activity of
hnmdl}- conlemporary I.I:II:I.- Wils 1_;|H.|1;||:
place in close proximity 1o the enclosures,
Al Maiden Castle, these acthvaties mav have
included the quarrving of flint exposures
along the Roman Read Ridge 1o the north,
The complex of monuments at Barrow Hills
near the Abingdon causewaved enclosure

includes the long barrow and oval barrow
mentioned in Chaprer 6. In addition, radio-
carbon dating has confirmed that a small
group of flat graves were also contemporary
with the enclosure (Barclay et al 1996, 17).
There is, however, very livtle other marerial
of earlier Meolithic date in thar arca
(Barclay and Halpin 1999,

Ar Erron, vwo lengths of ditch around
1 30m long in total were identified some
80m 1o the north-west of the cawsewayed
enclosure. Bevond this boundary was a
concentration of small pits and postholes,
some of the latter possibly representing
rectangular structures, This broadly contem-
porary site, known as Etton Woodgate 1,
was also separated from the causewayed
enclosure by a former watercourse {Pryvor e
af 1985, 278-81). The lengths of ditch can
perhaps be compared to a crescent-shaped
length of bank and ditch immediately to
the north of the enclosure on Court Hill in
Wit Sussex (Fig 3.3), There, a concentration
of burnt flint and pottery recovered by
fieldwalking hints that different activities
may have been carried out bevond this
boundary (Holden 1951, 184). A wial exca-
vation was unable o clarify the dace of either
the crescent-shaped carthwork or the scatter
of finds on the surface (Bedwin 1984).
Similarly, at Bentley in Suffolk, possible
traces of an arc of ditch lie 60m o the south
of the enclosure, although the cropmarks
may represent much later quarrving.

The lack of exploration of the imme-
diate environs of causewayed enclosures
may in part be due to perceptions about
the nature of these sites, Interpretations of
their functions have tended to focus on
what may have happened inside them,
while the ditches are an established source
both of artefacts and, via their silting,
evidence for the longer-term history both
of the site and its immediate environment.
The poessibility that significant acuvity may
have been occurring outside the ditch
circuits needs o be considerad.

Seasonal gatherings?

Smith regarded the complex deposits in the
dirches of causewaved enclosures as the
eventual products of repeated seasonal or
periodic gatherings, comparable to a rural
fair of the more recent past (Smith 19635,
19). Her ideas remain the foundation of
many current theories concerning the
purpose of causewaved enclosures; because
the concept of sccasional gatherings of
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scattered groups offers the most convancing
scepario tor understanding the diveraty ol
the vanous activities attested (g 7.5).
Most of the cattle bones recovered a
Hambledon Hill were from mature females,
with very few bones from calves, This
pattern was JI'Il-I.'F]'lrL'!I.'l.t 1% reproscniang
the slaughter of surplus animals from a
predominarnly dairy economy, which would
presumably have occurred in the autumn

(Legge 1981, 179-80). The scarcity of

voung males was mken to indicate that they
were being consumed elsewhere and
perhaps at & different season, The impera-
tives of the pastoral cvcle suggested a sumilar
seasoen o Francis Pryor, excavator of the
causewaved enclosure at Ervon {Pryor
1908a, 67). Together with the widespread
occurrence of hazelnut shells, crab apples,
sloe pips and the more unusual discoveries
of charred grain at causewaved enclosures,
for example, a1 Hambledon Hill, there is
some evidence thar the feasting may have
been linked 1o a celebration of the harvest

(Piggote 1954, 28, 92-3), The evidence
from Erton suggests that the principal gath-
enngs probably occurred in the late summeer
or early autumn [Pryor 19980, 364) and
simuilar sies near rivers on low riscs in valley
floor may have been complerely unusable in
Lare wimner and spring. None of the evidence
15 incontestable, however. The most
sigmificant objection 15 that the bislogical
indicators of auiumn mentioned above are
more abundant and ensy to detect m archae-
glogical terms than mndicators of other
seasons. In other words, gatherings may
hive been taking place ar other times, bun
could be even more difficult 1o recognise,

Conclusions

Even a brief study of the evidence derived
from both excavation and survey firmly
undertines the difficulties imolved in pinning
(1]l ‘\-I'li.".'irilu.' funciron onio '..-\."".l"-l."l":l'l-"'\.'hl
enclosures as a class. While evidence s not
plentiful, theories based upon it can be
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chametrically opposed. If a single explanation
for the purpose of the monuments can be
put forward, it is that they were arenas
which allowed the scattered population
gather and conduct ongoing projects which
demanded and gave focus 1o their gather-
ings. In this hght, cavsewaved enclosures
can be seen as both fulfilling and creating a
need. The diversity of artefactual remains
sugeests that people carmied out the whole
spectrum of different activities thar such
rricetings permitted. Along with other carlier

Meolithic monuments such as long barrows,
causewayed enclosures may represent the
first detectable evidence for the interaction
of larger commumities, This picture certainly
accords well with current perceptions of the
nature of the earlier XNeolathic. Yer since so
much of what s understood abour the
period remains tied o the interpretation of
causewaved enclosures, advances m the
understanding of the wider landscape may
well revolutionise the understanding of
causewayed cnclosures.
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The afterlife of causewayed
enclosures

The end of causewaved
enclosures

Thie epiesdic nature of the use of cosewaved
enclosures generally makes 1t difficult 1o
trace any decremse i activity on the sites, or
to pinpeint the moment a1 which their use
Wiks Iin;ll}' at an endd. In all hkelihood, there
would not have been any uniform ‘decline
and fall" of all the enclosures, Most seem 1o
have heen abandoned before 3,000 BC, bt
probably in different ways and at different
mmes, i much the same way as they came
it use. Al a number of sites, excavation
has revealed evidence for “terminal evenis’,
which may have deliberately marked the
abandonment of the monuments. These
include the erection of four posts around the
dirch circuit ar Briar Hill {Bamford 1985,
136), and the filling of a final recut of the
ditch of the main causewayed enclosure at
Hambledon Hill with large fint nedules
{Mercer 1980a, 36-7). The evidence for
the destruction of the banks at Crickley
Hill, which culminated m all the matenial of
the bank being piled into the ditch has
been discussed in Chapter 7 (Dixon 1985,
&17. In some cases, however, these acts may
have been carried out as lave as the BEarly
Bronze Age. They perhaps represent reuse
of 2 monument 1|'|;1I was even then uh'n:;u.i}'
ancient, after a long period of abandonment.

A tradition of enclosures?

Stonchenge, which lends its name to the
whole class of later Meohthic henge enclo-
sures, is actually very different from the
morm for that type of monument. The
carliest phase of the monument (Stonchenge
I} is the circular circuit of bank and ditch
that enclosed the space where the megalithsc
circle was lter built, The closest parallel o
it 15 the enclosure excavated ar Flagsiones,
on the outskirts of Dorchester in Dorset. In
terms of date, Stonchenge I, at around
2950 BC and Flagstones, at ¢ 3,100 B,
are later than the majority of accurately
dated causewaved enclosures and ecarlier

than the majority of henges. They have
some characteristics in common with
cauwsewaved enclosures and others with
henges. It a5, thercfore, empring (o ey (o
trace the evolution of a tradition in the
building of enclosures (Whittle 1996, 275).

Sronchenge I and the Flagstones enclo-
sure are, however, sufficiently different from
what had come before o sugeest that they
represent a new of re-invented concept. On
ane hand, both are nearly perfectly circular
in plan, unlike causewayed enclosures,
which are more approximately circular or
oval. Excavation of the ditches has not
recovercd the large quantity of feasting
debris and other artefacts that most excavas-
tiems at causewaved enclosures have
produced. On the other hand, the ditches of
both Stonchenge 1 and the Flagstones
enclosure were dug as a series of small
interlinked pits, in g similar way w those of
certain causewaved enclosures (Cleal or af
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1995, 113-4). Stonchenge has an internal
bank with a1 least three gaps around the
circuit, but the evidence for a bank at Flag-
stones is inconclusive. Both enclosures lie on
gentle slopes, shightly below the brow of the
hill, as do so many causewayed enclosures on
higher ground (Cleal and Allen m Cleal o af
1995, 3440 and figs 32-3),

The ssues surrounding these later encho-
sieres are unlikely 1o be answered unul more
sites hove been imvestigated, but as vet very
few other possible examples have been
wlentified. The circular inner circuit of the
enclosure on Brinr Hill m Morthamptonshire
has been pointed to as one such (Mercer
1990, 63-4), The plan of the circuit (Fig
4.4} probably does suggest that the circuit
i of a laver date than the others, although
the sequence of development remains
debatable (Evans 1988a, 85-6; Bradley
1998k, 793, In either case, the plentiful
artefncts recovered tend to suggest that the
modification took place i the earlier
Meolithic (Bamford 1983), The enclosure
a1 Melbourne in Cambridgeshire (Fig 8,10,
which Rog Palmer (1976) included in his
gazetteer of causewaved enclosures but
segarded as doubtful, may represent another
possible example. The apparently nearly
circular circuit of ditch within the cause-
waved enclosure ;1 Langford in Oxfordshine
seems al odds with the other circuits and
miay also be a laver addition {Fig 7.5).

The reuse of causewayved
enclosures later in the
Neaolhithic

The effect of later acuviny on any mMOmMLWTE
once it has first gone out of use docs noe
always reflect the attitudes wnderlving thar
petivity. [n some cases, the onginal form of
the monument 1% conscioushy acknowledged
put of a kind of respect, but the actnaty itself
i5 destructive to some degree. One example
might be the act of archacological excavation
itself. On the other hand, later activity may
preseeve the form of the monumenn,
contribute 1o i1s destruction or disregard
completely, for reasons of convemence or
lack of awareness. The attitudes of later
people o eardier monuments are seldom casy
tor discern in archacological terms, cspecially
through survey technigues, bun the question
is particularly relevant to an understanding
of the siting of moenuments and land-use in
general later in the Neolithic. At that time,
many causewayed enclosures would sl have

been guite prominent as carthworks, but the
places they occupiad mav have become as
Impariant or maore mportant than the actunl
maonuments themselves.

Cursus monuments

Colin Renfrew’s study, among others,
suggested that causewayed enclosures were
effectively replaced as social and rerritorial
expressions by new forms of enclosure,
often bigger and more formally structured
in design, such as cursus monuments and
certain henges (Renfrew 1973 see alio
Thomas 1991, 143-77), Cursus monu-
ments, ke cawsewayed enclosures, vary
greatly in form - from rectangular enclo-
sures only a few hundred metres long, to
great avenues flanked by high embankments
that streteh for kilometres and cross streams
and relling terrain. At present, there is litte
firm evidence about how cursus moenumenis
related to cawsewaved enclosures. I is now
clear that they overlapped chronologically,
with cursus monumenits in use between
3,600 BC and 3,000 BC (Barclay and
Bayliss 1999}, In some ¢ases, Cursus
monuments e fairly ¢lose to causewayed
enclosures, For example, the lesser cursus’
near Stonchenge les around 2,.5km from
Robin Hood's Ball; radiscarbon determina-
tions from antler placed on the base of the
cursus ditch indicate that it was constructed
around 3,400 BC (Richards 19907, Other
cxamples of juxtaposition are to be found at
Cardington in Bedfordshire and at Aston,
Cate, Shifford and Chimney in Oxfordshare.
The moriuary enclosure ar Buckland in
Oxfordshicre might alse be interpreted as a
small cursus monument (Fig 4.17). Else-
where, the cursus monuments were cntirely
separate, in terms of both location and
time. The Dorset cursus, the longest in the
country, has been linked with Hambledon
Hill, the largest causewayed enclosure
complex {Tilley 1994, 200-1), but the
connection between the two is tenuous,
Thev lic 8km apart and radiocarbon dates
suggest that the cursus was built towards
the end of the main use of the causewayed
enclosure,

At Etton im Cambridgeshire, new
evidence suggests thar the so-called Maxey
cursus may have bent slightly to pass about
60m to the south-west of the causewayed
enclosure and terminated about 100m
bevond it. The terminal of a second cursus,
known as the Etton cursus, seems to have
lain almost entirely within the enclosure. [is



southern ditch more or less bisected the
intenor, passang through a gap in the cemral
fenceline. From the causewayed enclosure,
the cursus headed south-castwardz on
almost the same alignment as the Maxey
cursus (Prvor 1998b). This not only
suggests that the cursus monument is
later, but that its builders were concerned
o preserve the physical imtegrity of the
causewayed enclosure (Fig 8.2). At Fornham
All Saints in Suffolk, a cursws monument
apparently replaced the causewaved enclo-
sure, cutting across the centre of both the
main ¢nclosure (A) and the horseshoe-
shaped annexe (B), apparcntly without
heeding their exisvence. Immediavely v the
south-cast of the enclosures, however, the
rerminal of a second possible cursus has been
identified, with the werminal of & third somme-
what further to the south-cast. [t is as though
the causewayed enclosures served as imter-
sections or focal points for the routes
tollowed by the cursus monuments, This
relationship suggests that there may have
been a major change in the way people
encountered the causewayed enclosures
(Thomas 1991, 46). It 15 possible, hawever,
that cursus monumaents were mtended to fix
routes already long in use and that an existing
respect for the causewayved enclosures was
amply formalised (Harding 199%; Last 1995,
It has also been observed that many cursus
moenuments, particulardy in Easy Anglia and
the Upper Thames Valley, approsimately
follow the lines of rivers (Lase 19997, The
course of the river may have influenced their
routes more than the existence of the carlicr
mosuments (Richards 1996).

Henges

Disregarding Stonchenge | and the Flag-
stemes enclosure, there is little to link
causewaved enclosures with conventional
henges. A roughly circular enclosure with
a single entrance which lies within the
causewayved enclosure at Dallington in
Northampronshire may be a henge, but as
vet there is no firm evidence (Bamford 1985,
136}, Certain henges in Yorkshire, like the
one at Mewton Kyme, are surrounded by
circular circuits of causewayed ditch that may
represent a different, perhaps carlier, phase
of construction. In view of the total absence
of comventional causewayed enclosures else-
where in the region, however, it seems more
likely that this represents a bocal tradition in
the construction of henges, rather than in
adapring carlicr monuments.

THE AFTERLIFE OF CAUSEWAYED EXNCLOSURES

Fowrafinms A1 Sainis

! n )
Saafigl,

B P
A

100
| B

T
ke

135




THE CREATION OF MONUMENTS

Fogure &7

O W sendeer M in
Wiy, e sosallor
By dinperend el fle
aearpy oelpe aary calsond
..mh'l:,l"hﬂ:r Al
dle. Tronmeadly, ar e
#lMHLh'ur ikl
whar pive farder Bames s
i off Rrnse Ape da
enluch sty Sidl do plas
Amnganticnr Al e oosilors
g :..iu.her!l.u.llfrn.ﬁwlrl'
aahT d el aral. Nore
M ermasridpe afvlke Lo ale
el o i o, eoldicl
waary proew I B of Neodinhi
ahawe, althoaph excatanou
dar prowd Incosline

Later Neolithic barrows

At Whitesheet Hill in Wiltshire, a large
round barrow s centred directly above the
ditch of the causewaved enclosure (Fig
£.3). The barrow has a surrounding ditch
which appears, from the surface traces, o
be constructed as a series of pits (Piggont
1952, 406). In this it resembles several
cxamples Iving less than 50km o the south,
which excavarion has shown o be of later
Meolithic dave: Handley Barrow 27 in
Cranborne Chase and Dorchester Sie 2,
Phase 1 (Barrett, e af 1991, hg 3.16; see
alio Kinnes 1979), It scems an unlikely
coincidence that the Whitesheet barrow
sands directly on twop of the causewaved
carthwork of the enclosure and itself has a
ditch that is causewaved. The barrow lies

which are characteristic of the Early Bronze
Age in siee and form; Colt Hoare (1812)
recorded thar excavation of one vielded a
Beaker. This group occupics a position
which relates primarily 1o the topography,
againm more tyvpical of the Bronze Age,
strung out along the very edge of the scarp
slope. This contrast suggests that the larger
barrow may have been sited with aware-
ness and direct respect for the earlier
mMonUment.

Another large barrow with a causewnyed
ditch may be represented by a very faine
cropmark 75m outside the causewaved
enclisure at Roughton in Norfolk (Fugs 4.27
and 6.7}, A smaller example, also with a
cousewaved ditch, lies near Bobin Hood's
Ball. Three even smaller barrows may have
impinged on the banks and ditches of this
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Meolithic or Bronze Age ~ barrows of sinular
size have proved o be of Anglo-Saxon date,
One 15 mow hardly visible as an carthwork,
alehough it was recorded in the course of an
carlier survey by the Royal Commission
(Thomas 1964, 13). Regent geophysical
survey at Whitchawk Camp in East Sussex
contradicts the appearance of the carthworks
by suggesting that an oval mound, first
recorded by E O Curwen in the 19205, over-
lies the ditch of the enclosure (Geophysical
Surveys of Bradford, unpublished).

At Crickley Hill in Gloucestershire and
Maiden Castle in Dorset, long mounds or
‘bank barrows” were built across the circuits
of the disused causewayed enclosures, In
these cases, the ¢longated form of the
barrows suggests a more dvnamic relation-
ship with the disused enclosures, perhaps
involving a processional mavement from the
cutside to the mside (or vice versa: Bradley
1984b], In both cases, the bank barrows
were bailt at seane time after the enclosure
itself had fallen mto disuse (Dhixon 1982, hg
4.6; Sharples 1991a, 255-6).

All these new monuments would thus
seem to have placed a ‘full stop’ on the
main period of use of the enclosures. Yet in
another sense, they are perhaps the firsg
distinet acts of commemoration in the
afterlife of the original monuments
(Bradley 1993, 113).

The reuse of causewayed
enclosures in the Bronze and
Iron Ages

Beaker pottery has been found in the upper
levels of the ditches of several causewayed
enclosures on higher ground, including
Windmill Hill, Hambledon Hill, Maiden
Castle and Barkhale Camp. Until the
1900s, this material was interpreted as
deliberare reuse of causewayed enclosures
by people in the later Meolithic and Early
Bronze Age, a sign of their respect for the
carlier monuments (Bradley 198da,
T4-81). Yet mew research argues that the
material has perhaps received undue atten-
tion, that the well preserved layers in the
ditches can be scen as clements of hroader
spreads of Beaker pottery which have been
disturbed by ploughing and other factors
(Hamilton in Whittle or af 19997, If so, the
distribution as a whole may be better inter=
preted as the result of reuse of the sie,
without anv regard for the monument
itself. In contrast to the wpland sites, those

THE AFTERLIFE OF CAUSEWAYED ENCLOSURES

in piverine locations, such as Staines in
Middlesex, seldom produce more than a
handful of sherds,

There ane, nonetheless, certaimn insiances
of Beaker activity which appears 1o
acknowledge both the existence and the
form of the earlicr monument. At Brar
Hill, postpits containing Beaker pottery
and daved 1o around 2,140 BOC indicate
thar four vertical timbers were placed in a
symumetrical arrangement around the inner
circuit of the enclosure. At least twelve
Beakers had apparently been placed guite
deliberarely in relation to the carlier ditches
{Bamford 1985, 47). In contrast to the
numerous fragments of bone found in
ditches in carlicr Neolithic contexts, the
crouched complete inhumations found n
the ditches of Whitchawk Camp (Fig 8.4)
and the causewaved enclosures at The
Trundle and on the Stepleton spur of
Hambledon Hill may well be of Beaker date
(Curwen 1936, T0; 19296, 46-%; Mercer
and Healy in preparation). Whether these
burials really show respect for the monu-
ments themselves, or for some less well
defined concept of the place or the past
remains open to debate,

There are many instances where relatively
small round barrows, which are generally
assumed to be of Barly Bronee Age rather
than later Neolithic date, are sited in close
proximity to causewaved enclosures. Omn
Barrow Hills near the causewayed enclosure
at Abingdon in Oxfordshire, a number of
round barrows were built adjacent to
the Meolithic oval barrow o form a lincar
cemetery aligned approximartely on the
centre of the enclosure (Barclay and Halpim
19047, This juxtaposition might, from a
seeptical paoint of view, be dismissed as to all
imtents and purposes coincidental, For
example, two of the three barrows on Knap
Hill in Wilishire, two of the three on Combe
Hill [ Fig 5.3), two on Citham Hall i Ease
LSS ;m:d e sif F.:l.'b.lr_l.' i BoEne OOy thie
highest ground (like many other round
barrows along the chalk escarpments) and
have no cxplict relationship with the nearby
cansewaved enclosure. Ar Windmall Hill,
wiere ong of the barrows appears 1o be sited
deliberately on the hne of the causewaved
enclosure ditch, the topography may have
been the primary, if not the sole, influence
on the choice of s location. Even the two
barpoas near Barkhale Camp in West Sussex,
or the two owtside the causewaved enclosure
at Mavesyn Ridware in Staffordshire are no
explicitly linked with the carlier monument,
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Although the boundary berween the laver
Neolithic perod and the earliest Bronee Age
has become blurred, the presence of Bronze
Age material on the sites of most cause-
wayed enclosures must still be interpreted
as renewed acuivity on the site afer a
lengthy interval, rather than a later mams-

lestation of continuous acitivity. After
periods of disuse lasting several centuries,
the carthworks of some causewnved enclo-
sures may have been completely svergrown.
These under grass, especially those that
were being regularly grazed, may have
remained guite prominent as earthuwsorks,
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identified and re-excavated these canhworks

the ancient monuments of the day - in an
almost archacological way (Hingley 1996,
241-2). The ciccumsiances that led them w
do &0 can only be imagined. Perhaps the
monumenis had acquired mythical status
and were seen as the creations of powerful
gods or ancestors, There may also have been
much more practical reasens, which it could
be oo simplistic to reduce to a nominal
‘respect” for the past. The absence of
evidence that can be detecred through
archaeological techrigues should not lead 1o
the conclusion that the earlier monuments
went unrecognised in later prehistory. On
the contrary, where ancient carthworks
were recognised, their presence must have
contribured greatly 1o the later characier

i(Bradley 199%; Thomas 1991, 30,

The theory that Iron Age hillforts were
analogous to causewayed enclosures has
now been generally rejected. It has been
replaced, however, by the suspicion that the
siting of some hillforts may resull from an
attachment o the locations sccupied by the
earlicr monuments (Cunliffe 1974, 302;
Wainwright 1975, 60-71). The evidence o
support this theory 1s not great: there are in
fact only cight known instances of juxta-
position, representing around 200 per cent
of the upland causewaved enclosures, bur a
negligible percentage of hillfors,

In isolated cases, however, specifically
Maiden Castle in Dorset and Hembury in
Devon, the Iron Age ramparts were built
directly on top of the existng carthworks, It
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could simply be argued that less effor would
have been rcqu'in.'l.l Lo consteuet the
ramparis as a result. A Maiden Castle,
howewver, the primary rampart was actually
constructed on 1op of the Meolithic ditch,
rather than the bank, The greater length of
1h¢ pn:riﬁ'll..-ll..-r n:quin:n:! h_'l.' |'11|||.n'|."i|‘||t the
course of the ecarlier carthwork must have
largely negated any economy there may have
been in incorporating the shght carthwork,
The decision 1o adhere w the plan of the
ancient ¢nclosure suggests that there may
huw.: 1.'H.:|:r'| SLMTIE 1TOre L'i!l‘l"l]"IL':i. PRI 40 E.
Some similar motwvation is hanted a1 by the
plan of The Trundle hillfort m Wese Sussex
(Fig 8.6). The polvgonal plan, which is
unusual when compared 1o other hillforns
i Sussex, echoes the slighter angles in the
inner circuil of the -:.';lum:'.t':l'_l.'l:d encloswure.
Today, the inner circuil remains the most
massive of the Meolithic carthworks visible

on the surface, even though Curwen’s
cucavarions suggested thar it may have been
partially levelled at some point in the Iron
Age (Curwen 19290, 37), Interestingly, the
hallfore, which has rraditionally been
termed a ‘contour” forr, in facy nles slightly
to the north across the contours, as does
the causewayed enclosure.

As mentioned in Chapler 5, it is
possible thar a number of causewayed
cnclosures may have been destroved or
buried by the construction of hillfores. The
concenteation of Meolithic arefacts in the
viginity of the hillforts on Ham Hill
and South Cadbury in Somerset has
prompied speculation (Smith 1971, 90;
Cunliffie 1993, fig 2.6). A length of ditch
containing a little earlier Meolithic marerial
wis discovered bemeath the hillfort on
Blewburton Hill in Oxfordshire, sceming
tir lend weight to the theory (Harding
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1976, 141-2; Holgate 1988, 3400, There
were, however, arguably far fewer finds
than might be expecred if the ditch were
part of a causewayed enclosure and there s
ne firm supporting evidence from the other
sites, It 15 noticeable that the three cause-
waved enclosures found 1o be complerely
buried beneath Teon Age hillfores all lic in
the south-west of England, perhaps
reflecting a local trend in the sitng of the
Iron Age monuments,

THE AFTERLIFE OF CAUSEWAYED EXCLOSURES

Away [rom the South-West, there are
grounds for douwbting whether there
will prove to be many more discoveries
of causewaved enclosures masked by
hallforts, At a considerable number of sites,
cauwsewaved enclosures are detecrable
through carthwork survey despite the
superimposition of juxtaposition of a hill-
fort. The presemce of carlicr carthwaorks is
evien evident in the unusual plan of the Iron
Age ramparts at Hembury in Devon and an
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Maiden Castle. In addition, hillforts were,
with certain exceplions, sited on the wops of
hills, unlike cavsewaved enclosures. As a
result, i certain cases where causewayed
caclosures are overlain by hillforts, the
carlier earthworks emerge from bencath
one side of the Iron Age ramparts. This
throws the contrast in their designs 0 rela-
tion to the topography into sharp relief, as
at Bybury Camp in Wiltshire (Fig 8.7) and
thie outer circuit of The Trundle in West
Sussex. At Maiden Bower in Bedfordshire,
though the full plan of the causewayed
enclosure is unknown, the position and
orientation of the known segment of its
dirch suggests that it too may have been
only partially averlain by the hillfort.

One of the st modifications of the main
causcwaved enclosure on Hambledon Hill
seems o have involved the recutting of the
outer dirch of the southern cross-ridge carth-
work and perhaps a short section of the main

' Phasa X

B ot of this cashor ditch
ol W Croes-ghyiol ot
Ty T Wi cutwork

causewayed enclosure ditch. Excavation and
carthwork survey indicate that the original
U-shaped ditch of the cross-ridge earthwork
was recut with a shallow Veshaped profile,
and the material used o form an almost
continuous bank along its outer edge
(Fig 8,8). It s thought that these recurs
muight result from the reuse of the Neolithic
carthworks as outworks of the grem Iron Age
hillfrt on the northern spur of the hill, The
recuts contain only pottery of earlier
Meolithic date, but this may be residual
material froam the original earthwork, which
became mcorporated into the silts of the lager
ditch (Mercer and Healy in preparation). A
possible parallel for thiz is to be found at
Whitchawk Camp in East Sussex, There, a
ditch follows the northern side of the outer
circuit for most of is length, but breaks away
from it at each end o continue tangentially
to the edge of the natural scarp. A similar
ditch may have existed at the sowthern end of
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the site, Both were portraved on the Revd
Skinner's plan of 1821 (Fig 2.3) and
detected by geophysical survey (Geophivsical
Survevs of Bradiord unpublished). Trial
excavation has proved inconclusive (Russell
1997), baut in form, both ditches have much
in commaon with later prehistonic cross-ridge
dykes and may well be of later Bronee Age or
carly Iron Age date.

Some enclosures located on rises in
'|.'|:|.'||q.-'_|,' ﬂ.-u-n[ ;m»d (403 ] l.:lll:::c HII.‘I.II.!N.. auch as those
at Cardington in Bedfordshire, Orsert in
Essex and Langford in Oxfordshire were
overlain by dense Iron Age and Roman
settlements, which show no sign whagsoever
of having respected or rewsed the carlier
monument (Figs 8.9, 3,11 and 7.3). Indeed,
after centurics of alluviation, and perhaps
pleughing, it is doubtful whether the
Mealithic earthworks would have survived o
any appreciable degree on many of these
flieodplain sites. At Eastleach in Gloucester-
shire, however, there is @ hint that the later
settlement may have respected the line of the

largest of the four ditch circuts of the cause-
waved enclosure, suggesting that it may have
atill survived as a substantial carthwork, As
mentioned in Chaprer 4, at Southwick n
Northamptonshire a palisade runs between
the ditches at the southern end of the couse-
wived enclosure (Fig 8,100, This scems 1o
be part of a later and smaller timber-built
enclosure, whose perimeter followed a
section of the carlier carthwork. Indeed,
sipall-acale excavations across one of the
causeways at this point recovered only Iron
Age material from the ditches (Hadman
197%). Ar Down Ampney in Gloucester-
shiare, most of the causewayed enclosure
seems to have been disregarded when a
~:|.~1-i.:\. ul' sl -;,:mi!lpnuﬁdh wias built on the
site, perhaps in the late Bronee Age or Iron
Age. There too, however, a short length of
ome of the later boundary ditches may have
been influenced by the course of the
MNeolithie circuit (Fig 8.117. Ar Springheld
Lyvons in Essex, a small circular enclosure
with :nl.illi.pll; entrances lics i|'|'||'|'|1:\-|.‘|i.:1l!1.'|[.'
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adjacent to the causewaved enclosure,
Excavation has proved that it is of late
Bronze Age dave and might be inverpreted
variously as a defended settlement or a
ritual monument. Iis siting and form both
hint that it could have been a conscious
imitation of, or re<invention of, the
perceived form of the earthwaorks of the
Meolithic enclosure (Brown 1996, 30),

The historic period:
causewayved enclosures come
full circle

In Essex, the causewayved enclozure m
Orsett and the possible example a
Sprnghield Lyvons were both the sites of
pagan Angl:rrﬁaxm:ﬁ Cemeleries I:Rur:kh:f-'
and Hedges 1982), It is uncertain,
however, whether either enclosure would
have remained visible as an carthwork by
that tme and it may be that their presence
wias essentially coincidental. In the Tth and
Bth cemuries AD, Saxons were buried in
the banks of the Stepleton enclosure on
Hambledon Hill (Mercer and Healy in
preparation). This isolated example,
however, needs to be seen in the context of
other burials at that period: many other
carthworks - including Meolithic long

THE AFTERLIFE OF CAUSEWAYED EXCLOSURES

barrows and Bronse Age round bareows -
were reused in this way (Williams 1998;
Semple 1998), There is, therefore, hitle 1o
suggest that causewayved enclosures in
general or the Stepleton enclosure in
particular were revered more than any
other ancient monuwment. There is certainly
f firm evidence thar causewaved enclo-
sures were accorded anv special treamment
laver in the medieval period.

In moddern mmes, the sies of causewayed
enclosures have becn reused for many
purposes (Fig 8.12), bur instances of such
commemorative acts have been scarce. In the
19308, chalk rubble was used 1o create a hill-
figure near the centre of the innermaost
circuit of the cauvsewayed enclosure on
Windmill Hill in Wiltshire (Fig 2.8). The
slight surviving carthwork suggests an animal
shapse, but only acrial photographs estfy o
s rrue form — a pig! Yer archaeological exca-
vation itsell can be seem as an act of reuse
and, without documentary records, trenches
wiould probably be interpreved as such by
future gencrations of archacologisis (Fig
8.17%). Furthermore, the reverence which has
been accorded to these monuments from the
davs of Stukeley onwards should remind us
how many other forms of ‘reuse”, in the
broadest sense of the word, are simply
not detectable archasologically, OF the ten
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enclosures which are sull well preserved as
earthworks, three (Windmill Hill, ¥ hite-
sheet Hill and Barkhale) are now owned by
the Matenal Trust, while the remainder are
protected under the auspices of English
sature and other conservation bodies, in
partnership with English Heritage. Carefully
rhanaged regimes of grazng and scrub clear-
ance are designed o preserve the downland
covironment essential to the contimued
survival of the monumenis.

Yet these measures, on the basis of the
physical evidence alone, may be virtually
underectable o future generations of
archacologists,

In the course of his excavations at
Whitehawk Camp in East Sussex, Ceeail
Curwen commented on the parallels
berween modern reuse of the monumenes
and the events which characterised
their use nearly six thousand vears earlier *

. thie ditchis became once more reCepla-
cles for local rubbish | © . neardy filled with
an meredible guantity of scrap iron,
including bedsieads, baths, spoves, parns of
molor-cars and |'ll'i.':'.'l.']l.':" 1:!!.:.':_';::-”[1'&'-;.'!1
1o g, 10:3].

Today, 1in one way of another, we
continue to participate actively in the afier-
ltle of causewaved enclosures.
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Looking ahead — where next
for research?

Understanding of causewaved enclosures
has relied heavily on the evidence from the
handful of sites that bave been extensively
excavated. Several of these, such as the va
enclosures ot Haddenham in Cambridgeshire
and on Hambledon Hill in Dorset or the
unusually designed enclosure on Windmill
Hill, are =0 unwsual that it may be unwise o
treat them as templates for understanding
causewayed enclosures as a class, By
directing attention towards ites that have
seldom figured in previous discussions, in
particular those in lowland locations that ne
longer survive as carthworks, this book has
attempted o broaden the foundations of
future research. In this respect, the corpus
of detailed plans ar comparable scales o a
large degree speaks for nsclf,

The survey evidence has shown that
certain long-held belicfs about causewnyed
enclosures are erroneous or partial truths.
Town lintle emphasis has been placed on the
role of the banks in defining the perimeters.
The diversity in the forms of individual
monuments is clearly evident, but so too s
the regular occurrence of certain charscteris-
tics that may point towards & orm: a sangle
complete circuit, or two closelyv-spaced
circuits, with relatively infrequent cawse-
ways through the banks and a single man
enirance, Fuh..-m'ial Eur 1;|'|ung;¢: over hume has
been shown 1o be the “Achilles heel” of past
attempts to distinguish between cause-
waved enclosures on the evidence of their
plan alone. Yer at the same tme, there are a
few instamces where analysis of the plan
provides more compelling evidence for the
cvolution of the monument than excovation
is generally able to do. Far from being
‘uncenformable’ in their relationships to
their topographic settings, ficldwork has
revealed a remarkable consistency in the
locations of the monuments, although
based upon a logic which 15 guite alien 1o
modern principles. Again, this s perhaps
most siriking among those sites in lowland
lecations where the tiny changes in relief
might long have been overlooked as a loca-
tonal factor. Yer it must be admited thar,

while the survey evidence presemed in this
book has led w significant advances in the
understanding of individual monuments, i
hasz left uvnanswered many of the more
intractable questions about the roles and
functions of causewayed enclosures as a
class.

The principal aim has been to provide a
foundation for future rescarch. As Chapter
2 has made clear, new discoveries from
ficldwork, acrial survey and cxcavation on
the one hand and advances in thinking on
the other contimually leapirog each other
while pushing forward knowledge and
understanding of cavsewaved enclosures,
There are many interrelated avenues along
which rescarch may advance, some dealing
with questions about causewayved enclosures
themselves and others addressang aspects of
thie wider landscape.

Dating

Cousewaved enclosures can now generally be
dited to the Neoluhie with some confidence
on the basis of survey evidence alone. In
soame cases even this basic question remains
unanswered, however, and i is uncertain
whether there was any regional panerning
in the dates an which causewaved enclosures
were built and wsed. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, accurate dating of individual
enclosures and their component parts will
help to answer how causewaved enclosures
related to their sur-rounding landscapes,

Ve Eharse -;,:uum.m:l:n.:-,l enclosures that lie in
close proximity to each other in use ar the
smme thme, or centunics apart? Were different
circuits of individual enclosures in wse
contemporancously? These issues go
h::,'u;mn;] :{.;im'pl:c ||.'|‘|]1[|1ri.1".|g OUr kl:'l.ﬂwlL"dHL" ol
individual sites. They may shed light on the
nature and development of the class of
monument as a whole, and indeed of
Meolithic society itself, OF the causewayed
enclosures excavated so far, only a few have
been dated using the modern weehnigues that
can offer the degree of accuracy necessary o
begin w answer these key questions.
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hstribution

Acrial reconnaissance will undoubredly
continue to have an important role in the
discovery of causewaved enclosures, bt
aurvey techniques currently in developiment
may eventually transform knowledge of the
arcas of the distribution map less likely o
produce good cropmarks. Equally, causc-
waved enclosures currently dominate the
distribution of earlicr Meolithic enclosures,
becauwse they are relavively easy 1o identify
through survey. Until knowledge of other
forms of carlicr Neaolithic enclosure is
improved, including the tor enclosures, the
broader picture of their distribution is
obscured. If causewayed enclosures form
only part of a larger and less distinet class, it
may be necessary to reassess much of what
15 currently thought.

Landscape contexts

What really was the nature of the carlier
Meolithic environment? Where were the
settlements and arcas of day=to-day activaty
with which causewaved enclosures were
linked? What are the sources of the raw
materials ~ plants, stones and clay -~ found at
causewnved enclosures? These questions
have repercussions for almost every aspect of
our understanding of Neolithic monuments
and sociery, The answers are 1o be found
Nl |.h|l|!|.' Illrlrugh 'il'i\.'ux!i.niil:iﬂh of the
monuments themselves, but also through
work in the wider landscape. A larger body
of data may in due course transform the
understanding of the anciem landscape and
of the place of individual sives and monu-
ments within i, Svarematic ficldwalking
in the immediate vicinity of causewaved
enclosures may be the first step, but the
evidence for evervday activity of the carlier

MNeolithic is notoriously difficult to dentify,
An improved knowledge of other forms of
monument - particulary cursus monwments

may also comtribure 1o the understanding
of causewaved enclosures,

Form

Continued acrial survey will also probably
go a long way towards understanding the
form of causewayed enclsoures, but
geophysical survey and, where appropriate,
small-scale trial excavation may also
contribute.

Function

Im the past, large-scale excavations have
often been touchstones for the re-evaluation
of long=held 1deas; they are certain o 5o
remain, Theories born in the causewaved
enclosures on the southern chalk uplands
have, hewever, dominated thinking for too
long, Further work 15 meeded ot sites locared
on valley floors, particularly those where
wiaterlogging may have preserved organic
remains, I is important to measure and
control the preservation of these sites,
which, despite therr evident value, have seen
sov liatle work o date.

Making the most of existing data

Iv is seldom casy wo wse the finds and paper
records of old excavations to answer
questions that have only recently become
important. Yeru many of the questions being
asked by archaeologists today are the same as
those asked by the likes of Alexander Feiller
and E C Curwen in the 19205, There is work
o be done in revisiting the finds and paper
records produced by excovations carmied o
up tor three genertions ago,



Appendix:

Gazetteer of causewaved enclosures in the United Kingdom

All those causewared enclosures whose
exnlghee was knowd up o January 2004 ane
lizted. This includes not enly certain ansd
probable cansewaved enclosiges, Bt 4l a
number of suggesiod sites that can only be
regarded as possible candidates on the
stremgEh of carrent cvidenoe. Also mneludod
ame & few sites thar were once alleged o have
been cansowaved enclosure, bul have wnge
been resincerpreted. So-called "or enclosures”
have Bee trcaled as possble varaats of the
claws, bt are lsted separsely from convens
nemal cagscwaved enchsarc,

Emnries im the garetreer are ordered
alphabetically, first by county amd shen by
thie name of the sie. Alost sites discovered
thromgh acrial redonnaissancs are Bere
named after the parish in which they lie,
while the majoriey of the sile SUFVIVIE &%
earthworks (and a few others) have conven-
tianally been named afier later moauments
m the immediate viciniy (eg The Trumdle,
Matden Hower), oF some other festure in
the enviroms (eg Combe Hill, Robin Hosd's
Ball). The name of the civil parish and
disErict arc given m every case. [The Mational
Moepuments Record (MMR) reference
number of cach sile 18 goven. Further
informacion and archival material can be
abtarned from Eaglish Heritage™s public
archive by gquoting these numbers. The
atlonal Grid Reference (NGR) for the
cenire of each enclosure is given, cxcept
whsere only 8 shorr gre of the circust can be
traced. In sach cases, the grid referende
centred on che fearure imself and & noted =
such afier 1be refercnce.

Cross-references o large scale plans in
this boak afc gi1vea m bold pexe o the
relevant gazettecr emiryv. Other major
published sousces are also lsaed.

Causewnved enclosures in
England

] Candinglon, Hedfoad, Beddoadshare

B.%  Srntus very prohablc.
AR TL 26 3870
MOV panber TL 04 NE 25
Excovanos 1951-2
Marw publivhed sonerce Jobmnsion,
1955 -6, 94; Falmer 1976 (10
Cvneenits Mough-levellad enslosiern,
droovered during acrial reconnaksance
by Cambridge Universigy Commuaiice
for Acrial Photography (LCAP) in
1951, Trial excavations by o
Cambridge Universiiy undergraduates
encouilered featurcs relalsng e
Hoenano-Beanish senlemenn, bar dsd noa
confirm the date of the enclosure.

2 Maiden Bower. Houghron Regis.

118 South Hedlordshire, Bodfordshere
Krarar profbable.
SaM ST QikanG 2247
NNR meonber 51 92 515 42
Feermsons Cool 19173
Alarm paablabed sonreoes Srmath 1905; Deyver
19%4%; Manbews 1970; Palmer 1978 [15)
Cowments DMk segmonts with a
charsoeriszic shallow U=shaped prodile,
parfially enverlaia by an lean Age Billfoes
and only visthle i sectson in the side of
a chalk quarsy, which has prosusnably
deszroyed much of 1he concait. The
Togatson would appoar o Bave Been
typrical of lowlamd oricmed sites.

5 Bron 'Wick, Eron, Windsor ansd
Mandenhead, Borkshirg
Krarws corcain.
MO ST R TRID
MNAR nrwber SUT 0T KE 110
Frgartuitares 1ord 1092 %
My probivadved sourges Ford | 985;
1058
Commewds Plosagh-bevellod enclosure,
firsa recogrised on verical aerial
platographs by the East Borkshare
Archacological Survey in 19815,
Small-sgale excamamen comliemed the
wlentification

4 Ufton MNorvet, Wiest Boerkshare,

Berkshare

Seam disminsgd,

NGR SU 0l T et

AR ke 51 s WY T
Ereararims Beading Muascum 19613
Miraii parbinilicad posreds Asoa 1960, IHb
Commmgrts Part of a cropmark comples
was mnitially suggeseed by ]| K 51 Joseph
fin b a pessadble cavsewaved dhich, bus
subsequent cxcavations enceantersd ns
Seafisres casher than e late leon Age.

% Desney, Soulh Buckisghamskire,

Buskmghamshine

Srans probable.

NErR 5L 90TH THIT

MR sumber SLT 0T WK 85
Fxcaiainim

Mirin pardfizhesd sources Carstairs 1986,
Lt @ndd g 3

msaisgains Saretches of pao or three
phygdh-levelled paralle] causcwayed
ditghes, probably foemeng par of an
enclosure, dscovenad during senal
reconnarsance by RCHME in Jaly 1975,
Fecldwalking o the sale fogovened oaly
larer Meolithic and Rronze Age flinrs.

]

47

Picsporse Hill, Pistone, Aylesbary Yale,
Huckinghamshare

Srorars unlikely.

MNOE S adan 1420 (featiare ceatged)
NN meomber 51 9 5W 56

Foiiranion none

M puablibed oweors Dver and Hales
161, §1

Comngns A seretch of ditch wagh a
comEmucas bank lying ocanside ic. The
ARIAVENE Coniree suggests 15al ol ma ke
formed part of an enclsure, the rest of
which han beers kevelled by ploughing. The
eartdwork i probably prebavonc, bt the
sugeesicd cameways in the ditch are mwors
likely to repeesent post=medieval demage.
The slenisficalzm was based pastly on the
proximaty of alleged Neolithic it mises,
whnch havoe alse been drncrodited,

Enon, Maver, Pereebhorough,
Cambridgeshare

BLiled CETLEN

NOGRTE 1385 0735

MMER npeber T 100 508 51
Ersapatem vor 1982-6

M peebdaiied sosrves Pryor and Kinmes
19832 Pryoe of of 1985; Pryor 1987,
Pryor 1908h

ity Mloughdevelled enchinuge,
disgovered dunng acrial reconmaissancs by
% Ulpext (oo bahall of the Meme Vialley
Rescarch Conmaftec) s 19746, Pastial
witerboggng allewed the recovery of
onganss reenains during kirge scale
EXCIVIERNS,

Etton, Maxey, Peterboroagh,
Cambridgehise

Stam probable,

MNOGRTE 1470 0%

MR s T 10 N 96
Excavanons mone

Nliran pardfialiied sosrces NONHE

Cmmgmis Plovagh-levelled enclosare,
supserficially simalsr in sppearance o the
certain sibe anamsediately 1o the north,
discovered duning aenal reconnaissance
by B Palinser in 1996,

Capest Wilheaham, Souwh
Cambridgeshine, Cambridgeshare
Sfahn ¢erlas.

Nk TL %% 4780

SOUE smber T 55 BW 8

Eveavamun Alexander and Clarke 1975,
Alexander and Kinnes 1976

Mirva publiehesd sowerces Palmer 1976 (26);
Amon 1977

wecrats Moughelevelled enclosuze
dhiscovered by CLCAT during aerial
recuniissance in July 1972 Publcation
of the excavatine is in prepanaiion.
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Haddenhaem, East Cambridgeshire,

4:.11 Cambridgeshire

i

12

Knirar CErEain.

MG L. 4120 750:5%

NME mesber TL 47 5% 47
Excaaavsonr Fvans and Hodkder 19814
Mair pabliibed siree FPrans 1985h;
Hodder 19%2; Evans and Hodkder
farthcosming

Caompamenrs Mough-levelled enclosuse
dhwcovered during aerial reconnaissanoe
in 1953, Fairly sosall-scale excavations
revealed evadence for particulary
complex recatting.

Landbeach, South Cambridgeshare,
Cambridgeshire

Sranns possible.

MEFR TL. 4850 6549 (feanure cemred)
MNAME mumber TL A6 WE 59
Fvcatammm mone

Miren parbliehesd gowrces none
ety Lengeh of pleugh-levelled
cauncwaved ditch, The site was flas
photegraphed by FOCHME in Awgust
1987 and first idensiBiod as a possibdie
causewayed enclosure by CUCARF i
Jianie 1935,

Melbourne, Souh Cambridgeshire,
Cambridgeshine

Searw unlkely,

NGERTL 3608 4255

NMR siwweber T 34 5E 38
Bxcamarsws e

Mt peobirahed sources Palmer 1976
{35}

Commeets Ploaghslevelled enclosare,
dissovered by CLUCAF dusmng acral
Feconnisasance in March 1956, The
ditch w imlermupded, But the g s
atherwise wnusual in form and
hcation. Posably a Benge,

Sorthbarmagh, Peterburough,

£.18 Cambridgeshire

1 50

Kiairn very probakle

NOGRTE 1557 0545

SR sber T 10 WE 54
[Exsataniom B

Muaan parbdiahid sources none

Cimmewts Ploagh-levelled enclosure,
discovered during aomal reconnaisance
by | Pickering in July 1506,

Seapleford, Souath Cambridgeshine.
Cambridgoshare

Seare andikely,

MR T A%0E S5

MNMER noewber T 45 SE 35
Eriatatam BHBE

Mt peabilfiahed sonrces none

Conmpresds Plough-kevelled enclosise
disgenered during serial Feconnaissange
by CUCAF in Jane 1950 It is
somewhat unizsual in erms of 18 foen
and leganng,

Upton, Peterbonough, Cambridgehine

1.2 Snehn very peohabde.

15

I

17

MR T 0098 44

NAE sumber T 0 51 45

FNcaramig Maore

Mlireas pootlishid sosirees nome

Coangwes Ploagh-levelled encdimiare
disgovered dusing serial reconnkissance
by RCHME m Jaly 1905,

Bury Dvwn Camgy, Lanrcath, Caradon,
{orerwall

Srams unhikehy:

MO SN THRD 3040

MR mewber 8% 15 NE |

Ervcataturm Rav 1794

Mizan prebivahod sourges Ray 1908
aniinenati % cercain of bank ard disch.
apparcntly causcnayed, has usaally
een mterprered as an unfinshed ourer
circwit relatng o fhe Tron Age carcualar
fo which lics withim ite circumsference.
Excavativns recovered no dhagnonisg
arefecrs, har the sharply Y-shaped
profile @may support the origiaal
iNICrpreraTan.

Western Grrange Farm., Asion upon
Trent, South Deebyshere, Derbyahare
Krarasr dismissesd.

NOM 5K 428 285

NMR avomber Sk 42 BW 51
Excirsusons fsne

Maiw peabiisteed sources Gaibaon in Evans
| GHER, 145

Cavments The enclssare was indially
lemttied o8 the basis of aerial
photographic evidenioe. Although the
enclosaure is quire possibly prehistoric,
the apprarance af Ciascwayed
construchon wis caused by medicval
ridge and furrow calbvaiion,

Hembusy, Faybembury, East Deven,

130 revon

L=

Kravur certain,

MOGE ST 1125 0298

MATR ook ST 100 5W 28
Fxcrvmtiony Liddell 193-5; "Tadd
15l §

Alarm pabliked irea Laddell 19740,
1950; 19%2; 1945; Pabmer 1976 {15
Tindal 1584

Comraenns The enclosure wan
diecowered during the excavation of the
ranmaparts of the overhang leon Age
haliforr. Tember buildings and “cooking
pits’ were klentified. The enclosare
may have boon aflacked,

High Peak. Otrerton, Easi Devon,
evom

Snitaas ponsible.

NORSY 105 m595

NAK maber 5Y 18 MW 26
Eveavanii Pollard 1961 4

Marw publiched soverces Pollard 1066;
Palmer 1976 (370

]

;

(]
L)

Commecaili A lengab of dinch associaced
with settlement debas, uskleelnag the
eartbrworks of an early medieval
enclouge. Alost of the presumed
englomur b Beon destroyed by
coastal crosiomn.

Membury, Membary, Eas Devon,
Dhon

Snrvus possible.

NOERST 27505

MATR raaber 5T 20 5E 32
Exearanmn Berridge 1986; Tingle
(0]

Mlarw publiked sorereed Mercer 1990,
fig 1: Tingle 1995

[ Zweansents Facavansons snd
Bekdwalking have reconvered & Gongen-
eration of caelser Meclithic arvefacs
ansd perhaps the butl end of a dach.
This enay prove 1e be o par, however,
and w0 the Wentification of the sale as
a causewaved enclosuse currently
remans usiconlismsd,

Kaddon Hill, Steckdagh Pomeroy
(amd Shobrooke), Mid Dievon, Devon
St (gTiain,

NiR 55 8255 0408

NME sumber 55 80 5E 67
Excavanons Exeter Museams Archac-
alogical Field Uaic (EMAFLD 1064
Miren paodlished sonrces EMAFL 1995
Canmgmis Plvagh-levelled cavsswayed
enchosure, overlain by an fron Age
cisclosiare, dincovered during aerial
reconnaiasance by Frances CGrifhith &
1986, Geophysical survey and limaed
excavation in 1904 (Ckent and Kaight
100 gomfrmed the dare of the inner
circuit, bui ihe oufor may be lros MAge.

Buzbary Rings, Tarrant Keyneutog,
Morth Dorser, Dorser

Seams dismisesd,

NOR ST W1ES 0500

INME sopember ST 90 W 13
Eveararws 1957; Dorset County
Laoanctl 164

My prvbiralied sourggs Cupagn 195,
A41; Forde-Johmeoon 1958; Radley
Toad

Comnmmesas Excavarions have recovered
soine Mealithss marenial, bus the
enclosure itscll has boen shown 1o by
of Iron Age and Romano-British dace.

Flagstomes, Doschester, Wess Dogser,
Dharser

Seamy anhkely.

MORRY TO40 R90%

NMR soweber SY T8 MW 67
Excavarsess Trast for Wessex
Archacolegy 19R7-8

Maiv peabirified sonrves Woodward
1988 Fealy 1997

Commments Plouigh-levelled enclosare,
discovered by geophysical sarvey and



23

condirmed by excavanion by tbe THA
ini 19878, The unasual form of the
enclosure ansd s conssderably later
aldbe siggpest Ehal |f @ay fepresent a
adsfferemt class of momumen.

Cimgens Hall, Barton Bradsiock, Wi
rorser, Diorset

Kraran dismssed.

NGESY 5117 E=od

NMR masher Y 585 X 435
Excmmions none

Alair pa.l-'uh.l v Badcliffe 19795
Cowmenns Carvilimear feaiures visdble
o alr photographs were initially
interpreted as a causewared enclosure,
bt &re now considered o be maindy
goological in origin.

34a Hambledon Hill (main causewaved
A6 enclmare), Child Okeford (and lwerne

Courtney or Shrodon ), North Dorset.
Iharset

Krarar certain.

MNOGRST 3492 123

NMER weweber ST 81 5W 17
Evgararioss Sieveling and Praioine
195 1; Boanney 195%-60; Morcer
1074 198H

Maan pebirihed sourcss Ernslane 1951 ;
RCHME 1970, 130; Palmer 1976
(178 Mereer | ®380a; 19285; 1988;
Mercer and Healy in preparation
oot Mossly ploagh-levelled
enclosure on the summit of
Hambledon Hill, with assogiated
croms-dyvies and ourworks, some of
ahich sunme as gartlvaosls,
Large-scale excanvations suggesbed that
thse sive may e been wmed for
excarmation. See 24b and 24dc for ibe
o posaable associmed enclosures,

24k Hambledon Hill [(Swepleton
3.0 enchossare), Iwerne Cowrtmey oF

Shrovon, MMomb Diorser, Dorse
MNGRST B0k 1236

NME swber 5T 81 SE 52
Excavamons Mercer 1974-86

Nlwaii purdliahed soarces Palmer 1976
(17} Merger 1080a; 1985; | %88
Cosmenrs Mough-levelled enclosure om
ehs i of 3 spisr of Hasbledos Hill,
with cutwaorks limking it 1o the naaan
cousewsyed enclosure (24a). Complee
excavation of the enclosure rovealed a
well prescived sectsan of the timber
defences and evidence fior mmvher
struactures mn the nbersor. The sile may
Bave been a seelemend, bush someahan
larer than the main enchosure but in
wse concuarmen th wath it

24¢ Hambledon Hill (hillfom spar
enclosure], Chald Ofseford, Morh
Daorser, Dorse
Mot us ksl
NOR ST 802 1220
MNAE rannber 5T 21 5W 59
Fycorratioun Morger 19585
Marwe publivhed swrces Mercer 1988
Caoweensgntfi AR eniclosieg suirviiag as
an cartbwork underving ke Iron Age
RallBare a1 1 fmarth ¢l ol
Hambledon Hall was suspoctod o be
8 counterpan of the Sacplezon
enclosure at the south (298], A single
radsocarhon determinumeon feom
Miercer™s imal excavation sooms 1o
imlecare @ Bronee Age dane, bar there
may have boon a Meolsibic procursor
1 Ehis,

2% Malden Casale, Winaerborme 52
Mbartin, West Dorser, Dhorsect
Khitan cefnain,
MR SY 6090 BRAS
MNAIR raonber 5% 68 NE 151
Fxcorrations Whockor 1934-8,
Sharples 1984 0
Marw pabdioked wwecns Wheeler 1943;
Palnser 1976 (2% Sharples 1991
Comweenis The eniclossire enfircly
unideriies the western rmampans af 1the
fiest phase of the Iroa Age hillliorr, 1t
was discovered during Wheeler's
exsavations thore, bl poorly
recorded s b time. Laer research
by Shasples meorpected a ditch
dizcoversd by Wheeler ar the eastern
e of the Fore, bt ool recordad =
amy detail as a conimaaivon of ike
enclosaire, suggesting that i1 fornsed a
comiplete cirouit.

26 Lanodord, Tondring, Bssex
Kuaras dismiseed.
MG TM 0585 30EY
AR rosber TH 00 5B 25
Hrcomariows Blake 1962-3; Petorson
and Shenman 1971
M peabsrifved soimd _Hlm.lp 1970,
73 Shenman o of 1985
Cwiriceats A lier Meolithic ring divch,
mnetially inserpretod as @ hengs or
causewayed endlosare.

27 Orseit, Thurrodk, Bssex
300 Nrame CerrEin.

NOGRTOQ 5515 5055

NUR wivwrber T 68 5E 21
Excararisn Exsex County Coancil
Archacological Sectwon 1975

Alesis probitilbed sosrses Pabmer 1070
(505 Hedges amd Buckley 1978
Commris Ploagh-levclled enclosure,
discovered duming scral
recennaisance by CLUCAP in June
16l Faarly small-scale excavalsons
revealad evidenioe Tog an elaborare

timbsr enirance.

28

iy

APPENDIX

Saffeon Waklen, Unlesford, Essex
Krarur unlikely.

MUK TL 350 579

MNMR iroesber TL 53 5% 156
Frcamarsens Maymard 1852

M pashiisfed sowrces Bassert 1982, 5
Comrmwents A series of plis up oo 2,4m
deep containing decayed red deer
antlers was discovered dusing bualdsng
work in 1882, The description is nod
convincng as & cansewayed enclosure,

bt the topographs would b fypacal of
& valley-side locarion.

Sprimghield Lyons, Springfield,
Chelmsford, Essex

Feare probahle.

MNOGRTL 7357 0818 [feature contred)
MNMR nreber T 70 %0 105
Brcavarsens BEssex County Coumeil
IR |

My probivaed sourcer Prididy 1988,
Cribmam 1989; 194]

Commgwds Plivagh-levellesd enclosare
discowered by excavation in 198054,
The identifbcation coald not be
absolurely confirened.

Birdlip Canxp. Biedlip Hill, Cowley,

4, 1 Cobwald, CGilivacesicrbare

¥

Hrane cerraim.

MNOR ST 1502

NVIR srwber SO 91 NW 10
Excatarom Darall 1980-1

Mz pirdiished somrces Darnll 1981-2
Cammgmts Promoatory ¢nclowurg siell
SUrWINg in part & an carthmork. There
s oaly slsght evidensds for nEmerous
CHUSCIYE.

Crickley Hill, Coberly, Cotswald (and

4,15 Bedgeworth, Tewkethury),

12

Giloueosigmshire

Srane cermain.

NOR S 9265 1010

AR munaber S0 91 MW 4%
Excavamun Dhxon 1969-93

Motss parbfishesd soverces Palmer 1976
150 Dhmon 19HE

Cpmenis The englosure entirely
underlies the rampars of an Iron Age
Fallfors and was dissovered Jdumng large-
scale excavaiions. The enclosure
underwent a sequence of modifcaton
ansl was apparendly attacked towands
the end of fis use.

Iown Amginey, Corsmald,

811 CGelowcestershire

Shrtus very probabls,

NoR 5L 10235 9001

SR rsnber 517 10 MW 6

Excoatabou fong

Marm publiched soverces RCHME 19785
Leach 1977

Cmenments Plough-levelled enclosure,
disprvered during acrial seconnaissance
b CUCAT i Auguast 1975,
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51 Essdeach, Comwold, Clowscestorshane
¥, I8 Searn vory probakble.

NGRS 250 0472

NMR niveeber SIY 20 5% 21
Fcararae nene

Alare p-Hr.IJrnl' soirree Palmser 1976
{4); Onford Archacological Unig 1982
Comowenti Plough-levelled enclosure
dizcovered during acrial
reconnaissance by RCHAME in June
1970, Ficld walking andertalken by
OAL recovered flins, prehistonic
pottery and a sbone pounsder from the
sgrface,

leoenb Hill, loomb, Cotswald,
Glouorstershire

Srane possible.

NOGR 5P 2050 2315

MR sumber S 22 SW L
Excavamin i

Mirin published sosrces Savile 1978;
Drarvill 1987, 42-3

g Flough-levelled enclosare,
Enitially fnterprered as an Iron Age
hillfor. Stretches of interrupied dach
and palsade mendh, fsofe FemunaCent
ol a causenayed enclosare, were
discovered during sal
reconnaisance by CLUCAP in July
T, Neulithie aetclaces have been
recowered from the hill daring
fichdwaliing. Darvill (1957) sdenifisd
a smaller enclosure m Ehe mbcrios.,
which has been dismisaed as
goalugal in orign.

Rosbmarion, Cotnaald,
Crloucestershire

Kharar unlikely.

NirE ST 9405 a8il

MATR moonsher 5T 90 N 51
Fxoromons nione

Marw publivked sonree e
Coweapenrs & lenggih of plowgh-levwllcd
cloagated pits or ditch segments,
disgovered dunng acrial
recannaissance by RCHME in July
1983,

Salmonabary, Bowrtonsonsthe-'Water,
Codswoddd, Clougesborshang

Sinreas prohable.

NOER 51 1 T8 20

ANME rsnber 51 12 5B

diEdrtatniiy Thivne

Mare publiched sowrces Marshall 1995
Campangnty Plough-lovelled ciclosisng
disgovered by magneansaler survey m
MR,

37 Sewthmoese Grove, Rendcomb,
£. 23 Comwolkd., Gloucestershane

Stadws very probable,

NOR SP 0025 0500

AME mimwder 5P 00 X% 50
Encavarom mone

Midn pridiished’ sourver Trow 1055
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Coniments Ploughsbevelled enclosure,
discovered during acnal Fecoifialssancs
by RCHME in July 1953, Ficldwallang
around the sine in 1985 recovered large
apaantitics of worked flne.

Ease Begdfont, Mounsbow,

Crreater Lomubon

Krota dimassed.

NGER TG 080G TI6T

NNK raniiber T OT7 51 1%
fiveovations Depariment of Circarer
Lonmdon Archacology 1988 106]
Mara publivhid svercer Palmer 1976
(417: Deavid er af 198%; Paihyv-Barker
1985

Cannngrins [Mough-levelled enclosume
firsk rocogiscd on seral platographs
by the Ordnance Survey im 1906, The
sitg was initlally inerpeeted as a
causeywayed enchosure, bat excavated
evidahioe indigates a lae Bromee Age
dame.

West Wikkham Common, Bronsley,
Gireater Lomsdon

Srane dismissgd.

NOGRTT) 198 0522

NUR srbsr TQ 36 XE 0
FExgatyitaceri Hu-ﬂ 1555

Mt prebifalyed soumces Hogg and (' Xeail
1957; Hogg a of 1941; Hogg 1981
Commyesas Fairly well prossrved
cartbiwork enclosuse, insmally theaght
i by a cawsenaysd cackosiare o the
hasis of the discominuous form of the
cartbwarks, b much meore plaasibly
interpretead as an undinished Iron Age
hilllfury,

Beacon Hill, Barghclere, Baingsioke
and Deane, Hampshire

Sraras poasible.

NOPE ST H5RS 5737

MNAIR reanber LT 4% NE 35
Excamaatione nong

Maim pablibed soweces Palmer 1976
[(35); Bagles 1901

Cowpanenrs T shart arcs of extasi
imerrupted dnch maced by carthwork:
ansd geophysical survey withis an Iron
Age hilliorr. The evidence i=
imconsiusive, but thess featisnes muay
relaoe 1o @ cansewayed cnchisure,

Butser Hill, Eastmeons, Fas
Hanmspshire, Hampshize

S disrrnissed.

NER SU T 120 200H

ALK snber ST T2 SW 11
Ercavamyns naone

Nlirtn prbdialiged somrces Paggoty 1950,
[ELE ]

oy Piggott suggestod that an
apparcntly disconimuegs carthwork on
Russer Hill migha be & MNealichic
causewayed enchosure. Eartbwork
suFvey saggests tha 1he eanbwork may

a3

e peehastaric, bt tuar e discon.
rimueous form results froam malitiy
diggings (perhaps Napobeonic) alang
s kngth.

Dorstone Hilll, Diorstong, South
Herelorlshire,

Hereford and Worcester

Seatmi probable,

AR SOF 5260 42 M)

NUR ke 50 54 5W 18
Evcavarins Pye 19650

A h.luM'n.l'nrJ AT F}'l' LA
IR

Commyonts Ploagh-damaged earch and
stone-built enclosure, excavalson
suggested i1 15 an carlier Nenlithic and
Bromae Age enclosed scitlement, A
hener preserved exrthwork usaally
interpreted as an Inon Age promoabory
{orL Ay Tepresent an inner circuil.

Saw bridgewonb, st Hemfordshine,

318 Hertfordshane
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4.2

Kniras very probable.

NGETL 830 1304

NATR masisber TL 41 SE 27
Excrmations nong

Marw publivked sieece Palmer 1976
(i

wensenrs Moughe-levelled enclovure,
discovered dursng agrial
reconnaissance by CUCAR m July
19632,

Busham, Tonbridge and Malling, Kene
Srams probable.

NEGR T 7106 6238 {festare cemmred)
NUIE mumber TC} 76 50 68
FExcaramin mome

Mirin pribdiehesd somrcer noae

Cosmgris Plosgh-levelled arc of
causcwayed double diech, disgovered
during werisl reconnaissance by
RCHME i Jusie 1982,

Chalk, Gravesend, Kent

Srares unhkoly,

NiRTQ 6T 7

NUR ke TG 67 SE 207
Evgararions none

Al eebdeiliid dourd kﬂl.lp 19750, 75
Halgame 19%1, fig 3

Conmmmesets fessup refers o @
camscwayed enchossre destroved [Fhy
development or quarrving) shortly
priar to 1970, No lecatsan is grven and
no evrlenes B been found 10 suppart
1he clxim,

Chalk Hill, Ramsgare, Thener, Kent
Kraras certaim.

NOE TR 3615 6465

NMR mosber TR 56 SE 34
Excorpavions Canterbury Archacalogical
Trust 1997-8

Marr pableiked soweoes Shasd 1968
Coments Mlough-lovwlled enclosuee,
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drsgenvered during senial
reconimaissancs by CUCAP i June
1%75. Excavacions by CAT an 1997-8
fevealed severs]l miore circuns than the
aropmarks had suggested and
recovered a typical range of depossts
amad ks,

Eastry, Dover, Kent

Srorur probable.

NOGR TR 5058 5247 (feanure conmined)
NMR maonber TR 35 5% 180
Frouriaation isne

Marm publicked sweco rone
Civermngniti Flough-levelled arc of
caussrwanved datch which meay well
represcia part of & large enclosure.
Thee wite was disgoverod J ering sl
recninalssance by CUCARF in June
1976,

Kingsbhorough Farm, Eastchusch,
Swale, Kemt
Sfedin CeTlain,

MR TQO703 7205

WM wumber T 97 SE M
Excavanons Anchacology South-asi
(L]

Muin published sourcer none

gty Phinggh-levelled causewayed
enchosure discovered during excavation
in advanie of 3 housng development.
Approsamarely a third of the porimeter

s EveRiggated.

Masgare, Thaner, Kem

Kearmes unbikely.

NOGR TR B85 64989 (fearure centred)
NUR wivwber TR 0 N 227
Fagararions none

Mty prabiruhed douress nong

Conieras Ploagh-bevelled stretch of
inserrapted diech of uncermain dare,
posxibly early medicval, photographed
by CLUCAPF i 19567 and pln'mﬂd‘l'h.’
RCHME i 1984,

Husbhand's Boswarth, Harbosough,
Leicestershire

Siater Corimn

Mk S a5 E25

MMER nresssker P 68 SN 4T
Hrcaoatsees Universaly of Leigesier
Archaenlogical Services 1004

A putsliohed s Efli:.' 1% anad b
Cimimrenrs Plough-levelled causewanred
anglosure disgovered through
geophvsical survey of o surface scatter
of flints and subsequontly coafimmed
by rial cagavatio,

Harbiolm and Siowe, South Kesteven,
Limeodsshire

St very probable.

NGRTEF 000d 1029

NUE sumber TF O] 5E 7

Ercaranons none

Mien publishod svercer St Joseph 1970
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5%
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Pabmer 19706 (8)
annirmesas Plough-levelled canseowayod
efichmure, decoversd during serial

reconnmarsance by CLICAF A July 19462,

Uitngros, Seurh Resteven,
Limcolnshire

Kirtas veey probable.

MR TE 0536 0765

MNATH ranber TH 00 XE 57
Excovations nong

Maree publivked wowoes Palmer 1976 (7)
Caompangnts Mough-lovellied cislonsias
discovered during acrial reconnasance
b CLHCAR i July 1062

Buxtoa with Lanmnis, HBroadland,
Morfolk

Sroius persibile,

NiaR T 2514 2199

NAK mmber T0R 33 5E 24
Frcavarnmvis naonme

Mliavw portdiiliiad sowrces NoEc

Coanmenrs Plowgh-lovelled eaclosiare,
discoverad dusing asral reconmatssance
by CUCAF in May 1956, The site was
first inlerproted as a causewayed
enchosure by Morfolk Archacoligesal
Liar i 1902, Chnaly a few potential
causenays can be poaitivehy identaiicd,
himecvgr, and, therelore, is dae
FEMAINS WNCercain.

Hainford, Brosdland, Morfalk

Seared disenisased.

MNGRCTG 2297 1833

MNMER wiwaber TG 21 XYW 25
Brcanurmws Bo6e

Maatn prabdtafed sonrces Flealy 1054
Lot A ploigh-lovelled enslosre
visible on verical air photographs taken
an 1. T dicch does net appear o
be causevwarved ansd there s no G
svilence to suggest a Meolithic dare.

Roughtoi, XNemb Morfalk, Marfolk
Ko very probuahle,

MFE TG 2300 8584

MAIR meansher T 23 MW 200
Fxcavsns mone

Marr pabltibed swreoes Bdwands 1978
Cmeaents Plough-levelled cnglomuse m
close proximiny o twe possible bang
Barsows and a possihle roursd barrow
with a cauwscnayed ditch, discongred
dureng aerial reconnassance by Marfolk
Landscape Archaealisgy in July 1977,

Rrtar Hill, Northampaon,
Nomhamptonshine

Srardus gerlain,

NiaRSP T2 4921

SN simber 5P 75 NW 41
Excavaiun Northasmpronshise
Dievelopeneny Corpormion 19538
M pribdichedd’ sowrcer Palmier 1976
[ 14); Bamnford 197%; BRamford 198%
Commeres Mlough-levelled enchisure
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APPFENDIX

dsscovered during aerial
reconnansance by CUCAF in 1972,
new destroved by housang
developmeents. Large-scale excavation
revealed evidence for exrremely
comphkx reewtting. The se-called
‘spiral arm”® seems more likely
represend the superimponitiog of a lates
hemgiform monament.

Dsllimgron, Northampion,

ld Northampronshise

5H

e

Gl

Sraus cenain,

NEGR 5P 7254 0150

AALE pnber 51 76 5% 51
Excataran Uaford Archacological
Ulnan 1904

Mlirens pudlinhied pesarces Ryl 1902
ez Plough-levelled enclosure, in
assoation witl a pessible henge and
pit alignment, discovered during acrial
recofnassance by CLUCATR in Jaly
1062, Field walkang sn 1988 apd 109
recoveted prehiscoric flinns and
geophysical survey and erial gxcnstion
wete casried our im 192,

Southwick, Bast Morthampronshire,

%, 10 MNorthampieashare

Spams very probable.

MGER T k10 0 206

MNMR e T1L 05 5% 4%
Excavarsens Middle Neme
Archaeodogical Groap 1972

Al bl iourgss Hadman 1973,
Palmer 1976 (5

LTI T Fllmmﬂﬂﬂlﬁd encloaure,
phorographed during sorial
reconmarsance by CUCAP in June
1950 and identified by Araolkd Raker
and Jim Pickering im 1971, A erial
iremch dugg in 1972 secoversd only lron
Age marerial, but this may be
aaociated with an overlving palnaded
enclmare.

Tansor, et Morchampaonshire,
Morthampionshiee

Krarur dmamasscd.

N TL.OSX015

NNIR rawber TL. 00 5E 116
Fxcrmious mong

Mlair prebliabad soirree Palpmer 1976 (3%)
Ceowrments Acrial photsgraphs shaow
oaly swirls of geological marks, with no
cvadenice for an enclosisre.

Taxfiord, Bassetlaw, Nottinghamshire
Srintue dasmnssgd,

MNiah 5K T14% 6005

AAE pmber SE T N 1
Fovcatalnng fang

Miarear pubdished sosrces Onwald 1930
Coanenrr A lengih of mbcrrupted
ditch, klemifiod as a pessible
causewaved enclosure in the 1955,
which s e ikl 1o be of Bosnan o
enedieval dare.
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Abingdon, Yale of White Horse,

2.16 Orfordshire

L

ok

(5]

Statui gerlain,

NGRSL 8102 G825

NALK suniber SUT S0 NN 50
Excavamon: Leeds 1926-T; Case 1954;
Avery 1%l

Miran parbdizhisd sprcer Loeds 1927;
28 Caee 1958; Avery and Brosam
1972; Pabmer 1976 (22); Avery 1082
Comiiewts Plough-levelled enclosuare,
hargely destroved b isodsen Bowasing
and gravel excracrion, discoverad
daring grovel extraction mn 1920,

Mston Cote Shilfosd and Chimscy,
W Oxfordshire, Oxfordshire
Stama very probabile,

NOR SP RES 0070

WMHR wewbyr 5B 30 5% 10
Ecauaarions Bom

M peobfrulnd iourgee Bensorn and
Miles 1974 (map 13); Palmer 1976 (6]
Conmmowts Ploagh-levelled enclosure,
discowered during werial
reconnansance by RECHME i July
10

Banbury, Cherwell, Oxfordshine
Fratr probable,

NGRS 4521 3811 (Feature cendred)
NMR mewbor S 43 WE 43
Excanuarions none

A peabrifed aourgd fang
Commenrs Flough-bevelled arc of
cansgwayed disch, possibly pars of an
enclosure, discoversd during aeral
reconaaiance by RCHME i july
1508,

Blewburton Hill, Aston Upthospe (and
Blewbary), South Omfordshine,
Unfordshine

Krarss poasibhe.

AGR S 555 BAD

ANMR nrseber SUT 58 3% 55
Ercaparsons Hardhngg 1067

Meaw pavbdraded sourcee Holgate 1988,
map W5 Mercer 19490

Commpemiz Excanation of the lson Mg
hillfort in 1967 revealed a dicch
containing Meolithic artclacis, an the
basiz of which the site was listed by
Haolgane as @ posaible cansewayed
enclosure.

Broadwell, Wiest Oxcfordshire,

517 Ustordshine

154

Krarar wery probahle.

MR SE 2050 0] 52

MMR wreasber 51 200 5E 14

Ergirenitions BOe

Jelairr pashiicded sources Berson and
Miles 1974 (map 4); Palmser 1976 (5)
Comrecani Plough-levelled enclosure,
dizcovered daring acrial
reconmassands by | K S50 Jossph en July
15T

iy

Ruckland, Vale of White Horse,

4,17 Osfordshine

LT
1.3

Krarsis very probahle.

SRR ST 3203 i

MAMR sraber ST 50 5% 57
Hrrti nohe

Maiw publaded sorrces nane

A omremcnti Mlough-levelled enclosuge,
discovered during acrial
reconAatsance by RCHME in [une
1970,

Barford, West Ooadendshare,
Uhdosdshare

Srimur very probable.

MR S 2% 1071

SME maaber 51 31 5W 3
Fxrbatings none

Marw publivked rovrces prvie
Cawernenti Mough-levelbed enclosure,
dscovered dunmg acrial
recnnnalssance by RCHME in July
g,

Exe amd Dansden, Souh Osfosdshire,
Unclosdshire

Stntur probable.

Nk SU TSH TTAG

NN mumber 5L 77 WE ®)
Exeavanm Onford Archasological
Unat 1974

Marw publiched sonrces DALY 1974
Palmer 1976 [36)

Cownents Cropmarks, apparently
represening a plough-kevelled
cousewnved enclosume, were discovered
dunng avnal resonnansanse by
RCHAME in July 1970, Ahbowgh trial
cxcavalions by DAL m 1974 sevealied
e fearures which might acoount

For the cropimarks, tkey reemain

Quite COMINCIng as a causewayed

e lemisng.

Evnslam, Wesr Crfosdslyire,
Oiscfordshire

L1 ETITH hﬂl‘!."PI'ﬂhIHt.

NEER 5P 4250 iR

SAE pumber 5P 40 XYW 3153
Evcatalmam mang

Mods pribfisheed somrces Harding and Lev
IORT (Mo 147

Comnenrs Plough-levelled emclosane,
discovered duning aeral
reconmaissance by CLICA in e
1055,

Giogmng, South Ohadosdshire,
Cisfordshire

Srahn umlskely,

Niah SL s T30

NAIE smder SLT 67 WW 31
Evcavarom Oxfosd Archacological
Unn 1085932

M piibdished sourcer Allen 1955
Commgis 8 plough-levelled enclosare
discovened by excavation and
geophysical survey. The site is probabdy

7l
7.3

il

of Middle Meolithac date, and 1=
marpholagically very dafferem feom
mest causewared enclosaires,

Langford, West Osfondshiee,
Uixfordshire

Sear very probabile,

MR SP 2458 G080

MR wewber 5P 20 5% 30
Excaranen oome

M perbivabed sources Palmer 1976 (4)
Conmerts Floagh-levelled caasewayed
enclosure, discovered theough serial
reconmasance by CLUCAP in July
15,

Radley, Vale of White Hoese,

4.2} Oxfordshine

Srama probable,

KK S 5540 9980

NMR wveeber 51 59 MW 05
Excavarews none

Masn prabdtabed sourdi nome
Compresus Plough-levelled snaall
saglosure, discovered dusing aerial
reconmassance by RCHME m May
1 9,

Winakvon, West Felton, Owwestry,
Shropshire

INGRS] 3274 2358

NAMIR mder 5] 32 S 44
Excaarions none

Main paabdtubed souredd nome
Commreats Plough-levelled stretch af
capsgwayed dinch, potemially pary of
an emchesare, discovered durmg acrial
reconasmsance by RCHME in July
1971.

Ham Hill, Seoks-sab-Hamdon,
SnmeTsel

Krarur possabls,

MO ST A8Y 164

MAR roowber 5T 41 NE 118
Excomamionr none

Maiw publivked sowross Smath 1971, S0
Comments BEastbwork sarvey asd
geophivsical survey have nog found any
evslense fo support Smalk's
suggestion, bat the seming an<d concen-
tragion of carlier Noolakic Asds from
the vicinily remain good sircamsiantial
cvmlenoe.

Sl Cadbisry, Somb Somerser,
Somerser

Srarur possible.

NOR ST 028 251

NAIR moomber 8T 62 NW 20
Excrvabions Akock | MoG-T0

Maim publicked sovrce Alcock 1972,
Mercer 1081, 159; Canliffe 1995,
fig 2.6

Cavrminrs Bastbrwark sarvey and
excavation have not found any hard
evilensy fo support Mereere
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suggestion, bul the setlng asd
concentrmion of earlier Meolsihic
finads froen the vicininy pemsin good
circumatanizal cvsdense,

Alrewas, Lichfield, Smaffordshire

Feame very probable.

MO SR 15 1455

MME noewber SK 11 5E IS

Bxsirataem BOBE

Mdaiw paablihed sources Palmeer 1976 (2)
Larmements Plough-bevelled enclosure,
discovered daring acrial reconmaissance
by CLICATF in Jane 19560,

Minvesyn Ridware, Lichfickd,

4.18 Smaffordshire

Kt very probable.

NGR SKE 0850 | &80

SR raniber SR 0] NE 33
Excavanons none

Maree published wwvcer Palmer 1976 (1)
Compents Mough-levellod causswaved
cnclosuge, disooversd durimg aerial
reconnaissanes by CUCAF m Jane
1959,

HEemdey, Babergh, Suifolk

Srauns possible.

MR TM 1146 W22

SR st TN 13 MW 23
Fwcatailnotis mene

Mk prblvihed dowreer nosig

Cooutierets Floaghslevelled enclosare,
discovered during acreal redanRansano:
by CUCAF in May 1965,

Tha Pormham All Saimis, St Edmundsbary,
A5 Salfolk

Hearwi very probable.

NGRTM 8310 683

MR nwaeker T 86 XY 18
Hroamatsem HOHE

Saiw paabliihed soimees 54 Joseph 1964;
Palreer 1970 (4]

Comemenrs Larger andd carlier of swo
comtnined ploagh-levelled enclosares,
in close assogation witls thiee cursgs
momuments. The comples was
dsseenered during serial reconnaizsance
by CLWCAT i Juns | S6ik

T%b Fornbam Al Saamts, 51 Edmiandsbuey,
4.25 Suffolk

Snntur very probable,

MR TAL ER2L 607

MSAME raonber TL 806 MW 38
Excotahoi nong

Muarm publivhed soeeces St Joseph 1964
Malmier 1976 (40}

Capgnti Smialler and barer of rwo
conjoined plough-levelled enclosures,
in cloie associazon wilh feee cussus
monamens, The complex was
discovered during aerial reconmarsansye
by CUCAF & June 1960,

Freszom, Babergh, Suffolk

314 Srann very prohable.

MOGR T Dosd 3795

MK swrder TAL 13 KE 19
Frcatarmim moms

Niny pavbiinhed sownces Palsmer 1970
{13}

Commereis Plagh-levellod cassewayed
caclosure, discovered duning aerial
reconnansance by CLUCAP i Jusc
JReECL

Kedemgron, St Edmondabury, Suffolk
Searwr very probable,

AOURTL 7010 4724%

MR nresseber TL 74 W 19
Bxgirdurtan Hiohic

Maim pablanbed poron Cliange 10982
Comenn Flough-levelled enclosure,
dwoovered during acrial
recomanissance by CUCAP in June
1976, The single &rc of causewayed
dach compleres the curve formeed by @
micanifor of the Baver Seowar,
Fizldwalking in the area has produced
large guantitics of Mesalithic and
Meolichss flimr, with & concentration
vatxide the enclosurs,

Bowrne Mall, Farnban, ‘Wavesley,
Susrey

St dwrmissed,

Nl 5L 8528 702

NAME munber 5L 84 NE T

Fuvrarisis Keiller and Piggoit 1937-8
My peobdivhd overce [aatiser 1956;
Keiller and Piggor 19%; Harding 1974
oy The Bacdsbor long barrow
was mitially interprebed as parts of o
sunCEnEfE ciFcuEs forming part of a
causewayed endlosare. Thas early
confusson later bed Joan Hasdieg vo
revive the soppestion.

Seaines, Spelthorne, Sumrcy

ALafees CCPLAINL.

IWGR TO 0241 7260

NAMER nwweber T 07 S 14
Hrorsatao Robhertson-Nsckay
1®61-63%

Matie paabiéidred soiroes Palmier 1976
(277 Healey and Robertsan-Mackay
198 %; Robermon-Mackay 1987
Coments Flough-levgllad enclomuse
first photographed during acrial
reconaalssance by Fairey Surveys in
March 19546, First identified as a
causewaned gnglosure by [ Spencer i
July 1959, Large=scale excavations
revealed evidence for complex
structured doposgizon, “The site has
e By destroyed by gravel

XTI,

a4

L]

By

L)
4.8

APPEXDIX

Cockesost Hill, Hove, Sussex (East)
Searwr unhkely,

NGR TQ H56 0845

BMER nrvesber T 20 X0 84
Hroamatsm Hose

Maiw prablisfed sowroo naone

{oommemcahi A possible causewsyed
encloaure was recorded on photagragibs
taken i 1989, eld i ohe Soex Sives
and Monumsenis record (ref; 5165).
The mmarks interpaeted 45 & cansewayed
darch muay be of geological origin and
the course of the Featuse & Imconsiscent.
“Ttee everall shape and locatson are

atvpuead,

Comhe Hill, Eastbousng, Susses ()
Srrnis cemain.

NGR TTY 57800322

NALE rapnber TO 5005 12
Freavamain Musson 1949 Senon-
Williams 1962

M publinlseed soverces Curwen 19750
Muzsom 1950; Palmer 1976 (29];
LDipewerr 1994

Commens Well preserved carilmork
cavscwaved cnclosure. Excavarion
sugpests that deposition may kave been
structured diffeeenaly across the site.

Malling Hall, Lewes, Sussex [East)
NGRTQ 429112

NME mwewber T 41 5% 11
Evcatifee Richaesd Lewis 1973

Main peebiliahed soumes Lgwes
Archsenlogical Group 1974; Palmer
1976 (43}

Conwerensts Seeven depressions on Malling
Flill were ihoaghs by Lewis tix be
suggestive of a causswayed enclosure.

A small trench was excavated and
gonstderable quenrities of worked fline
were recovered, o features are visible
of serial phoacgraphs bat a short lengih
of sarviving canibnvark say be the one
recorded im 197Y, Aroand twenly wasic
thalees and rwo sherds of porery were
mobed in spodl froan rablbal bhisriows
aloag is fine.

Crftham Hill, Hamsey, Lewes, Sussex

[ RN

Sranis coriain.

AR ']'{.'t BUHR 1179

MK mumber T 31 SE 23

Excavamin Sussex Archaeological Field
U'na 1976

Min parbliahsd sourcer Divgwetr 19575
ety Enclosure parcly desiroyed by
a 1ithe-cenmuary chalk pit, though a shost
kength still sisrvives &5 an sanbrwvork,
“Tinal excavation of 1he remaining pari
prior 1o its destruction by ploughang
suggested flan the Emer carouin was &
Laser addicion.

15%
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Whitchawk Camp, Haghton, Sasaex
(East)

Brared CErrEn.

SR RR0E R TT

MR sk T 30 SW
FEvearrariorms Curwen 1930; 1552 5;
1935

Main prebiiafiod sourves FBoss Willinneson
13, Ceraen 1934 1938; Palemer
1976 (28)

Cammnreraty Faarly wiell preserved
earithmork causewaved enclosure
carthvwork on Brighton racecourse. The
ouder circurt & joaned by lmear
carthaogles, possably of lger dage,
Large-scale excavations in the 19Ms
mevealed cadenos Tor tember gals
structures and perhaps senlemens.

Barkhale Camp, Bignor Hill, Arundle,
Aran (and Bagnos, Chichester), Suwex
(Wesa)

Afahin PeTlaE,

NGR SUO758 1261

NME pumidsr ST 91 SE 31

Excavaron: Bvle 1930, Seton-Williams
195860 Leach 1978

M pubfieheed sonerces Palmer 1976
(24); Leach 1083

Coomangnrs Well preserved earthwork
causewaved enclesuse. Farly small-
scale excavatsons have confirmaed the
dare of cthe enclosure.

Fury Hill, Houghton, Arun, Sussex
(West)

Sraas unlikely.

MR T HE23 1203

NME maomber T 01 W 28
Excovatioun Bedwin 1979

Mlarm publicked s Bedwin 1981
Cavraneiiti PFlough-levglled enclosurs
discovered by CLUCATR in May 1064,
The earlier Meolabe date was
confirmed throagh excavation, bui the
encloure ks congisuously disched and
sufficienithy differen from mest
causewayed enclosares o suggest tha
b s a different kisd of nsomumend.

Court Hill, Sangleton, Chicheser,
Susagy (Wiend)

Srane cercan.

NiGRSL 8277 1175

MR sewber ST 81 SE §
Exgararom Bedwin 1982

Mirin pirddishod sosrces Bedwin 19546
Coomumgmits Ploagh-damaged
causewaved enclosune, part of which
survives well as an earchwork. The
erscbosure was inmially thivaght to be
cosnamgsly divched bin bhas several
certain and potential cagseways. An
outlving arc of ditch waih a single
potennal caussway naay be
CORDEMpOrary.

a2

Halmaker Hall, Boageove, Chachester,

812 Sussex (West)

a3
LR

94

Ot

St paobable,

MWOR SLT 92040 (G5

AR mumvber SLT G0 MW 2
Frcatamin Bedwin 1981 3

Mva pasbbield soverces Bodwin 1902
gty Mough=damaged enclosure,
part of which sumvves fairly well a= an
carthwoek. Excavarion suggested rhat
the enclosune s Moolithac or Bromee
Age, bur the existence of several
pleminal causswans and the fBem ol the
CIAFANCE 2o o suppoen & Neoldithic
llafe,

The Transdle (5t Boche™s Hall),
Chichester, Sussex (West)

Shntur coriain.

Nk SU =TTH 107

SN maouber 517 8] SE 52
Furranm Cumwen 1928, 19503
Hedwian and Aklsworih 1980

Alair publiihed soroes Carwen 1929;
19305 Hedwin and Alifvavrth 198];
Palneer 1976 {24}

Commeents Well proserved complex of
cartbworks, partly everlain by 'The
Tl Iran Age Billfort, BExcanabion
by Curwen suggeses thar the enhosure
s eelatnvely garly amd samilar ge
Whitchawk Camp.

Hasting Hill, Sunderland, Tyme and
Wias

Kearws posagble,

MOR MNE 5% 5400

NAR npewber ME 15 55 10
Eigararaees A Hardang 1924

My prebdvaled sources Mowman 1976
ity Floughslevelled small
erchosmre Iving closg to a probable
cursus monement, disoovered dunng
agrial eoanansansy by M MoCord in
August 1972, Excavarion in 1980 and
geophnial survey i 1989 were unable
ri confirm che dme of the encloaure.
Candy tw ol 1B cagisewas can I
verified, The circust appears (o respeot
a roifkd bareow, Bur 8 MNealinlde dare
cannid by degouniad,

Hampeon Lucy, S1satforl-on-Avan,
Warwickshire

St avamnissed,

N 51 2550 5765

NATK rsniaber 51 29 XE 42

Excarainig none

Marme published soverces Palmer 1976 (32)
Cowrnnenits Ceopenarks of agricubaral
arkging imicially inverpreted as a
Mecaliths camscwayed enidosuare.

Waspenton, Warwick, Warwickshire
Satur possible.

N SI* 2098 SH4S

MWMIR wresaber 51F 25 W 40
Froaeatson Birmmglam University

s

L

Fackl Archacology Unig 19820-5
Ml pardliaied somrces Huoghes and
Crawlord 105

Commemts Enclosure with oaly a few
disrint causeways, discovered during
acrial segoanansange Endoriaken by
RCHME in July 1960, Dated 1o the
Middile MNeolithic on the evidence of
shirds of pottery in the Ebbaflect
readizion, bt the fosm of the circus
may suppsort an carlier origin.

Beckhampion, Avebury

Srrens unlikely.

NGR 5L 08G2 6038

NMR ransber 5L 07 ME 200
Fvcrvanons Newport, Leicester and
Southampron Universitics. 1999-2000
Maiwe publidbed soerces Gillings, Pollard
and Wheatley 2000

Comrmenrs Flough-levelled enclosure
dgaered dunag acnal survey by
RCHME i 1952, Ahbough desoribed
a8 causewaved enclosuse, the finds
roporied from the excavation suggest it
is of Maddle Meolichss dare, wilh mose
i canmmson with Flagaones and
Soenchenge [,

Cherhill, Morch Wilishise, Wiltshise
Krarur disminscd.

MR SU 011 TO0E

NMR nwewber BU 07 5W 19
Fuocararies MOPHY [Evans and
Smah) 1967

M pebifafiad sourves Bvans and Smak
1983

Commerts Oniginally thought to be a
causcwayed emclosiang, this irrcgulas
linear feature has snce been re-
anterpected as a possiblie quarry, bal i
potentially of Neolnhic dace. The anea
b e occupled by a bousing cutare.

Crofien, Geear Bedwyn, Fenmer,

.21 Wilishire

Afahn very probabile.

MR 5L 2632 6260

MNUE mumider SU 26 51E 35

Fwcatamun Lohla |984

My parbdieheed sowrcer Lobh 1995
Conents Plough-levelled excepriomally
large cavscwaved enclosurne, dscoversd
during aerial reconmutssance by
RUHME in 1976, Excavation
recovered a few flints companble with
an gagler Nevhihig date, bt the
enclosure i umusual in i siee,
landscape setring and the fact chat it
appeans to kave had Veshaped ditches
im an carly phase of s usg,

Kaap Hdl, Aleon, Kenael, Wiltshane
Kraras Cefain,

NER ST 12106365

NATR moesber 517 16 3V 22
Froradons Cunndngeon 1908-9;
Connab 1961



1

LLE
1.4

LU
5.7

[0

AMain peabiiahed wowrees Cusnimangion
1y 191 1-12; Connah 196%; Palmer
19%76:(21)

Comemewis Wiell preserved cantbwork
camsewayed emclosure. O the basis aof
falely small-scale excovarions, the
enclosuare was the first in Exgland o be
cemnfirened,

Cregrron Hill, Avebury, Eenmer,
Wiltshire

Anira dismeeeed.

AR BT 1145 6245

NAMR ke SUT L0 B 1T
Erciravsons nine

Maiw paableibed sourves Curwen 1930, 41;
Palmer 1976 (34); Malone 198%, 47-8
Coonrerents Cropmarks of gecbogical
arigin, imbally imerpreted o a
causgwaved enclosure.

Roben Hood's Ball, Sheewrton (and
Figheldean) Sakisbary, Wibishire

Kniras Certain.

AR SLT LOLD 004

MNME ronber SLT 18 XN 3

Excopations B Thoemas 19565 | Richands
16871

Marw pabiried wowrcen Thomas 1564,
Palmier 1956 (20); Richards 1990, 6] -5
Cvementi Weell preserved earthwork
causewaved enclosure. Faarly small-scale
eRavtEois revealed pits of broadly
comtemporary date cutside the
cneleniine.

Rubury, All Canmings, Kenner,
Wiltshire

Nl (eT1ain,

NGR SU Q832 6397

ANATK sumber 5L 06 8515 14

Excavanons Bonney 1963

Miren pudlished sossrcer Booney 1964;
Palmer 1976 (18)

Comment: Fairly well preserved
carthwork causcwsved enclosare, panly
overlain by Rybury Iron Age hillfors.
The cxcavalions sre nod fullly pabliched,

Sronchenge 1. Ameshury, Salwbary,
Wilishirg

Srans unidkely.

NGRS 1224 4208

MR simeber SLT 14 5% 4

Ercavarmin Crwland 1900; Hawley

19 19-26; Arkigeon 195004 and 1978,
Pears 1979-HO

Miren prablishesd sourcer Kinmes 1970, 18;
Choall er ol 1995, 1054

Coaniemts Excavanon has revealed the
exintence of causoways and sseni-
causcways which suggest thin the firs
phase of the enclosure around the
megaliths may be a kybrid beosgen
camsewayed enclonares and henpges.
Semiler to the Flaguienes enchosure in
Mrarset.

1ir%

a3
Va2

7

Tk
15

Scrarchbary Camp, Norion Bavant,
Wiesl Wiltshere, Wilkshure

Kraras unlikely.

NOGESTa10e 424

MONTR ook 517 994 500 ]
oo W F Gosnes 1957

Marw publacked sorree Carwen 19700,
1%; Annable 1958, |7

L awwransgiiri A P:I'h'l-l‘ﬂl'llt pn:hn.mn.
enclosure surviving as an carthwork
withis the rampasts of Scrarchbary
Camp Iron Age hillliort, “Tnal
cxcavanns which oaly ievestigared the
upper fills of the ditch wore
imeonbusive and the cawsenayed
appearancs of the cartbwork seenm B
resull from post-medieval ploughang.

West Kingren, Menleton, Morth
Wiltshire, Wilishine

Sratin very prohable.

NGR ST 7970 7670

NAIK suniber ST 77 NE %o
Fxcavaimon e

Muru published somrces none

Couends Flowgh-levelled causewaved
enchosure, with an unasual rectangular
plan, descovgred dunag acrial
reconnaizzance by RCHME in May
B,

Whircsheet Hall, Kileningron,
Salsbuwry, Wiltshire

Mranwi orram.

NGRET =017 1519

AR ke ST 25 MW 6
Evcavarsnm Stone and Piggose 1951
Wienaex Archesology 1956; 10 W)
Mzaw prebivaivod soureer Piggogt 1952
Palsnee 1970 ( 16); Bawlns
forthcoming

Canrirenets Well preserved cardhwork
camscnayed eachmpre, sverlain by a
posaible laer Xeolithac round barmow,
Bxcavation suggests thal e peodile of
ke dinch varses greatly aroumd ihe
CErCuiL,

Wisdmall Hilk, Avebury, Kennet,
Wiltshare

Kuires cereain.

SRR ST 6T TI44

NME wosber ST 07 SE 22
Mregraurss Bosiller 1925 99; Smich
1557-8; Whittk: 15HR

Sl pashiided svroes Srith 1059,
196%; Palmer 1976 (19); Mabons
15, oy Arson 1900 Whinle amd
Pollard 190%; Whitile of of 10590
Cammapenni Well prreserved carthwosk
causewsved enclosure, for many vears
regarded as the Bope-site Tor ugilaisd
cansgwaned enclosuges. Large-scale
cxucavations have produced evidence
for many differont actnstms, which
have inflacneed the interpretamon of
el sines.

APFFENDIX

10 Yasmbury Castle, Berwick Saim James,

I Dk
4.4

Salishary, Wihshire

Ko damassed.

MR ST 0355 4038

MNAIR reanber 511 0§ 3% &
Fxerpanons M E Cunmdngron 1932
Mlarm publiched roveeces Curwen 1930,
7 Cuansngron 1932-4

Cemmpmenrs Excavations demeastrated
that the cussous doch within the
ramparts = of Middde Iron Age date.
“Ise foem of the carthwork i in any
cane very olifferent fromn afy knows
causewaved enclosure,

Puggleby Howe, Kirby Grindalythe,
HByedale, Yorkshire (2omh)

1 FUTH P|.'\r'||.I|:'-1-|.'

NOR SE BRI seHES

NANK munber SE 26 NE 2

Excavations nong

Muvw pubdished soverces Rinnes o afl 1985
Coaonis Cropmmarks of & large sub-
circular oval enclosure lying concentric
o Dhaggleby Howe, discovered dusing
aerial reconnaissance by CUCAT in
March 1956 The etclosare dirch
appears e be partially segmented, bus
the samg amd shape of the encloware
sugpests chat it is ax likely to be a henge
as 3 capscwayed enclosure, or & unigue
L1

South Kirkby and Moorthespe,
Wakefickl, Yorkshire ("esr)

Krame dismissed,

AR SE S 105

NUIR anpebser

Evsatuataim BB

Muain probivatved sourger Pabmies {31)
Conmmrewts Listed in Pabmer’s gazetteer
as ‘traces sand (o b showing aroiand
Seunh Kirkby hillfort on air
photagraphs taken by Enc Houlder'.
Pabmer comsidered the site highly
susproct and Houlder comsiders any
muarks are sasociabed with the hillfort.
Mo evidence for o cousewayed
enclosure could be wiengifBad by
RCHME on the available photographs.

Gireen How, Ireby andd Uldale,
Allesdale, Cumbria

Krarar very probable

NG NY 2570 Wae

NAR maber XY 23 5E 12
Fvomumious none

Al publinbed sovons o

1 oreeeniti Discovered while this book
was in the fnal siges of preparaison
during aerial reconnassane: by English
Hermage i June 308 The form and
loscarion of the enclosure ane closely
vomparable to proven causewaved
englonuses in souhern F.I'I;ﬂ.ﬂ'lﬂ.
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Cavsewaved enclosures in the
Isle oof Mamn

(Dndusrration provided by Profcans Tim
Darvill, Bournensnath Liniversiay]

112 Billos, Malew, Risshaen
Srreus probable.
NGRSO 2874 TO18 (fearure centred)
NAME pumiber
Excatatmin Hoursacisoah Universiry
- 7
Mira pubhelyd wverces Darall 1 %17a;
19HEs
Coomengnts Plowgh-levelled shallow arc
of causewaved ditch, probably part of
am englosuse, discovered by
geophysical survey and btest-pitting in
P daned by keafshapsd
arrowhieads.

Causewayved enclosurces in Wales

{Information provided by the Koyval
Comrmession on ke Ancient and Histomcal
Monuaments of Wales and Dy Julian
Thomas, Seuthampaen Universiny)

113 Morvon, (Glansorgan

319 Sratus possible.
NirR 55 8748 T97H
NAME pumber 55 87 W
Fwcarannsiis mans
M publisheed sovercer Dinvver 1907
Counignts PMoughs=levellsd enclosume
disgovered durmg acnal
reconnaizzance by RCAHMY in
1997,

14 H-I.'_h'l.'| Cells Wen, Llasdanicl IFal,
Anglesey
St ceFtain,
NGRSH 5107 7020
NATH seuniibr
Excavanms Southampion and
Shefficld Universizies 1§
Marn pubdicheed verces Bdmomnds and
Thomas 1961a; b; 1063; 1093
{ sty Mough-levellad causewsved
enclosure discoverosd during tess-
pattieg by Southampron Umiversite in
1900, Subseguend arca excavalsm
revealed that the form of the divch was
st 1o gertan sacs mn England and
recovered suffecsni lichic anefacts o
dermonsirate an carlier Neolithse dme.

158

Cansewaved enclosures in
Soeotland

{Information provided by the Boval
Comminatig on Ehe Ancsent and Histosscal
Monumenis of Scoiland and Histons
Seotlamd)

115 Wesr Lindsaviends, Biggar, Chyde,
Lanaskshire
Krirain poasibbe.
WK NT 0150 3050
NNIR b 5T 00 N 55
Hrormanus none
A paabliided souroes naone
Coweents Plough-lovelled enclimurg
ik65ha im area discovered during senial
reconpanssande by CUCAP s 1940,

116 Leadkemy, Porthsbare

5.5 Sranur poasible.
SRR WU 20T 16l 2
SNME reaber B0001 XMW 21
Brarivnison Hione
M pashlided soroes neone
Cowments Plough-levelled, alenos
aircular, enclosure discovered dunmg
werial recannaisance by CUCAF m
197 1. Freldwalking has recovened
Mguhthe snatemal nods the sarlace,

117 Whitmsuishaugh, Sprouston,
Roxhargh. Roxharghahire
Kata possbls,
N NT 7571 koo
SR meonber WT T3 N1E 2200
Excamumsos none
Al paabvefed s IE"_L'I.'HI‘.‘I\. JRUC LN
fig 7; Smuih 1982 1902
ot Floughslevelled enclosure
deconered dunag acnal recomnassances
ey CUCAT in 1956, Inmially
iMerpreiod as @ pronsotery e,

Camsewaved enclosures in
Trelaumd

[Information provided ba Dy Joms Mallesy,
the Croeen's Umiversity, Belfas)

118 Domegore Hill, Freemansoosm,

5.3 Coamy Al
Krarur certain.
NOE (X144 (Vs015
NEIR nrewsber fua
Fugraumsons The Queen’s University of
Belfast 19%83-6
Maii paableidved s Mallory and
Harvwell 190848 Mallory 199%; in
prepantion
{mewents Adisost emtigely ploughs:
lewelled enclosure discoversd duning
fieldwalkang by Queen™s Liniversify ia
1951, Excavasions fevealod lasge
quantities of earlier Meolithic marerial
anid many of the Sonstractuonal featans
charscieristics of the camsewayed
encloaures found in southern Englamd.

1 1% Lyle's Hill, Balhmabamish, County
Antnm
Sretud ponisible
NGR (32478 (1285
NAIK muviber n'a
Evcavamun E Evang 1937 B Proudfoor
1951; The Queen’s University of Belfast
I9R7-8
Marw publivhed sonerces Simpeon and
Ciibeom 1 80
Comenenrs Palisaded enclosare fimally
conflsmed by excavazion i 1987-8.
The palizade may have been the anly
clement of the perameter, but Bt B naon
impossible that earthworks once existed.

Tor enclosures and relaved types
1200 Berry Castle, St Meot, Caradon,

Cooarmaall

Srtus possible,

Niah 5X 1970 6500
NI pumber 5% 16 NE §
Exvatalinig mone

Mura publiched soverces none
e Tl BV

121 Caen Bres, Kereser, Cornwall
S Coriain.
NiaR SW o250 0760
NAE mumber SW 064 SE 5
Freavamm Mercer 19703
Marn publivhed soverces Meroer 1981
ooannsenrs Well preserved complex
stoge-tualt tor englovuse, shoan by
excavanon 0 have been @ seitlement in
s Bater phascs and busat Sown =g
probable smack.

122 Carn Galver, Zennor, Penwith,
orpall
Sratus possible.
MR SW 4271 a0
AR pumber SW 43 W 121
Fowcartatniin T
Mara publiched soverces none
Camensenrd Faiely well preserved stones
built ersclosiare IRCOTPOTANIBE & O,

123 D3¢ Lank, St Breward, Mootk Cosnwall,
Carnmall
St pensibile,
MNEER SX D010 7530
NAIE pumber 5X 17 NW 118
Fvcartatnun e
Marw publivhed soverces none
€ orerrcrvts Pooely presseved ssons-tush
enclosure, panly desoroyed by quarrying.
The form of the bank ard one of the
criranses o comparable 1o Cars Hrea,



124
5.7

125

Hednsan Tor, Lanlivery, Bestorml,
Cornwall

Khatur cortain,

NGESK 0618 6164

MNME reonber SX 06 511 15

Exorvatson Meeger 1966

Maiw paablivked svirees Mieroer 1986
Cormeennti Well prescrved stosic-bisl wor
enclesure.

Norter Tor, Linkinborne, Caradon,
Cornwall

MR SX 23715 74T

NME mamber 53X 27T 5% 111
Ereaativii fone

Marw publinked sowrces e

Cowensirs Faiely well preserved stone-
basilt enclosure, inkarparating the
adargrops which fosm Noner Tor

126 Rousgheoe, 51 Breward, Mosth Cornall,

bav

Cornwall

MNOGR SN 1472 B0RT

NATK runiber SX 18 5W 18
Excavation: nong

Mot publivhed soeces nome

Cmeanenis Faisly well proserved smonic-
bails enchosure incorporating the
cateraps which form Houghror,

51 Scphen’s Bescon, 51 Seeplen in
Branmel, Restormil, Caormeall

Sratun penaibile,

NiR 5W 0507 5452

N puniiber S0 0% SE 1%
Excavanons none

Mura publivhed wvrce none

Compnenrs Posarly preserved stone-built
enclosisre surrounding the 1or which
Forms 58 Stephen's beagon,

1258 Srowe’s Pound, Lankimborse, Caradon,

Cormwall

Srahm possible,

MR 8X 2379 7247

NAUK mumder 58X 37 SE T

Mimin pritlizhedd sevarcer Fletcher 1959,
Joblnson and Bose 1904

ot Well preserved stome-baile
enclosure, used in the Bromee Age but
poisthly of Meolhdc orlgin, enclosing
spring.

12% Trogarmick T, 51 Cleer, Caradan,

Corrpcall

Sran possible.

NOGER SX 2H1E THT

NANR mumber X 27 SW 105
Excavanon: nans

Miren pathinhed varces BoBc
[ETTOTE N TN

| 3 Trensrom Castle, Ludgan,
Cornwall
Kot porssibide.
NEER SW S8R0 362
ANAE panber S8W 5 MW |5
Mlarw publiched wwerces none
Cimpanents Faighy well precservesd soaic
il enclosure inconporating a
mumber of maagor cutirops, ol of
whach have been imensively
quarried, Soume sections af e
walling are comparable vo Carm
Brea, bal the e gatcuars and bt
circles are more lkely 1o be af Tron
Age dage, This may indscate tha the
enclosure was rensed.

151 Camrock Fell, Caldbeck, Allerdale
(amd Mungrisslale), Bden, Cumnbria
Staan umikely.

MNOGRNY 325 S

NAE mumber MY 53 5W )
Excatainom i

Mirin prbdfishedd sources none
Coomnugrmts Wiell preserved spome=buily
enclosure a1 am unasualhy high
algitucde. Although the steny bank of
the enchsuare is disconbinasus ad
the Bocation s wnuswal, che e may
eygually be imerproted a8 an [ron Age
ansvallaze hallfore.

152 Howwe Bobing Asby, Bden, Cumbria
S posssihle,
NG SY 6285 1005
NME b WY 60 5W 7%
Mcararism nnime
Miran pavbiiabed swurss fong
Coameris Fairly well preserved
stifie-baile engleonuge of ususaal
form, which has been interpreved as
carlier Neolnbic o the basss of finds
in thee vicmiey. The enclosure may be
af later prehistosse dare.

133 Skelmore Heads, Urswick, Sourh
Lakeland, Cumbria
Seane posssble.
MNOR 5D 2742 7517
MUME mwwder SDD 27 KE 2
Ervcatutnmm P
Aliran probifvahied sourges nong
Gty Faarly well preserved
sloni-bailt erclonisne, wihich has
been suggested as Meolithic on the
hasis of & loag cairn in close
proximity. There is no explicn bink
bBetwoen (e Do s sbeits,
however, and the enclosure may
equally be of later prehastone date,

154
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Ciasdom's Edge. Baskow and

F.11 Bubacll, Drerbnshine

Dades, Derbyshire

Kt ponaible.

N 5K 2720 7200

NAIR monber 8K 27 SE 37

Fuoarbaon Edmonds 1990k, Sheffield
University.

Marw publiked o Harr 198%;
Bammaii 1956; Amsworih and Brasan
1590=

Cmeapents Well proserved stonic-bailt
enclosuge of arusasl form which
ROHME survey suggests to Meolighss
of Barly Bronze Age. The enclosare
may have susrmousded a rogk owlcrop o
the scarp edge which has been quarried
away

135 The Denerstone, Meny, Wit Devon,
5210 Dievon

Srniue pamaible,

ANk SX 3504 bl

NALK ranuber 53X 56 5% 14
Fivcaiainie naone

M publiched fovercni BOEE

Compangnrs Well preserved stome-baile
cnslenuse, with several possible
enarances. The banks may have
inporporated several ourcrops and a tor
PTICT 10 JaarTYimg activity.

Hoanad Tor, Manaton, Tesgnbridgs,
Devom

Srontus possible.

Nk S8X 7450 TE0T

AE mumber 535 77 KW 00
Frvoatamiig mone

Mlirin pratieheed severcer e

Coommnigrits Poorly preserved stone built
enclmure meosporating the o
curcrops which form Hound Tor.

1 5% YWhireor, Pever Tavy, West Devan,

138

Drgvon

Sratics possible.

ANERR SX 28 TR

AME pumber 3% 57 MW R

FNcaGImHg Mo

Mlaea pathialigel fevercei HORE

Cowmanganry Well presorved sione-built
crclosure sustounding and mooepo=
ratimg the swicrops which Forma Whisler.

Kiagh Haw, Flashy with Wengerbisrn,
Craven, Yorkshire [Morth)

Srahm unlEkely

NGRS UG3] S6b4

AAME mumber S0 95 NE 70
Excataimim o

Mt puddished sources none

Comonerts Famrhy well proserved stome-
buih eaclosare of enusual forns,
discovered during aerial reconmatssance
by RCHME m 1996, The enclosure
EEOEpOFales SIofkE aumcrops, bug may
egually be of laver prehivioric dace.
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episndic process of construction.
Gid, 1232, IX3, 115, 136,
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exchange, M. 125, 124, 120,
151
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frastng, 123, 133

femlasd locacions, 104, 110
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mohility of people, 119
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S, B4

oficritaton, ¥, 10X, 102

pairing. 112-13%

palissdes, 4, 35, 48-9, 51, 52,
HA, 1058, 114, 12=-180, 143

pete, BX, 1256, 127, 120-5)

plans, 1, 35, 55, 120

plant remnasss, 106, 126, 14,
151

pogrulation deendty, 110

pottery, 118, 119, 121, 1255,
128, 1%0, 137, 142

proteciaon, |45-&

guereaions, |Ih

mecimirugion, 17

regronal groapings, 108, 108,
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relationships 10 hilforts, 139,
1405, 141

relacionshigs 1o barrows, 11, 113

relationahign fo ofhor Meokthic
wires, =, 117

reusi, 8, LR, 137-8, 145

river valllevs, 95, 107

rcEeEe hacations, 67, 6%, 71, B2,
U, 104-5, 137

s drepdidl wee, 119, P01

ema-cavasgways, 8T, 19, 43

sctloment, 118, 124

shagees, &0, 61, 61, 65, 67, &%
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stofe e, 11E, 125, DX, 126

struchenes, 1, 23, 35, 40, 46, 46,
47, 48, 4=, &3, 5, 8%, 03,
L5, B30, 126, 125, 1%, 133

warvival, 3, §, 91
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norrivories, B4, 106, 110, 1R, 119

topographic serings. 81, 65,
B4 8T, 00, 71,72, 76,
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valley-lloor sitzng, 91, 94, 75, 97,
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a7-&, 104, 150
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enclisure, 85
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Cootviodd-Soverm chambsred
tomibs, A6, 115
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L, 12, B, 1ML 00
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IXDEX
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long barroas, 114
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1 153
Halmaker Hill (Wiesy Suriexy
enclosure, &9, 117, 145, 145,
156
Ister sgtilement, 141
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Ham Hidl (Somerset) pasaible
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spus enchiraure, 32, 151
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enclosare, 1
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28, B, 48, 58, 6. &0, |12E,
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englosuse, 59, &9, U, 112,
Do, 127, VR, 143, 154
Teon Age setlemsem, 127, IES
Lark river, 6%, T4, 95
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Leadkesiy (Perthehire) enchsure,
¥, 41, =% 158
Laeds, E'T, 15, X2, 2
Liddell, Degeahy, 26, 125, 138
Lavgssanats, 5
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reused for Saxon burial, 145
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meuary enclosures, 47, 78
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sionw cirgles, 5%, 120
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toods, 2, 32, 121
“siaslhic cikes”, 12
Mpwiton Kyms henge, 58, 135
Soormanton Dyewn (Winshare)
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Seorth Dowrs (Kena), 8%
il Mardes (Wiest Sussc)
lomig harmow, 77
Maorilhorough (Casnbridgedhine)
enclosure, 43, &0, 60, 7%,
G2, 9%, 109, 150
Soortbern leclaned, enclosures, 114
Maoribumberland, enclovire, 8
Mortes [Wale of Glameongan)
enclougre, 49, 5, 52, B, 158
Somer Tor (Cormwall) enclosane,
150
Soven-sur-Seme (France)
enckmiire, 94, 1G0T
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Ohfllars Hill {Eav Sussex)
nclosure, 50, &0, T, 98,
o5, 124, 15%
excavations, 32, &9, T, 75
poisnd barrows, 157
e rvver (Frass), 64,
Ordnance Survey, 9, 10
Ot (Basex) enchmure, &, 30-1,
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T, 97, 104, 151
encavatioen, 32, 43, 47, 48, 40
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pagan Argh-Sawon cometery, 145
Cluse river, &2
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experimenial carthwork, G0, 4%
Owerven Hull (Wilkre)
emclosare, 1%, 112, 157
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Palmer, Rog, 1, T, 30, 55, 61, &7, 50
clasvificamon of causewayed
enchosures, 55, 69, 75, #1,
GF, 108, 104, LET, 110 D54
Peak District, 9%
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32, 323

gt alignment, M

Picsione Hill (Buckimghamshire)
enclsure, 14%

Fevor, Framcis, 41, 53, 122

R

radiccarbwn daieg, 13, 75, 83,
B2, 1M 1M
Raddos Hill {Thevon) enclosure,
&8, 72, 75, KL BI, 00, 105,
150
Iron Age enchosurs, %1
Radley (Oufondihire) enclovure,. 35,
TE L1, IR
Bivess, Li=Cien Phr (e Fox, Cal
Apavius Lans)
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emclosiang, 4, £, 10, 12, 25-4,
50, 48, 45, 060, 70, T5-0,
Q708 105, L34, 1340, 154,
157
haspow, 13T
excavaiony, 4%, 108
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emicloaare, 152
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Fough Haw (North Yorkshire)
enclosarng, 150
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long barrows, 1146, 113
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TH 04, 9%, un, 152
Scotland, enclosuses, |14
Serapchivary Camg (Wileshire)
enclosure, 2%, 157
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Sheimore Heads (Cambeia)
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Skiemcr, Foval |, 12, 103, 143
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Ol 108, LES, 1
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poasible enclovure, 141, 15
South Dhsden (Sussex), 85, 1060,
12, 104, 17
Sauth Birksy and Moosthoeps
Wiean Yorkehire) enchsure,
157
South Wales, 85
South-wea Englend, 35, 89, 58 7,
HE, 02
Southmese Cirne
(Cloucestershire) enchsure,
o, 51,52 98, 07,58, 110,
52
Sourhwsck [NMorthasnpronshiee)
encheurg, ¥, &0, 67, 93,
Nk, 00, 144, 153
later palnaded onddosurs, 143,
14%
Hpringfichd Lions (Essex)
enclosure, 1495, 151
Latg Bronxe Age colosisng, 143
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14%
Sraiees (Sunney) enclosure, M,
53, &b, 60T, 76, 0% 04,
T 1R, 125, 127, 130,
137, 155
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eechmuFe, |50
Seong Age, 1, -1, 85
Stonchenge [ (Wilszhire)
serlonuge, 100, P35, 157
Suorr mover, B4
Sfour river, 97, 7
Seowe's Pouns] (Cornwall)
erloniere, 159
Squkekey, William, 12, 145
Saveci, enckmares, 10%
Hlina manes. 117

T

Tarwor (Morthampronshire)
enchwung, 1519
Thames river, &7, T8, 98, 4
Tharmes Valley, 7%, 75, 110, 110,
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Ths Dwerseone (Devon)
enclosure, 56, 58, 199
The Trumdle, St Roches Hill
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excavations, 21, 25, 4, &6, 70,
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ipdumsanns of Beaker dare,
137, 138
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Thee Wieahds 85
T ciichniires, 8, 12, 2% &, 84,
KT, 88, A% &0, |2, 114
Tregarmick Tor (Cormall)
erchmise, |5%
Tremcrom Casthe (Cornwall)
crclimisre, 1, 12, 13, H5, S0,
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Trem Valley, enclosures, 113
Tugloed aotmnghamshise), 153
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Uffingion (Langalnsherg)
e homaine, &0, 97, 109, § 140,
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Uifean Merver {ierkshing)
enilmune, 149
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e

Upaon (Cambridgeshine)
ericlonure, 35, Ja, 60, 100,
150

W

Waks, 1Y, &3
Wirspemon | Wareickabine)
enchmure, |56
Wellarsd river, #3
Wellarsd Valloy, enchmurcs, &0, 5,
Tavn, 100, N, 112-1%
W, 1
Wen Kimgmon (Wilishare
eichmuse, 6l 97, 125, |2,
157
West L=nlaalands (South
Lamarkshire) enchsure, 81,
158
Wost Wichkbany Commson (Uiecater
Lanadon) emsclossgrg, 2%, 152
Teoin Age halliorr, 29
Wiesigrn Crrange Farm
[Derbashise) enclosurg, |50
Whecker, (5} Moramer, 26
Whatehawk Camp (Bass Sussx)
etlosare, 12, 1, 25, &4, 48,
of, o8, Th, Te-T, 90, 1M,
12-3, 103, Dl D0, 16T,
142, 156
anamal bones,
cannsbalsm, 21
crouched inbumanons az, 137
excavaions, M, I, 146
Whitcsheet Hill (Wahshase)
enichorvure, 10, 26, §1-5, o,
o8, 67, 75, 40, 02, 105,
PR, 136, 186, 15T
round barrows, 1956, 156
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Whitmusrhaugh (Scefinh Borden)
enclosure, 82, 83, 158
Whirtes (Dhevos) enclosuse, B,
1%
Winadmll Hiall (Wilsshire)
enclosure, &-T, 12, 15, 14,
IR, 1% 21, XF, 24, 3%, 36,
&5, A%, B0, 2], a0, 63,
&0-T0, T35, T5-b, 07-H, ¥,
Tas-6, boe, 112, 115, 130,
125, D37, 1486, a6, 147, 157
animial bones, 19
artglacts and Seponns, 1T, 74
barrows, 14
excaations, 9, 15, 1T-18, 18-22,
B85, 128 180
kall-figare, 145
buman barial, 108
it dwellings', 22
pottery, 15, 20, 22
Fedoeirncson, 18, 120, 146
rosanil barrows, 137
sarseh vlome chips, 201-22
Wirsdmall Hill Culsure, XX, 13
Wimedmalll Hill Ware, 33
Wisnhdon [Sheopshise) enlosure,
154
Wi Harrow [Dhorset), 77
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Yarnbary Casthe (%dshire)
enclosarg, T5, 157
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Yorkshire Wiabds, lack of
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