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SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH
IN THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF GREAT BRITAIN

I
THE PREHISTORIC AND EARLY HISTORIC AGES
TO THE SEVENTH CENTURY A.D.
PREFACE
THE object of this booklet is to consider briefly the present state and future
direction of British field research in archaeology, for the Prehistoric and
Early Historic periods which may conveniently be taken together to form
a first Part of such a work. It will be followed in due course by a second Part,
which will cover likewise the later Pre-Conquest, Medieval, and Post-Medieval
periods.
The method of arrangement is as follows:—
Introduction.
For each convenient period of the prehistory and early history
Chapter I.
of Britain a survey is given, outlining the present position of our
knowledge, from the point of view of field research.
Chapter II. This consists of a statement, for each of the same periods, of the
outstanding problems which appear to the writers to have
primary importance for any systematic Policy of field research,
and some practical recommendations bearing upon them.
It is hoped that both as a survey and a policy it will form a convenient
starting-point and directive for the resumption of field research now that
the war is over; and in particular, that it will be found of use for action in
the period of national re-planning and reconstruction now beginning, in
which many sites and antiquities throughout the country may require
investigation, protection, and excavation for the preserving of their value
for the public interest.
The work was begun at the request of the Research Committee of the
Congress of Archaeological Societies, and has been completed, since the
termination of the Congress’s existence in 1945, under the auspices of the
Council for British Archaeology, with the aid of moneys transmitted by
the Congress, at its last meeting, to the Council for this purpose.
It is essentially a work of collaboration. Professors Christopher Hawkes and
Stuart Piggott, who were invited to become responsible for it in the first
place, have acted as joint editors of the whole. The number of contributors to
the actual drafting has naturally varied from section to section; but the
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correlative sections on each period in the two Chapters have always been
composed by the same joint or single hands. In conjunction with Professor
Hawkes, the Palaeolithic sections have been prepared by Dr. K. P. Oakley,
assisted by Mr. A. D. Lacaille, the Mesolithic by Dr. J. G. D. Clark, assisted
by Dr. H. E. Godwin. The Neolithic, Bronze Age, and Early Iron Age sections
have been prepared by Professors Hawkes and Piggott jointly, with the
assistance principally of Professor V. Gordon Childe, Sir Cyril Fox, Mr. W. F.
Grimes, Mr. B. H. St. J. O’Neil, and Mr. W. J. Varley. The sections on
Roman Britain are the sole work of Dr. I. A. Richmond. Those on Scotland
outside the Roman Frontier and on Post-Roman Scotland are by Professor
Childe, with some supplement by Professor Piggott; those on Post-Roman
Wales are the sole work of Lady Fox. Those on "Sub-Roman” Britain are
in part the work of Mr. C. A. Ralegh Radford, in part that of Professor
Hawkes, with some assistance from Mr. O’Neil. Finally, the sections on
Anglo-Saxon England are the sole work of Mr. J. N. L. Myres.
All those concerned are aware, as will readily be understood, that in making
their contributions they have been drawing to a greater or less extent upon
the minds of others, friends and colleagues too numerous for further mention;
the joint editors in particular are conscious that their task has been to attempt
not a personally-inspired manifesto, but simply the fairest possible brief
conspectus of existing sound knowledge and opinion. Their warm thanks are
due to those collaborators in the task who have been named, and to those
many others who have helped in it, directly or indirectly, by their work and
thought.
August, 1947.
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INTRODUCTION
PERHAPS at no time more than the present have British archaeological studies
had such need of a stocktaking, whereby archaeologists should have the
latest results of their various labours brought together in a survey, and be
invited to think over, in the light of it, their future policy of research. In the
fifteen years which have passed since such a review was last made for the
Congress of Archaeological Societies, in the presidency of Sir Charles Peers, 1
knowledge has advanced and technique developed in many directions, and
a fresh review appears more than ever desirable at the present turning-point
in world affairs, which must inevitably mark the beginning of a new phase in
the history of our subject. With these considerations in mind, the Council for
British Archaeology is publishing the following document, the preparation of
which was first authorized in 1938 by the Research Committee of the Congress.
The Council takes pride in thus following the lead given by the Congress,
and acknowledges with gratitude the assistance of the moneys transmitted
for this purpose by the Congress when its existence terminated in November,
1945.
By way of introduction, it will be fitting to recall something of the past
history of archaeological research in this country, since an understanding
of it can alone make the present situation fully clear. We are all aware how,
owing largely to the pioneer efforts of Aubrey in the seventeenth and of
Stukeley in the early eighteenth century, the antiquities and monuments of our
remoter past came to engage intelligent attention, and became the objects
of a branch of amateur studies which developed side by side with ecclesiology
and the study of medieval architecture and art during the nineteenth century.
The amateur status of those studies was necessary and proper; for although
great historians in the late seventeenth century had worked out the basic
principles of the use of primary historical material, a technique of purely
archaeological research had yet to be built up. By the middle of the nineteenth
century, however, archaeological studies had begun to be influenced by the
scientific methods of geologists, and the concepts of typology and of evolutionary series presently enabled men of such outstanding mind as Sir John
Evans to arrange great quantities of material for the first time in coherent
form. By the end of the century, Pitt-Rivers had in a few years transformed
the technique of excavation from the unexacting standards of his first
instructor, Canon Greenwell, to a state which still remains a model for
us over forty-five years later, and the beginnings of scientific archaeology
in this country were established. Alongside of this continued the devoted
labours of those various antiquaries of the countryside—the learned rector,
indefatigable doctor, or enthusiastic squire, the inquiring solicitor, the
ecclesiologically-minded architect—who contributed so much to the
1

Report of the Thirty-Eighth Congress and of the Earthworks and Research Committees for the year 1930 (1931), pp. 29–36.
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recording and preservation of our basic archaeological material, and whose
representatives still to-day maintain their task. For it was in the nineteenth
century, for the most part, that were created the local societies, and with
them the local museums, which to-day as half a century ago form the
essential backbone of archaeological field-work in Britain, and which have
been represented and brought together, from 1888 to 1945, by the Congress
of Archaeological Societies, and since then by the Council as its successor.
The years after the war of 1914-18 saw an immense advance in the practice
and methods of our archaeology. As a better interpretation of the facts
became possible, it was seen that ancient Britain was only understandable
in terms of the whole European background; and that that in its turn stood
in intimate relationship to the prehistoric and historic antiquity of the Near
East. The study of prehistory, even more than Romano-British and distinctly
more than medieval archaeology, was becoming complex to a degree that
brought it more and more out of the hands of the old-style amateur and into
those of students giving it all their available time, if possible as their professional
occupation; moreover, the growing elaboration of excavation, and its related
activities in geochronology, pollen-analysis, and other aspects of natural
science, made this branch of archaeology in particular an increasingly
specialized pursuit. The county and local societies continued steadfastly in
this changing scene, promoting excavations and publishing papers, which
in their technicalities may often have been beyond the scope of many
subscribing members, but which all realized would redound to the society’s
scientific credit. Indeed, the complication of all pre-medieval archaeology
was now tending, in some degree, to place it among those studies of longer
standing, such as geology, which are essentially the business of the fully
trained. And to-day, that tendency may very well be destined to affect more
and more of archaeology, as the subject continues to grow.
Yet at no time has archaeology as a whole been more dependent upon
the general public for its indispensable raw material. The very nature of
archaeological evidence links it inseparably with the landscape and subsoil
of Britain. Any disturbance of the surface of the countryside, any digging
within the precincts of a town or city, may bring to light material which
properly interpreted will lead to an important accession to our knowledge
of British antiquity. These years following the war, as old structures are
demolished and new projects for industrial or domestic purposes are set
going, will bring just such disturbance of the buried traces of our earlier
past, and call for the utmost vigilance on the part of all interested people on
the spot. It is perhaps characteristic of this country that the intelligence
network which keeps the watch for such discoveries should be that engendered
spontaneously in the last century by the county and local societies and
museums. Their harmony of enterprise will then manifestly be to the common
advantage now.
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It is especially so as to enable the whole body of archaeologists in Britain
to draw full advantage, fuller even than in the past, from the contributions
of its amateur as well as of its professional members, that this Survey and
Policy of Research has been prepared. It is hoped that it will be of service to
all alike, but particularly to the many who, pursuing archaeology in their
spare time, will wish to be better able to add to the common fund of knowledge,
more especially in discovering or in rescuing and preserving, for general
interest or for specialist study, fundamental data in the field. It is because the
subject has grown so rapidly and to such a degree of complexity, that it has
been judged wise that the first chapter should consist of a summary survey
of the present position of knowledge. This has been prepared to represent
a consensus of opinion among all those best qualified to frame it ; and although
we cannot too often remind ourselves that the gaps in our knowledge are
frequent and often very large, yet there is usually enough to make at all
events a coherent outline. Though all the statements contained in it ought
probably to be read with the mental qualification “in the present state of
our knowledge it seems most probable that . . .”, it should be found acceptable
as giving at the worst a working hypothesis, and at the best—indeed, in great
part—something considerably firmer.
In the part of the document devoted to Policy, the outstanding archaeological problems of each period are considered ; and practical recommendations
are made, for taking the best advantage of all our opportunities, whether
for deliberate field-work or excavation, or for turning chance discoveries to
good account. It is likely that funds and man-power for archaeological work,
above all for excavation, will be severely limited for some years to come ; and
it is clearly desirable, if only for that reason, to plan carefully to use our
resources to the best purpose, and as far as possible to avoid the wastage
involved by any overlapping or misdirecting of our energies.
It is hoped that the sequel, covering the later Pre-Conquest, Medieval,
and Post-Medieval periods, will before long be ready for publication likewise.

CHAPTER I

SURVEY OF THE PRESENT POSITION
IN BRITISH PREHISTORIC
AND EARLY HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY

I

The Palaeolithic Age
(Problems, pp. 79–82)
INTRODUCTION
THE “EOLITHIC” QUESTION

T HE Palaeolithic Age of human activity is geologically Quaternary, and

comprised by the Pleistocene Period. Some workers, indeed, have recognized
still earlier human activity, geologically Tertiary or no later than the Pliocene,
“eoliths” of the Kent plateau-deposits, and a number of specimens from the
Norfolk “Stone-Bed” see p. 19.) Of the criteria that have been advanced for
the angle of flaking (i.e. that between flake-scars and striking-platforms): it
appears that in these flints the predominating angle is obtuse, while in human
flint-flaking in general it is acute. A. S. Barnes’s percentage for obtuse angles, in
“sub-Crag” specimens, is at least as great—over 60 per cent—as in naturally
fractured flints, whereas it is much less—under 20 per cent—in undoubted
human artifacts. The latter, nevertheless, within the accepted Palaeolithic, do
show a higher proportion of obtuse angles at the more primitive stages than
at the more advanced. Thus, while there is no need to deny that Tertiary
“men” can have deliberately flaked flint for tools, it appears logical to conclude
that at “eolithic” stages of workmanship the proportion of obtuse angles will
still have been so high as to leave the artifacts indistinguishable from naturally
fractured flints. The agencies of natural fracture are numerous; “critical
specimens” of eolithic workmanship must in any case be selected from a great
quantity of contemporary material; and there seems then at present little to
choose between the probabilities of encountering a genuine eolithic artifact
and a natural product of identical appearance. The assembling of presumedly
genuine artifacts in typological groups, or according to their condition, patina,
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etc., may no doubt remain an object of endeavour. But its results appear
unlikely, of themselves, to convert presumption into proof.
If this is an acceptable conclusion on internal evidence, the burden of proving
human activity earlier than the Palaeolithic should rather rest on external
evidence : that is, on discoveries of flints, admissible as artifacts, stratified in
associations for which human agency alone can be held responsible (e.g. upon
a palpable occupation-floor, or around an undoubted hearth). Such associations have never been claimed for plateau eoliths. And the sub-Crag specimens
are stratified only in the detritus of a sea-bottom. As for the Crag series itself
in East Anglia, it starts indeed with seashore deposits; but, beginning with
the Newer Red Crag at latest, the appearance of fossil elephant, horse, and ox
makes it palaeontologically no longer Pliocene, but Pleistocene. Thus where
Reid Moir claimed occupation-floors yielding human artifacts within the
Newer Red Crag at Foxhall (Suffolk), he rightly propounded them as Early
Pleistocene; and while the archaeological question of such early industries
should continue to invite research, it is Pleistocene geology that must now
exercise the primary control.
This whole subject is complex. But before the Pleistocene Period in Britain
can be considered archaeologically, some sketch of its chief geological aspects
must be attempted.

A. GEOLOGICAL ASPECTS
(In what follows, the names of the recognized Alpine sequence of Pleistocene
glaciations, Günz, Mindel, Riss, and Würm, are used to denote the Early,
Antepenultimate (“Second”), Penultimate (“Third”) and Last (“Fourth”)
Glaciations respectively, for convenience and without further apology, since
this is not the place to consider the reservations which some geologists would
enter concerning the Alpine-British correlation. Archaeologists should be
aware, however, of the terminology lately propounded by W. J. Arkell for
the sequence of glaciations recognizable in S. Central and Western Britain:
B e ( “ B e r r o c i a n ” ) , C a ( “ C a t u v e l l a u n i a n ” ) , CO ( “ C o r n o v i a n ” ) , a n d
Cy (“Cymrian”). These names, like the Alpine, aid the memory by running
in alphabetical succession.)
I.

East Anglia
During the deposition of the Crags, cold conditions are twice indicated
(influx of arctic shells in the Newer Red and Weybourne Crags), and these are
commonly correlated with the two phases of the Günz Glaciation. (The
possibility should be borne in mind, however, that these may prove to represent the Donau or pre-Günz stages of the Alpine sequence.) The over-lying
Cromer Forest Bed, with a temperate land fauna, represents the ensuing
Interglacial, after which the “North Sea Drift” moraines (Norwich Brick-earth,
Cromer Till) were laid down by the ice of (presumably) the Mindel Glaciation.
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The next Interglacial appears to be represented by the Corton Sands or
equivalent deposits and by evidence of weathering; and upon these, in the
coastal area, lies the glacial moraine called the “Great Chalky Boulder-clay,”
which must then represent the Riss Glaciation. But inland and southward
there are at least two chalky boulder-clays: in the Breckland region, apparently
three. These have to be distributed between the “North Sea” and “Great
Chalky” Glaciations, and a subsequent glacial phase of “Upper Chalky Drift”
as well. No more than two are present in any single known section; and which
two may often be disputed. There is, moreover, uncertainty about the agerelation of boulder-clays to river-valleys, whose sedimentary formations often
abound in archaeological material requiring assignment to one or more of the
intervals between the disputed glacial phases. The whole question needs more
extended geological field-work, including mapping and drilling. And if
agreement can be reached on the distribution of boulder-clays to the “North
Sea” and “Great Chalky” phases (Mindel and Riss Glaciations), and of
fluviatile and other sedimentary formations to the Interglacials following
each, there still remains the question of the “Upper Chalky Drift.”
This moraine in the Breckland region is claimed to represent the first phase
of the Würm Glaciation (Würm I), and the claim applies equally to the
“Upper Chalky” boulder-clay of South-east Norfolk, if accepted as distinct
from the “Great Chalky” already correlated. The same moraine will have
extended also to Suffolk, as the upper of the two boulder-clays between which,
e.g., the well-known lake-deposits of Hoxne, with their important peats
(p. 80), are stratified; provided always that the lower is indeed the “Great
Chalky” of the Riss Glaciation. But on the North Norfolk coast the “Great
Chalky” is overlain by a terminal moraine, the Cromer Ridge. This must
either mark the limit of an independent glacial phase—the so-called Little
Eastern—or a retreat-stage of the “Upper Chalky” one; provided always
that it is indeed distinct in origin from the last of all the East Anglian boulderclays, which lies low along the coast within it: namely the “Brown” or
Hunstanton boulder-clay. The latter is generally correlated with the Hessle
boulder-clay of the Humber region, and assigned to the second phase of the
Würm Glaciation (Würm II).
The problem of correlating all these later moraines naturally again involves
deposits intervening in age between them. For instance, the Corbicula shell-beds
at Brundon (Suffolk) and Crayford (p. 23) are generally assigned to the
“Last” Interglacial (Riss-Würm I); but the equation also claimed for them
with the gravels of the Nar-March sea-transgression (south-east of the Wash)
can then only be sustained if the latter antedate the “Upper Chalky” (Würm I)
phase, instead of following it (perhaps with the Eemian transgression of
Denmark) in the ensuing Würm I–II interval.
T he problem also involves correlation with the glacial sequence in the
Midlands, West and North. The South, however, demands attention first.
THE
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The Thames B a s i n
The Pliocene and early Pleistocene stages (which included an early
glaciation) when the Thames below Reading flowed north-east through
Hertfordshire are less relevant, in the present context, than the modern
conclusion that the river shifted to its present course in response to the southward advance of an ice-sheet. After a first cold phase, giving the highest
bench-level recognizable on the new course (e.g. perhaps at Dartford Heath),
there came a second, when the river cut down to the bench of the “100-foot”
or Boyn Hill Terrace : the ice, reaching this, laid a chalky boulder-clay
directly on it (remaining, e.g., at Hornchurch, Essex). To see here the “Great
Chalky Boulder-clay” of the Norfolk coast will mean assigning the ice to the
Riss Glaciation ; and geologically there is much to be said for that view (cf.
the lower boulder-clay of Suffolk). But alternatively it may be assigned to
the “North Sea” or Mindel Glaciation (cf. the lower chalky boulder-clay
of Breckland); and this view, supported by some archaeological evidence, at
least agrees with the certain fact that the Thames Valley Glaciation was
followed by two lengthy stages of interglacial climate.
In the first of these, after erosion of most of the glacial formations, were
laid the main deposits on the Boyn Hill Terrace, well known, e.g., from the
section at Barnfield Pit, Swanscombe (Kent). The aggradation there begun
with the lower gravel and loam was apparently interrupted by some further
erosion, attested particularly in the buried channel farther down the course
of the river at Clacton (Essex); but its resumption presently built up the
Barnfield middle gravels, and their equivalents, e.g. in the Maidenhead
region at Furze Platt and Boyn Hill itself
The second of the warm stages followed a fresh period of downcutting, to
the bench of the “Middle” or Taplow Terrace, and, according to the current
interpretation of the sequence,1 a fresh glacial phase attested by solifluxiondeposits, known typically as Coombe Rock. This is the phase usually taken
to be the Riss Glaciation; but if that really came before the Boyn Hill Terrace
gravels, this will instead be the Würm I, with the ensuing warm stage
re-correlated as the Würm I–II interval instead of the Riss-Würm I
Interglacial. Since this stage is the period of the Crayford (Kent) Corbicula
shell-bed (p. 15):, the problem joins hands with that already outlined for
East Anglia. It likewise involves the important series of loams (sandwiched
by three solifluxion-deposits) following the “Main Coombe Rock” (? Riss,
? Würm I) at Ebbsfleet (Kent); the erosion separating the Taplow from the
2,

1
Some geologists (Dewey, Osborne White) claim that the Main Coombe Rock is later than at least some
part of the Taplow Terrace. If so, it may be that the Riss is represented by the cover-cut between the Boyn Hill
Terrace and the earliest part of the Taplow Terrace. This interpretation leaves the Hornchurch boulder-clay as
possibly Mindel, with the Main Coombe Rock as Würm I and the Ebbsfleet loams as Würmian and InterWürmian; but it would imply that the Riss Glaciation in Britain failed to attain the magnitude accepted for it on
the Continent. An analogous view has lately been advanced of the Upper Thames sequence and the southwestern series of Raised Beaches.
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Upper Flood-plain Terrace and the “Trail” solifluxion-deposit (? = Würm I);
and the whole sequence of Flood-plain Terrace and later aggradations,
divided apparently by three successive Buried Channels, the last being that
of the Tilbury stage, with its important peat-beds (p. 80). If the latter all
represent cold phases, these may be the three phases of the Würm; and
both the Lea (with the important Ponder’s End peats) and the Medway
valleys have here important evidence to give.
Successions correlatable with that of the lower Thames are provided not
only in Kent by the Medway and the Stour, but in Surrey also most notably
by the Wey at Farnham; while on the north the Chiltern Hills, with their
succession of boulder-clay, brick-earth, and “trai1,” are important particularly
for evidence bearing on the correlation question noted above in connexion
with Crayford. Lastly, the upper portion of the Thames basin, above Reading
and centred upon Oxford, has its own succession; and this is of crucial
importance for its relations on the one hand with that of the middle and lower
portions, and of East Anglia, and on the other with the South-west and West
country and the Midlands, by way of the Moreton Gap, where the crux lies
in the relationship of the glacial drifts to the Hanborough Terrace of the upper
river. The latest work has shown that the Hanborough Terrace, which is
interglacial, succeeds the Northern Drift and ante-dates the Moreton Drift,
which is perhaps to be equated with the “Great Chalky Boulder Clay.”
THE PALAEOLITHIC
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3. South-western and Western Regions.
Much of the geological difficulty of the Thames and similar river-successions
is due to the interplay of “climatic” factors causing, in the upper part of the
course, aggradation in cold and erosion in interglacial phases, and the
“eustatic” factors which in its lower and estuarine portions will have caused
erosion to a low sea-level in cold phases, and in interglacial ones aggradation
to a high sea-level. The determining of maximum and minimum sea-levels
is indeed of great general importance; and to this endeavour the dating of
raised beaches along unwarped coastlands is naturally vital.
On the south coast, westwards from Brighton, various beach-deposits mark
successively the “100-foot,” “60-foot,” and “25-foot” sea-levels which
controlled the Boyn Hill, Middle, and Upper Flood-plain Terraces respectively
on the lower Thames, and have their recognized counterparts in the Mediterranean. The eustatic oscillation of sea-level of course likewise affected the
profile of the Hampshire Basin rivers; and a possibility of interest here is that
high-terrace river-gravels may sometimes be found younger than those at
lower levels. Orthodox physiography, and belief in the “60-foot” as the
maximum sea-level of the Riss-Würm Interglacial, are both against such a
notion ; but the issue is important for the dating, e.g., of the archaeologically
rich gravels of Warsash (Hants) and the Axe at Broom (West Dorset).
The raised-beach question extends all round the South-west and Bristol
B
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Channel coasts; and in the lower Severn area it meets that of the crucial
correlation with the upper Thames. Near Gloucester, the Barnwood gravels
are of further importance, for they link up with the Main Terrace of the
Severn, and so with the “Cornovian” (or Irish Sea) Glaciation, which
laid the “Older Drift” of Wales. That glaciation was followed by the
“Cymrian,” responsible for the “Newer Drift” of South Wales and the
upper Severn, which is habitually correlated with the Hessle and Hunstanton
boulder-clays (as Würm II). If this is the glaciation that sealed the Upper
Palaeolithic floor of the Cae Gwyn Cave in North Wales and produced a
corresponding cold-climate layer in the Pin Hole Cave at Creswell Crags
(Derbyshire), an important synchronism is gained; but the correlation thus
entailed for the “Cornovian” (i.e. Würm I and not Riss) is by no means free
from difficulty, and the problem as a whole is not yet resolved.
4. Midlands and North

The “Cornovian” Glaciation has been identified also in the upper Trent
Basin, as well as elsewhere in the Midlands, where the glaciation before it
(and following that of the still earlier “Northern Drift”) is that of the “Eastern
Drift.” This can be equated with the “Great Chalky Boulder-clay” of East
Anglia, subject to the reservations regarding the East Anglian sequence
outlined above; the Trent Basin drift-sequence as a whole has probably still
evidence to give for correlating the drifts of eastern England with those of
the West.
In the North, much turns on the correlation of the York Moraine. It can
be taken as the outer edge of the “Newer Drift” or Hessle Boulder-clay
Glaciation (= Würm II): but here again there is a case for making it directly
follow the “Last” Interglacial (i.e. be Würm I), and the problem is really
another aspect of that sketched above in connexion with the Brundon and
Nar-March deposits of East Anglia and the “Upper Chalky Drift” (p. 15).
The successive retreats of the Würm Glaciation ice-sheet may be interpreted
as a sequence of three, answering to the Daniglacial, Gotiglacial, and Finiglacial of the Baltic region. The first of these would then be followed by the
“Scottish Re-advance” (= Würm III), the second by the LammermuirStranraer-Antrim Coast Re-advance of the Scottish Southern Uplands and
the so-called Valley Glaciation of the Highlands, the third by the final
melting, which in archaeological time is within the Mesolithic. But the
interpretation of their various features still provides considerable problems
for the glacial geology of Scotland.
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B. ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASPECTS
Palaeolithic man subsisted by food-gathering or hunting, and his activity
is recognized by archaeology primarily from his artifacts or tools, which in
Britain are normally of flint. They may be grouped in “industries,” and
these consigned in turn to “cultures.”
The Abbevillian Culture
The oldest extant culture typified by “hand-axe” tools, formerly known as
“Chellean,” is now more accurately defined as Abbevillian. The hand-axes
are thick bifacial tools with deep-biting flake-scars, attributed to work with
a hard hammerstone or on a fixed stone anvil; in the Somme valley, together
with crude flake-tools, they occur in gravels assigned to the Interglacial
preceding the Mindel Glaciation. In Britain, while they are relatively common
as “derived” pieces in deposits certainly later than that Glaciation (e.g.
gravels of the Boyn Hill and Middle Terraces of the Thames), underived
specimens are rare. One is recorded from Whitlingham (Norfolk), in the
Stone Bed at the base of the Norwich Crag: this, perhaps with some other
tools from that bed—e.g. a scraper (on flake) from Thorpe, can hardly be
“eolithic,” but the horizon requires a date at latest before the second of the
Crag cold phases. If those are rightly equated with the Günz Glaciation, the
Abbevillian will go very far back; and for the flake-tools comparison might
be made with the assemblage claimed from the Newer Red Crag at Foxhall
(p. 21). The Cromer Forest Bed of the ensuing Interglacial may also have
produced an Abbevillian hand-axe, found at Sidestrand (Norfolk) apparently
“derived” in the Cromer Till of the “North Sea” or Mindel Glaciation
following. Of the so-called “Cromerian” specimens from the North Norfolk
foreshore, most or all appear very doubtful (below, p. 21) ; moreover, the
majority of any that seem in situ come from the underlying Stone Bed, so that
the Interglacial represented by the Forest Bed has in Britain very little yet
to show, either of the Abbevillian or any other culture.
I.

2. The Acheulian Culture

The Acheulian hand-axe culture represents a development from the
Abbevillian, in which the distinguishing feature is the shallowness of the
flake-scars, attributed to flaking with a bone, antler, or hard wood bar, or
possibly a soft hammerstone. On the Somme the initial or Lower Acheulian
is stated to occur before as well as after the Mindel Glaciation. This may be
true of Britain too. “Abbevillio-Acheulian” implements are said to occur in
the Winter Hill (or 150-ft.) terrace of the Thames between Caversham and
Henley. The Lower Acheulian, however, is most typically represented, e.g., in
the Gravel Hill Channel in Terrace A of the Wey at Farnham (Surrey),
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judged to be contemporary—assuming the “Thames Valley Glaciation”
to be Mindel, not Riss (p. 16)—with the Boyn Hill lower gravel at Swanscombe. The Middle Acheulian, much more widespread, appears later in the
same Interglacial : e.g. (to quote only rich and well-known localities) in the
middle gravels at Swanscombe, in the Furze Platt and Lent Rise gravels of
the Thames near Maidenhead, and in those of the Ouse at Biddenham (Beds).
In the Lower and early-Middle Acheulian, the predominating biface tools
are pear-shaped or massively almond-shaped hand-axes, made on cores, as in
the 30-metre (“Mindel-Riss Interglacial”) terrace of the Somme. In deposits
laid in in the maturer Boyn Hill stage these types become thinner, more often
made bifacially worked on flakes, and more finely manufactured, showing not
only secondary but some tertiary flaking or “working down” at the margins.
In deposits apparently late within the same stage, two developments are
especially notable. One is the appearance of sharp-pointed hand-axes of
long-triangular or wide-butted pear shape, with some tertiary flaking. But
these closely resemble the “Micoquian” industries of the Upper Acheulian
in France, which belong unquestionably to the “Last” (Riss-Würm I)
Interglacial. If then the Boyn Hill stage falls wholly within the Interglacial
before that (Mindel-Riss), these hand-axes will be prototypes of the recognized
Micoquian series; yet they could be coeval with it, if the river-gravels which
yield them could have been deposited—at the level of the Boyn Hill Terrace
(e.g. at Upper Dovercourt, Essex)—within the “Last” Interglacial. The
other development is that of the neat small bifaces, cordate or twisted ovate
in shape, found in some of the latest deposits of the Boyn Hill group, e.g. the
Ingress Vale shell-bed at Swanscombe. Here the cordates have been compared
with the small “Combe Capelle” type of hand-axe which in France belongs
to the end of the “Last” Interglacial, being associated with the earlier phases
of the “typical Mousterian” culture (below, p. 24). If they were coeval with
this, it would be the Würm (I) Glaciation that ended the Boyn Hill stage,
and not the preceding Riss. That is, just as geologically (p. 16) there is a case
for making the Boyn Hill stage begin with the Riss Glaciation and not the
Mindel, so, archaeologically anyhow, it could be argued to end with the
Würm I and not the Riss. But many would reject both arguments, and continue, as outlined above, to assign it to the Mindel-Riss Interglacial.
And it is on any showing clear that Britain can show fully developed
Upper Acheulian material, which can often be assigned to the “Last” Interglacial with some confidence. It occurs, e.g., in the brick-earths of Elveden
(between the last two Breckland boulder-clays, p. 15), where it cannot be
earlier. Comparable Upper Acheulian material from the brick-earths at
Round Green and Gaddesden Row in the Chilterns is referable to the “Last”
Interglacial; or, as some think, to a mild interval or “interstadial” within the
glacial period following the interglacial that yields Middle Acheulian (see
above).

THE

PALAEOLITHIC

AGE

21

And these industries are maturer in technique than the late Boyn Hill
“Micoquian prototypes” above noticed, so that their separation from those
by a full glaciation (i.e. Riss) is not in itself unlikely. Most of their hand-axes
are made on flakes, the bifacial working of which often gives a plano-convex
cross-section, e.g. in many long-triangular specimens; biconvex ones may
preponderate locally, but are thin and leaf-shaped. The tertiary flaking is as
a rule skilful. There are also ovates (usually thin and often twisted) and
cordates, like those of late Boyn Hill age above noticed, but now freely
acceptable as coeval with the Combe Capelle type of France; and all the
more so for their association sometimes with appropriate Levallois or “early
Mousterian” flake-tools (below, pp. 22, 24). Lastly, the same may be said
of the Final Acheulian sometimes claimed as Würm I-II: in age, if really
later than the East Anglian “Upper Chalky Drift” (p. 15).
The Acheulian throughout has its own flake-products, whether waste
flakes, with diffused “soft” bulbs, or simple flake-tools, often with salient or
“hard” bulbs (both with narrow platforms). But, side by side with it, there
run flake-industries which are recognized as culturally distinct. These must
now be considered.
3. The Clactonian Culture

The initial Clactonian flake-industries are the earliest yet known in Britain
which can be comprehended in a definite culture. In several text-books,
indeed, they are stated to have developed from the “Cromerian” of the
North Norfolk foreshore (p. 19); but the flake-material on which this assertion
rests has not been found in situ in the Cromer Forest Bed : much of it (and
its typical orange patina) has been claimed to be of modern or natural origin,
and the question of definable flake-industries in the underlying Stone Bed,
as also in the Suffolk Red Crag, e.g. at Foxhall, still remains to be clarified
(p. 14). If such Early Pleistocene flake-industries are proved, any connexion
with the Clactonian will need to be built up from finds assignable to the
Günz-Mindel or Cromer Forest Bed Interglacial. Certain “derived” Clactonian
artifacts from the lower (Boyn Hill) gravel at Swanscombe, being abraded
with wear and striated by solifluxion (thaw-movement of glacially-frozen
subsoil), are presumably not later than the pre-Boyn Hill “Thames Valley
glaciation,” usually (pp. 16, 20) taken to be the Mindel. But that need not
make them as early as the Cromer Forest Bed; and typologically they are not
at all “Cromerian,” but closely similar to the unworn Clactonian material
amongst which they have been found, i.e. to the industry of the Swanscombe
lower gravel itself.
This industry and that of the Clactonian type-site, the buried channel at
Clacton-on-Sea (p. 19), belong respectively to the early and early-middle
phases of the Boyn Hill stage. In neither deposit is there any sign of a handaxe : the “typical” or Lower Clactonian is thus certainly quite distinct from
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any such culture as the Acheulian. Comparable artifacts from the Somme
30-metre terrace are referred to the Mindel-Riss Interglacial, with which
(p. 16) the Boyn Hill stage is most usually equated. The characteristic flakes
were struck (the larger of them probably on an anvil-stone) from the sides
of nodules and unprepared cores; they have wide-angled platforms and
salient bulbs.
Later, “advanced” Clactonian types appear, of superior workmanship:
these quite commonly are associated with products of the Middle and Upper
Acheulian. And therefore, although they can be distinguished from the
flake-tools with the parallel resolved flaking that is Acheulian exclusively, they
may at least sometimes be the work of the same folk as made the associated
Acheulian hand-axes. The type-site for this “advanced” Clactonian is the
brick-earth at High Lodge in the Suffolk Breckland, which lies between two
boulder-clays claimed as the local second and third, or “Great Chalky” and
“Upper Chalky” (p. 15). The industry would then belong to the Riss-Würm I
Interglacial; and if the Boyn Hill stage belongs to the Interglacial before,
t h e “ a d v a n c e d ” Clactonian has to be split between them, to form Middle
and Upper stages of the culture. The modern tendency is to expound their
relations with the parallel Acheulian stages by recognizing a varied range of
industries locally hybridized between the two cultures. T. T. Paterson has
devised a special terminology to denote this phenomenon; whether it be
a d o p t e d o r n o t , the evidence seems clear, anyhow for the Riss-Würm I
(‘Last”) Interglacial, for admixture and mutual borrowing between the
Clactonian and Acheulian cultural traditions. The ethnological implications
can at present only be guessed at (below, p. 24). And there is also a third
element in the picture.
4. Levalloisian or Levallois Industries
These are industries in which flakes were struck ‘ready-made” as implements from cores previously prepared, so that the striking-platform almost
always displays facets produced by this preparatory trimming, which gave
the cores most commonly the form of an inverted tortoise. Such trimming is
not very different from that often used to produce Acheulian hand-axes ; and
the “tortoise-core technique” that distinguishes the Levalloisian may quite
well be a spontaneous invention within the Acheulian culture, perhaps made
at various times and places in response to specific conditions. Such conditions
might, very naturally, be those of contact with the purely flake-tool tradition
of the Clactonian; and this seems the most likely explanation of the origin
of the primary Levalloisian found in Britain. It has also been claimed as an
outgrowth from the Clactonian culture, influenced by the hand-axe or
core-tool tradition of the Acheulian. In either case, flakes and cores of
Levallois type do not necessarily indicate a Levalloisian culture, though
the adoption of Levallois technique by any whole group of Palaeolithic
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people may always have brought such a culture into locally and temporarily
independent existence.
Levalloisian industries in Britain may thus be ascribed to a variety of such
groups, overlapping or following each other more or less disconnectedly in
time; or, if to a single long-persisting group, then at least one from time to
time re-influenced by the contemporary Acheulian. In France Breuil has
divided the Levalloisian into seven stages, placing I and II as late MindelRiss and Riss in age, III and IV as Riss-Würm I, and V, VI and VII as from
Würm I to Würm III (thus overlapping the Upper Palaeolithic: below,
pp. 24–5). His Levallois IV and V include bifaces, due presumably to influence
(or, re-influence) from the Acheulian.
In Britain, the industries are at present best divided only into Early, Middle,
and Late. To the Early may be prefixed certain “proto-Levallois” cores and
flakes, found in Middle Clactonian industries of Boyn Hill interglacial age on
the Thames. In gravels of that age yielding Middle Acheulian hand-axes
(e.g. at Furze Platt and Lent Rise, p. 20), faceted-butt flakes of Levallois
technique are common; and the same age can be assigned to certain evident
Early Levallois flakes found “derived” in the subsequent Iver and Taplow
Terrace gravels. The Early Levalloisian may then have arisen on both sides
of a culture-contact between Clactonian and Acheulian. During the “Last”
(Riss-Würm I) Interglacial, e.g. Taplow stage on the Thames, the Middle
Levalloisian appears, and is well represented in the lower brick-earth of that
stage at Crayford (cf. Breuil’s Levallois IV). Near by at Baker’s Hole, Northfleet, an important Levallois industry was directly overlain by that Coombe
Rock solifluxion-deposit which delimits the start of the Ebbsfleet loam-series
(p. 16). If this Coombe Rock is the “Main” one and denotes the Riss, the
industry is Early Levallois (cf. I–II); but its evolved technique, and its
inclusion of bifaces revealing Acheulian influence, point rather to Levallois V:
unless such features occurred here precociously at the Early Levallois stage,
this latter dating can be accepted as agreeing with the geological case for
making this Coombe Rock Würm I. On the other hand, examination of
J. P. T. Burchell’s Ebbsfleet collections certainly gives the impression that the
“Crayford type” is later than the “Baker’s Hole type.” The Ebbsfleet loams
anyhow help to show that in this quarter of Europe the Late Levalloisian had
a long survival: probably, as in Breuil’s view, through much of Upper Palaeolithic times. But the dating of that by stages is at present complicated by the
uncertainties of the Late Pleistocene succession both on the lower Thames and
in East Anglia (pp. 15, 16), where respectively, e.g., at Crayford (continuing
from lower brick-earth: Corbicula shell-bed and upper brick-earth), and at
Brundon (comparable shell-bed), important Levallois industries await full
geological agreement on their dating. Their ethnological aspect remains wholly
problematic (but see below, p. 24).
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5. Mousterian Industries
At this point it becomes necessary to clarify the term “Mousterian.” It was
formerly used for all Palaeolithic flake-industries (other than those of the
recognized Upper Palaeolithic, which are properly “blade-industries”),
including the Levalloisian and those which came to be defined as Clactonian.
But it is now restricted by most authorities to a late development of the
Clactonian tradition, in which the dominant flake-tool is a triangular “point.”
The Early stage of the Mousterian defined on these lines is sometimes described
as Late Clactonian, or in France Tayacian, and belongs to the Riss-Würm I
Interglacial. “Acheulio-Mousterian” industries then too arise, distinguished
by including not only bifaces (e.g. of Combe Capelle type, p. 20) but also
oval flake-tools in Levallois technique; the currency of Levallois technique
in Mousterian industries can also be denoted by the term “LevalloisoMousterian.”
The ‘typical” Mousterian (non-Levallois) culture is of Würm I age and
persists into the Würm I–II interval. In it however also, small pointed bifaces
of Acheulian tradition may be found, e.g. sometimes in France, and in Britain
at Kent’s Cavern (Devon) and Creswell Crags (p. 18; basal cave-earth of Pin
Hole Cave). The industry of the Oldbury Rock-shelter at Ightham (Kent),
which includes cordiform hand-axes, has been called Mousterian, but its
status needs investigating and re-defining.
Thus, alongside the persisting Late Levalloisian, Britain in some part or
parts of the Würmian period can show certain industries representing some
form or forms of true Mousterian culture. Outside Britain, the “typical”
Mousterian is associated particularly with remains of “typical” Neanderthal
m a n ; whereas industries of more Levalloisian character have sometimes
occurred with remains of Neanderthaloids apparently closer to Homo sapiens.
This recalls the theory that the Clactonian cultural tradition, leading to the
“typical” Mousterian, is throughout assignable to palaeanthropic types of
man culminating in the Neanderthal strain, while the Abbevillian-Acheulian
or biface tradition is assignable to less palaeanthropic types (e.g. Swanscombe
man), culminating in Homo sapiens as encountered in the Upper Palaeolithic.
For, as already observed (p. 22), Levalloisian technique can be argued to
have arisen within the Acheulian tradition; thus its adoption into the
Mousterian could at least sometimes connote a sapiens element among Neanderthalers. Furthermore then, pure Late Levallois industries, in Britain as
elsewhere, may at least sometimes be the work of actual Homo sapiens groups,
distinct no more than sub-specifically if at all from the creators of the classic
Upper Palaeolithic cultures. Indeed, the earliest of the latter cultures known
in Europe, the “Lower Aurignacian” or Châtelperronian, may perhaps have
at least partly Levalloisian roots. But there has hitherto been no effective
British evidence for such speculations.
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6. Upper Palaeolithic Cultures
These all appear to fall within the Würmian period. No unambiguous
Châtelperronian is known in Britain, but the true or Middle Aurignacian
blade-culture, a n d t h e G r a v e t t i a n ( G r a v e t t e – F o n t - R o b e r t o r “ U p p e r
Aurignacian”) which supervened upon it, were both brought here by migrant
hunters. They are well represented by industries in flint, bone, and antler,
and very rarely by small works of art, in caves in the South-west (Devon and
Mendips) and in South Wales, and in North Wales (p. 18: Cae Gwyn) and
the southern Pennines. In the latter are the Creswell Crags caves (p. 18),
from which is named our distinctive Creswellian culture : into this the
Gravettian, with what some would term a Proto-Solutrean influence, developed
in Britain with the oncoming of what was apparently the “Newer Drift”
glaciation, often accepted as Würm II (p. 18: unfortunately only indeterminate artifacts have been found in the Hunstanton boulder-clay).
Open sites of the culture have sometimes been detected, e.g. near Scunthorpe
(Lincs); but the Creswellian tradition persisted into the Mesolithic (p. 28),
and most of the formerly alleged Upper Palaeolithic finds from such sites in
East Anglia and the South are now held to be probably or certainly Mesolithic
at earliest. A notable exception may be the flints from the upper part of the
famous Admiralty section in the Flood-plain Terrace of the Thames at
Whitehall, which have lately been suggested to be probably Aurignacian.
Laurel-leaf blades from East Anglia have been claimed as Solutrean, but
none has yet occurred in an undoubtedly Pleistocene deposit; of the Magdalenian, which ends the classic French culture-series, no more can be seen
than occasional influence among the products of the contemporary Creswellian
cave-dwellers —with one or two exceptions: e.g. from the Victoria and
Giggleswick Caves, near Settle (Yorks), a few antler and bone implements
are known, which, though not properly stratified, suggest the temporary
presence of a roaming handful of hunters whose equipment included some
Magdalenian forms. In any case, the Upper Palaeolithic appears to end with
the Creswellian established as a standard British variant of culture, and
continuing into the Mesolithic Age.
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The Mesolithic Age
(Problems, pp. 83-4)
A. GENERAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL
THE Mesolithic Age occupies the period between the passing of the Upper
Palaeolithic cultures of the Late Pleistocene and the spread of Neolithic
farming economy in and around the end of the third millennium B.C., within
the Atlantic stage of Post-glacial time. Recent work has shown that throughout
this period, once thought to have marked a hiatus in the occupation of our
continent, continuity of settlement was unbroken; and that communities of
hunters, fishers, and gatherers spread, developed, and maintained themselves
in the expanding temperate zone of Europe.
In early Post-glacial times Britain still formed part of the European mainland. It was during the Mesolithic Age that our islands became finally
insulated from their parent continent, and began to assume their present
form—although not without such oscillations as that marked by the “25-foot”
or Litorina raised beach in Scotland and Northern Ireland.
During this period also, our climate underwent change, through the stages
named successively pre-Boreal, Boreal, and Atlantic. Thus, by Atlantic times,
sub-arctic had given place to warm conditions, when temperatures rose
above those existing here to-day.
Above all, the period witnessed the spread of forests, and, as warmthloving gained upon cold-loving trees, that progressive modification in the
composition of forests, intensive study of which, mainly through analysis of
fossil pollen, is already giving us a sensitive scale for measuring the passage of
post-glacial time in different parts of Britain.
Successive forest-zones derived from this pollen-analytical work have been
propounded (primarily for Lowland Britain) as follows:—
I

II
III
IV
V
VI

(tundra)
(open birch
wood)
(tundra)
(birch-pine)
(pine-hazel)
a–b–c (pine-elm-oak-hazel)

Upper Palaeolithic
Late-Glacial

—about 9000 B.C.

Pre-Boreal
Mesolithit
Boreal
—about 5000 B.C.
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(alder-elm-

Atlantic Later Mesolithic
Neolithic
—about 1800 B.C.
(p. 84)
-OakBronze
VII b
-lime)
SubAge
Boreal
(p. 88)
VII– (forest-revertence
Late Bronze and
with birch return
Early Iron Ages (pp. 88–9, 94)
Sub–VIII and beech + hornAtlantic Romano-British and
beam)
later
The all-pervasiveness (with insignificant exceptions) of the forest covering,
as it existed below the tree-line at the height of Atlantic times, was a legacy
of immense significance to later stages in the human settlement of our land.
In the world of wild animals, the reindeer and its associates of the open
tundra were replaced by such forest species as the red deer, wild pig, and
aurochs, against whom the farming pioneers of Neolithic Britain erected their
stockades.
B. ARCHAEOLOGICAL
If the Mesolithic set the stage for our island prehistory, it also provided
some of its main actors, for, as we know from later periods, native tradition
is persistent even where the spread of new modes of life can be associated
definitely with fresh ethnic movements. The pattern of culture in Mesolithic
Britain was already compounded of many strands, some possibly of yet earlier
native origin, others derived immediately from Western and North-western
Europe.
Most remote geographically was the Larnian culture of Northern Ireland
and the extreme south-west of Scotland, the earlier stage of which was marked
in flint-work by well-struck blades and a few blunted-back points, and the
later by inferior blades and some core-axes of Maglemosian (see below)
affinities. Like the Finnmarkian of remotest Scandinavia, the early Larnian
has the aspect of a degenerate Upper Palaeolithic culture, and is deficient
in specifically Mesolithic traits.
The true Azilian culture is represented only by a few pieces from Victoria
Cave, near Settle (Yorks), but the tradition survived in the Obanian of Scotland,
traces of which have been recovered from river-beds and from middens and
rock-shelters dating from the time of the Litorina beach, mainly in the area
between Kirkcudbright and Northern Argyll. As well as harpoons barbed on
both edges and perforated at the base, Obanian sites have yielded pebble
rubbers and hammers and a residual flint-industry.
Extending over the Highland Zone from Cornwall to Scotland, and overlapping parts of the Lowland Zone, but not reaching Ireland, we find micro-
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lithic industries, some of which are indebted to Creswellian (p. 25) sources,
but most of which are of West European origin. Some are more primitive
and others more evolved in character than the industry of La Fère-enTardenois in North-east France, the name-site of the Tardenoisian culture.
Parts of the Lowland Zone were colonized, at a time when the southern
area of the present North Sea was still a vast freshwater fen, by bands of
Maglemosian hunter-fishers from Northern Europe, one of whose leister-prongs
was recovered in 1932 from “moorlog” dredged from between the Leman
and Ower Banks several miles out from the Norfolk coast. The culture is
mainly represented by assemblages of characteristic flints, including microliths
and transversely sharpened axes, chiefly from the flood-plains of rivers (e.g.
Broxbourne in the Lea valley), as well as by several finds of bone and antler
objects, mostly from the Thames and from ancient mere-beds in Holderness
(Yorks). The range of the Maglemosian culture in Britain has recently been
extended northwards to Hartlepool (Co. Durham), and its influence traced
as far as Scotland and Northern Ireland.
Abundant flint industries, sometimes, as at Selmeston (Sussex: p. 85) and
Farnham (Surrey), associated with sunken hut-floors, and characterized by
numerous microliths, including a local form of hollow-based point, and also
by a few core-axes, have come to light on sandy and gravelly formations
in Surrey, Sussex, and neighbouring counties. The Horsham culture, to
which these are referred, may be a variant of the Maglemosian, ecologically
conditioned.
Lastly, traces have been found in the extreme South-east, as at Lower Halstow
on the Medway estuary (Kent), of what may prove to have been a predominantly coastal culture of Atlantic age, most sites of which have since been
submerged. The flints included “Thames picks,” a few flake-axes, and some
microliths of simple forms.

3

The Neolithic Age
(Beginning about 2500 B.C.)
(Problems, pp. 84–8)
NEOLITHIC culture, based on food-producing economy, was brought to Britain
by colonization from abroad, and spread both by land and water.
From the South the earliest colonists, coming across the Channel, brought
to the Lowland Zone a culture of Western European type; further drafts of
colonists from the more westerly regions of the European Western Neolithic
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culture area brought their regional variants in material and spiritual culture
to the Atlantic and Irish Sea coasts.
From the East a different culture was brought, also first to South-eastern
Britain, by migrants across the North Sea; this was of a Northern European
type, characterized by the heavily ornamented Peterborough Ware, based largely
on a Mesolithic economy.
A. The Windmill Hill culture is that of the colonists from the South. They
subsisted by stock-farming, and by small-scale wheat cultivation on light
soils. Their equipment was mainly of flint, stone, wood, bone, antler, and
leather, with bag-like pottery bowls, typically of plain ware.
Their general distribution is wide, including various groups or component
cultures, but their known dwelling-sites are few and seldom well attested.
The distinctive Causewayed Camps [the type-site Windmill Hill (near Avebury,
Wilts) and at least eight others known], are probably not dwelling-sites, but
primarily pastoral enclosures, of a special sort, probably for seasonal use.
They lie all within the triangle Sussex-Devon-Beds with a possible example in
Kent. Actual dwelling-sites are known here and there both in and outside this
area : rounded huts possibly in Cornwall (Carn Brea) and Devon; rectangular
huts once in Devon on Haldon (also in Man, and in Western Ireland), and
again on Easton Down (Wilts) ; a small lakeside settlement at Ehenside Tarn in
Cumberland; occasional finds in caves ; and various other occupation-traces,
as a rule structurally vague, sparsely scattered from the south coast to Scotland.
Burials by inhumation may occur casually in the camps and elsewhere;
but the major rite was ceremonial collective tomb-burial, a practice distinctive
of Atlantic and Mediterranean Europe as a whole, which prevailed in a
number of divergent forms.
The unchambered long barrows of South and East England (Yorks and
Lincs) are ditch-flanked mound tombs made of chalk or gravel, with turf
and sometimes timber features (some mounds are short, kidney-shaped,
or round) : they cover most often inhumations, sometimes cremations. In
idea, but imperfectly—when at all—in structure, they reflect the Atlantic
convention of “megalithic” tombs made of stone (passage-graves, gallerygraves, cists, and their derivatives and compounds) ; so, too, in Yorkshire,
unchambered round barrows sometimes cover collective burials.
On Circle-monuments see below under Bronze Age (pp. 34, 36, 40).
The chambered long barrows of the Cotswolds and westward fringe of the
Severn Estuary embody that convention distinctively, in the form of a transepted chambered tomb with portal giving on to a recessed forecourt; or in
other arrangements of chambers, derived from the transepted type, in which
the portal is often a dummy; the rite is always inhumation.
In and around South-west Scotland, the mainly coastal settlements of folk
within the Western European Neolithic culture produced various types of
pottery, notably Beacharra Ware, distinguished by ornamented “channelled
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ware” as well as plain pottery, and inhumed their dead in simple or segmented
cists, closed or with portal giving on to the forecourt of a “homed” long
mound or cairn; cremation is exceptional, but it is almost universal in the
related gallery-graves of Northern Ireland, variants on which occur in Man,
the North Midland limestone area, and parts of coastal Wales.
In Wales and the South-west, simpler “dolmen” or cist tombs may be
related variously to gallery-graves or to the passage-graves, under round
mounds or cairns. The Irish Boyne culture is a passage-grave culture with an
individual local pottery, and outliers of the true passage-grave tomb type
occur in Anglesey (Bryn Celli Ddu and Barcloddiad y Gawres) and West
Scotland (Rudh’ an Dunain). The entrance-graves of Cornwall, Scilly and
the Waterford Harbour region relate to late Breton types found, for instance,
in Finistère.
In Scotland there are passage-graves of various types in the islands of the
West; corbelled and derivative tombs round the Moray Firth in the North-east
are probably off-shoots of the Boyne culture. In the Far North and Orkney
are numerous tombs of the Pentland and Orcadian cultures with tripartite or
long stalled chambers, under either round cairns, or long or short cairns
often doubly “homed” and of complex ancestry with features developed
in isolation. Inhumation is normal, and the most distinctive pottery is the
stab-and-drag-ornamented Unstan ware, belonging also to the Western
Neolithic group and with representatives in the Hebrides where it occurs
stratigraphically later than Beacharra Ware.
Lastly, the Kentish Medway group of closed-chamber tombs under stonefaced rectangular mounds represents a small colony from North-west
Germany or Holland, probably related rather to the Peterborough culture.
B. The Peterborough culture exhibits such striking parallelism with what
developed on a similar Mesolithic foundation on the other side of the North
Sea as to suggest connexion, in its rounded-based coarse pottery, ornamented
in a variety of impressions and incisions, with the “Dwelling-Place” cultures
of Northern Europe; but with important modifications, probably the result
of contacts with other British Neolithic cultures. These “Dwelling-Place”
cultures were those of Mesolithic hunters and fisher-folk, enhanced by
Neolithic borrowings, which migrants may have brought thence to spread
among the related Mesolithic folk in South-eastern Britain. Subsistence
was thus mainly by hunting and fishing, with some stock-herding but little
cultivation. In the very exiguous material equipment at present recognized, the
Peterborough is distinguished from the Windmill Hill culture by the pottery
already noticed, and by a Mesolithic tradition in implements.
Distributed primarily in coastal, riverside, and hunting country, the culture
was in time carried to the West, North-west and occasionally the North,
coming gradually more into contact with the Windmill Hill culture. The
known dwelling-sites are rare. The best-explored is an oval stake-built hut
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with hollowed floor (on chalk) at Winterbourne Dauntsey, Wilts; vaguer
traces occur mainly on waterside and other sands and gravels (e.g. the pits
of the type-site at Peterborough). A few cave-dwellings are also known.
Burials are still rarer, apart from some deposits, which frequently appear
to be secondary, in chambered long barrows and related tombs, denoting
local alliance with western megalithic groups of the other culture. A primary
inhumation pit, under a low mound later covered by a Bronze Age round
barrow, has lately been found at North Deighton near Ripon (Yorks).
The two cultures sometimes appear in chronological succession, e.g. stratified
in the ditches of Windmill Hill itself, and in those of several Wessex long
barrows, where the Peterborough remains are secondary, and are actually
associated (as often elsewhere) with Beaker material formally assigned to the
Early Bronze Age (see below), and with the Grooved Ware now to be
mentioned.
C. At the end of the period, probably about or after 2000 B.C., there appear
in Britain, most notably on the submerged land-surface of the Essex coast and
(but not demonstably so early) in Northern Scotland, the first traces of a
further immigrant culture, resembling the Peterborough in its general
character, the typical pottery of which is known as Grooved Ware. (See below
under Early Bronze Age.)
This culture, though its appearance in Southern Britain may be more or
less concurrent with the earliest “B” beakers, established itself in Northern
Scotland before the advent of the local Early Bronze Age immigrants,
producing in the final phases of the Orcadian neolithic the remarkable
settlements of Skara Brae, and Rinyo, the one-roomed houses of which with
their beds, dressers, etc., translated from wood into durable stone indicate a
surprisingly high standard of material culture.
Industry and Trade
Western megalithic colonists of this period may have first found and traded
copper and Irish gold : of this there is still no positive evidence. But a wellattested traffic grew up in stone axes from the West, which in late Neolithic
times was handled especially by communities of the Peterborough culture.
Flint-mining in the chalk, known in Sussex, central Wessex, and at Grime’s
Graves in Norfolk, was properly an industry of the Windmill Hill culture. The
Peterborough people were also concerned in this trade, at least at Grime’s
Graves, in the region of which the two cultures were in especial contact.
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4

The Bronze Age
(Problems, pp. 88–93)
BRONZE in the British Isles came from the West, but is first datable among
invaders from the South and East, known as the Beaker folk. From their
arrival is therefore reckoned:—
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE (Beginning about 1900–1800 B . C .)
A. The Beaker folk appear to have formed a warlike ruling class, who lived
mainly by herding, hunting, and drawing upon the products of exploitable
subjects and neighbours. Their equipment included distinctive types of
implements, rarer in bronze than in flint or stone, and of the characteristic
beaker pottery. Several groups of invaders are thus recognized, coming in
two main waves. The B Beaker peoples comprised a southern group centred
on Wessex (B I), and a mainly south-eastern group (B 2) with outliers farther
north, especially in parts of Scotland. The A Beaker peoples arrived rather
later, on the east coast, and settled chiefly round the Wash—whence they
reached the upper Thames and Wessex—on the Derbyshire lime-stone, and
in East Yorkshire and farther north, in Scotland, especially in Aberdeenshire.
In time, sometimes quite soon, smaller parties reached the West of England
and of Scotland and Wales. (“C Beakers” are for the most part variant or
degenerate forms of A.)
The grooved-ware people (see above) survived in North-east Scotland, and
in Orkney as at Skara Brae, but elsewhere for the most part became variously
merged with Beaker groups.
B. The Food-Vessel peoples are so called from characteristic pottery vessels,
which are of two kinds: the vase, most frequent in Britain, and the bowl,
most frequent in Ireland. Both kinds, by their various combinations of
features, show that these peoples were formed of multiple strains, but in the
main by fusion between the Beaker invaders and survivors from the Neolithic.
In Britain, the vases show that the peoples chiefly concerned were respectively Beaker and Peterborough, though grooved-ware and Atlantic elements
may sometimes appear also, mainly in the North. The new culture was thus
of modified Beaker character, with a marked activity in trade. It is typically
northern, appearing in the centre and on both coasts of Scotland, where it
overlapped that of the unmixed Beaker folk, and in England along the
Pennines and especially in the North-east, where in East Yorkshire it superseded
them. It occurs also in North-west England and in Wales, and in all the regions
round the Fens. In general, its rise corresponds to the Beaker culture’s decline.
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C. A similar process of fusion, to be inferred from pottery more directly
ancestral to the overhanging-rim urns of the next period, took place in the
South of England in the latter part of the Early Bronze Age, 1 when Beaker
and Peterborough peoples were forced together in subjection to the rule of
fresh invaders, centred in Wessex. These creators of the Wessex culture were
warriors, hunters, cattle-breeders, and above all powerful exploiters of trade,
which enriched their equipment with the bronze and gold of the West and
precious merchandise from the Continent. Of their various outlying groups,
the most important was in Cornwall.
Their coming, from Brittany in the seventeenth century B.C., brought to
an end the series of Early Bronze Age invasions.
Dwelling-sites. —In the north-eastern regions where descendants of the
grooved-ware people lived on through this period, their stone hut-clusters at
Skara Brae and Rinyo in Orkney, already referred to, have been preserved by
sand in a completeness which emphasizes the dearth of domestic remains
known elsewhere.
Those of the Beaker folk—others are still more elusive—consist mostly of
structureless occupation-traces on watersides and sand dunes (rarely in caves),
and sometimes pits (e.g. at the Peterborough site). But they include also some
round or oval stake-built huts, with floors hollowed in the chalk, beside the
Easton Down flint-mines (Wilts), two circular hut-enclosures of earth and
stone on the Ayrshire limestone near Muirkirk, and a single such hut at
Woodhead near Bewcastle.
From these it appears that some at least of such “hut-circles,” familiar on
the moors of the Highland Zone, date from the Early Bronze Age. That the
dwellings of the period, however constructed, were typically circular is
suggested also by certain of its sepulchral and religious structures.
Burials. —From the Beaker invasions onwards, these are characteristically
single, in contrast to the collective rite proper to Neolithic tombs. The burialrite of the Beaker folk was normally contracted inhumation, which was usual
also among the Food-vessel peoples. But with some food-vessels (and in two
or three cases with beakers) is found cremation, believed to be derived either
from older megalithic and long-barrow practice, or (later) from the Wessex
culture, in which the two rites were at first alternative, but cremation
predominated.
Round Barrows, or burial cairns, are distinctive of all the Early Bronze Age
cultures. The bowl barrow was introduced by the Beaker folk, and is typical
also of the Food-vessel peoples; bell and disc barrows appear first with the
Wessex culture.
Primary (less often secondary) barrow-burials are found usually in dug
graves or slab-lined “short cists” (which can both occur also without any
1
This period has also been called “Middle Bronze Age A,”
called the Middle Bronze Age simply.

“Middle Bronze Age B” being then what is here
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barrow). Wooden coffins or grave-planks were often employed in the Wessex
culture, and coffin or dug-out canoe burials occur also elsewhere, sometimes
with food-vessels and mainly in the North-east. Under some barrows internal
timber or stone circle structures or ring ditches (complete or penannular)
have been recognized, suggesting variously a dwelling, ritual enclosure, or
combination of the two. Two timber techniques can be distinguished; massive
wood-work standing in dug post-holes, and slender stakes and hurdle-work
(as in South Wales). The influence of megalithic tradition, especially in
the Highland Zone (where moreover both beakers and food-vessels may
accompany secondary interments in megalithic tombs), often appears in
these, and also in other ceremonial structures.
Circle-monuments. —Stone circles, and also avenues, formed a notable part of
that tradition, and in the British Isles such circles were variously incorporated
in megalithic tombs of the Boyne and related Neolithic cultures in the West
and North.
But the majority of these monuments in Britain belong to the Bronze Age.
Thus the “recumbent stone” circles of Aberdeenshire, probably derived from
the megalithic Moray Firth tombs (p. 30 above) and enclosing a cremationdeposit, were the work apparently of the Beaker folk, and several of the many
other Scottish stone circles enclose burials datable in the Early Bronze Age
(e.g. with food-vessels). But free-standing circle-monuments are not always
demonstrably sepulchral. In Southern England they appear with the B I Beaker
folk, and may be associated with stone avenues, as at Avebury. Ditched or
embanked circle-monuments of different origin, with uprights typically of
wood and in part perhaps roofed, appear with the A Beaker folk, and the
variety of the ditched stone and/or wood circles found in many parts of
Britain, from the Channel to Orkney, seems largely explicable by fusion of
these converging traditions: the great circle at Avebury is the type of example
of those with bank outside the ditch. However, at Dorchester (Oxon) a wood
circle with bank inside the ditch (as in the “Aubrey circle” at Stonehenge)
has recently been proved to be Neolithic (apparently of the local Windmill
Hill culture, with secondary Peterborough occupation). Avenues, stone or
ditched, are rarer; they may occur with or without circles. The unique
combination of features at Stonehenge may have been completed only under
the Wessex culture. In general, these monuments long retained their religious
and social importance.
Art. —The same is true of rock-carvings, especially frequent in certain
northern districts, and chiefly the work of Food-vessel communities. Their
mainly symbolic art, represented more rarely on monuments, grave-cists,
and in barrows, is in the main another outcome of megalithic religious
tradition. But the British series combines features derived from the art of the
Boyne passage-graves (p. 30) with that carved on living rocks in South
Ireland and related to similar carvings in Galicia, probably as an outcome
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of the arrival in Ireland, at an early date, of metallurgists from Iberia not
unconnected with one or more of the multiple strains in the Food-vessel
culture at large (see above, p. 32).
THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE (Beginning about 1400

B . C .)

By about 1400 B.C. the chiefs of the Wessex culture and their subject population had blended. Their practice of cremating the dead became general, but
modified by the frequent use of cinerary urns, normally with overhanging
rim, adapted from vases combining native Peterborough and Beaker traditions
(in Cornwall, distinctive handled urns were used, adapted from vases prevalent
in Brittany). The unified people are hence known as the Urn folk. From south
of the Thames they spread northward, at first unevenly penetrating, and then
influencing or gradually amalgamating with the Food-vessel peoples. Sooner
or later accordingly, the latter adapted their own vases as cinerary urns,
sometimes by mere enlargement, more often by distinctive assimilation to
the overhanging-rim type.
The result by about 1000 B.C. was a great measure of cultural uniformity
over the country at large. Equipment was still mainly non-metallic, but
became progressively richer in bronze. Subsistence continued mainly pastoral,
augmented by hunting and in some degree by a still primitive agriculture.
Population probably grew, and expanded into fresh areas, so that remains
may be found in almost any region free from heavy forest, marsh, or mountain.
Dwelling-sites in the Lowland Zone have been seldom identified, though
among the groups of ring ditches on the gravels of, e.g., the Upper Thames
there were seemingly inhabited as well as burial enclosures, and, as at Sutton
Courtenay, domestic pits. In the Highland Zone settlement-areas have been
identified, e.g. on the Cleveland moors, but to what extent actual hut-circles
belong to this period is seldom clear. On Dartmoor, however, groups of these
seem to be the work of the local Urn folk, and are sometimes connected with
small cultivation-plots, sometimes enclosed in circular stone-walled pounds
or pastoral steadings, e.g. Grimspound. On the chalk, a ditched enclosure
made by Middle Bronze Age Urn folk at Rams Hill (Berks) was probably
of a similar nature; another is known at Norton Fitzwarren (Somerset).
Burials.—The burial-rite, whether for primary or secondary barrowinterments, or in stone “short cists” or simple flat graves (which may, especially
in the North, be grouped in small cemeteries), was cremation, with deposit
in or under a cinerary urn, or accompanied, e.g., by a food-vessel, or with
little or no accompaniment at all.
Pygmy cups, a feature originating in the Wessex culture, are often found,
especially with urns.
Round Barrows or cairns, covering one or more burials, continued to be
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typical; the bowl form persisted, but bell and disc barrows (and rarer related
forms) remained characteristic of the Wessex culture tradition, and one sees
a convergence of this tradition with that of beaker and food-vessel people in
the sepulchral ring ditches of, e.g., the Upper Thames.
Internal features as noted for the Early Bronze Age continue to be notable
in this period. Moreover burials, and in the North particularly cemeteries,
are as before found associated with circle-monuments.
Circle-monuments thus continued to be used, and also to be erected, in the
Middle Bronze Age, especially, it would seem, stone circles in the Highland
Zone.
Art.—The tradition expressed in rock-carvings was also maintained. In
general, the religious and social usage of the period was simply a unified
development out of Early Bronze Age elements.
It is important to realize that the use of “Middle Bronze Age” as a name
for a cultural phase is really based on a chronological concept derived from
a typology of weapon and tool types, and the very large bulk of evidence
from graves does not necessarily fit this scheme, especially in regard to
correlations. between the Highland Zone and Southern Britain. The important
North British material typologically assigned to “Middle Bronze Age” times
may well be much of it contemporary with “Late Bronze Age” phases in the
South of England. Such sequences as those of the earlier of the settlements at
Jarlshof in the Shetlands, however, give a local framework into which the
northern burial series can be fitted.
THE LATE BRONZE AGE (Beginning about 1000

B . C .)

About 1000 B.C. (or shortly after) the bronze industry underwent a revolution. New types (e.g. sword, socketed axe), new techniques (in casting and
sheet-hammering), and new trading methods (attested by travelling merchantfounder’s hoards), were adopted from the Continent and adapted to suit the
British Isles. And during the next five centuries, the more accessible parts of
the country were gradually overrun by successive bands of immigrants, with
a new agricultural economy and a largely new mode of life.
A. The native Urn folk suffered little encroachment from the earliest
immigrants, and themselves continued to expand within the Highland Zone.
There, beside the later versions of the overhanging-rim urn, there appear in
many regions (and in Ireland) cordoned urns derived from it, and also
encrusted urns, incorporating the Skara Brae tradition of the Scottish Northeast (see above), which presently were carried South and South-west, to
Ireland and on to the coasts of Wales. It has been suggested that the
Encrusted Urns may indeed originate in Early Bronze Age times in North
Britain and their accepted typological sequence be reversed.
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Enlarged food-vessel urns may also still appear. The people’s equipment
gained much from the progress of the bronze industry, but otherwise their
mode of life changed little, outside the range of immigrant influence.
B. There were three main phases of immigration.
Phase I (not before 1000—900 B.C.). Settlers from Northern France arrived
in small parties in the South, in Sussex certainly, and then in Kent, possibly
in Cornwall; less certainly elsewhere. The innovations in the bronze industry,
which broadly speaking were universal, came in across the North Sea, but
apparently more by trading intercourse than by immigration.
Phase II (not before 800—700 B . C .). Invaders came over in force into
Lowland Britain from three directions: to the east coast, as far as to the
Humber, from Holland and round the Lower Rhine; to the South-east, by
way of the Somme, from the West Alpine region; and to Wessex, and also
Cornwall, from Northern and perhaps Western France. All were related, in
varying degrees, to the “Urnfield” civilization of the Continent. They established what is known (from two Wessex burial-sites) as the Deverel-Rimbury
culture; its most characteristic pottery (like that of Phase I) was coarse,
typically fingertip-ornamented ware of bucket or barrel form (in Wessex also
tool-ornamented and globular). They replaced the native Urn folk, absorbing
their survivors everywhere they settled; and they greatly increased the
Lowland population.
Phase III (perhaps from about 600 B.C.). In the east of Britain, mainly from
the Humber to Shetland and westward to the Pennines, Western Scotland,
and also Ireland, certain burials and settlements are distinguished by flatrimmed pottey, rather similar to some Deverel-Rimbury ware but also to what
followed it in the Iron Age. They suggest the arrival of further invaders,
seemingly from the north-western fringe of the Hallstatt civilization, which
had already introduced the Iron Age in Central Europe.
Such a movement will thus be related to the coming of the Iron Age from
that quarter to South-eastern Britain (p. 41 below); but the bronze industry
of the Highland Zone long survived the appearance of this Hallstatt element
in the East and North, as it did the arrival of other Hallstatt settlers, probably
from France, on the coasts of Wales.
All these groups of immigrants had an ample bronze equipment, including
new types introduced by them. Implements of flint, however, were still made,
as well as of stone, bone, and antler. Wood-working flourished, and in addition
to canoes, wheeled vehicles were made, at least in Phase III (Heathery Burn
Cave, Co. Durham). Their prosperity, at any rate in the South, was based on
a farming economy combining settled pastoralism with regular ploughagriculture.
Enclosures, boundaries, and fields. —In inland Wessex, from Cranborne Chase
and Central Hants to the Marlborough Downs, the Deverel-Rimbury people
made small squarish earthwork enclosures, apparently for folding stock.
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Sometimes associated with these, and found also in other mainly chalk
districts [e.g. of Sussex; but often still undated (e.g. in Yorkshire) and sometimes Iron Age—p. 42 below], are single- or double-banked boundary-ditches.
These are the earliest artificial divisions of open land known in Britain.
They divided it into permanent grazings, and could themselves serve as
drove-ways: flocks and herds at grass or in transit were thus kept within
communally made bounds, and away from crops.
For crops (mainly wheat) arable land was systematically laid out in fields,
shaped in considerable variety, sometimes apparently elongated, but tending
mainly to short-oblong or square form, and usually of moderate size (about
one half to two acres). Their defining balks remain recognizable especially
in chalk country, accentuated along the slope of the ground by the lynchets
formed through ploughing. In stone country, e.g. Cornwall, the divisions
may be walls of earth and stones. Narrow ways, similarly defined, may lead
through groups of fields to the dwellings of their cultivators.
Dwelling-sites. —The Phase I settlements known in Sussex at Park Brow
and Plumpton Plain A consist respectively of eight and four oval embanked
(and perhaps hedged) enclosures grouped irregularly amongst their fields
and containing each probably one circular post-built hut. At Trewey Foage
in Cornwall stone hut-circles of distinctive build, similarly grouped, may
belong to immigrants of Phase II, but the dating evidence is not very secure.
Of the Phase II field-group settlements known in Sussex, Plumpton Plain B
contained at least three, New Barn Down perhaps six, post-built huts all
together in an oblong embanked yard. In the rather similar yard at Thormy
Down (Wilts), also of Phase II, the numerous post-holes include those of at
least nine similar buildings. Most of such sites contain also what appear to
be store-holes in the ground, and all yield many burnt oven-flints.
Another preceded the Iron Age hill-fort of Chalbury, Dorset, and an
additional site, at Minnis Bay, Birchington, Kent, is now submerged, and
will be noticed below. Among others less fully explored or structurally vague,
that in Mildenhall Fen, Suffolk, will also be noticed below.
Influence of Late Bronze Age immigrants on pastoral native Urn-folk is
indicated at Playden in the Sussex Weald, where a circular post-built hut
stood in a ring-ditch of Middle Bronze Age type, connected with a ditched
and wattle-fenced rectangular stock-enclosure (probably for forest-fed pigs).
On Dartmoor, at Kestor and Foales Arrishes, hut-circle groups of Middle
Bronze Age type are associated with field-systems of the immigrant type,
which also appear in native settlement-areas on the North-east Yorkshire
moors; but how and when this came about is somewhat uncertain,
In mainland Scotland immigrant material is not yet known from hutcircles before the local Iron Age, though the earliest settlement-finds on
Traprain Law (East Lothian) may be assigned to Phase III immigrants, like
those in the Sculptor’s Cave, Covesea (Elgin). The Heathery Burn Cave finds
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(Co. Durham) must be roughly contemporary, and also the Culver Hole
(Llangenydd) and Little Garth Cave finds in South Wales. At the stonebuilt hut-settlement of Jarlshof, in Shetland, related immigrants supervened
on an earlier community but despite their Late Bronze industry they were
probably iron-users from the first, and the succession of hut-types disclosed
will here be noticed under the Iron Age.
Crannogs or artificial island-settlements in lakes, marshes, or estuaries, were
apparently made on the Lower Thames (Southchurch, approached by
causeway; “Old England,” Brentford) and possibly elsewhere in the Southeast 1 by the West Alpine invaders of Phase II. (There are also staked brushwood causeways apparently of this period between natural islands in the
Fens, as near Fordy, Cambs.) But the great majority of later crannogs are in
the Highland Zone, especially South-west Scotland, and in Ireland, and their
appearance here seems connected with Phase III. The evidence for this is
at present mainly Irish, and is good but not early.
Burials.—Phase I settlers in the South may seemingly be credited with a
few barrow-burials, one at least (between Brighton and Lewes) an inhumation; but the great mass of Late Bronze Age burials from the Channel to the
Humber are the cremation-interments of the Phase II Deverel-Rimbury
culture.
Though some primary barrow-burials are known, they were for the most
part deposited in flat graves, which were often grouped to form a cemetery
or urnfield, containing any number up to over a hundred (e.g. Rimbury,
Dorset) ; both urnfields and single burials may be placed as secondaries in
(usually one quadrant of) an existing round barrow, either (e.g. Latch Farm,
Hants) an older native one or (less often: e.g. Colbury, Hants) of the new
culture itself. While ordinary flat graves are commonest in the East, the use
of barrows is most frequent in Wessex, where the new barrows are lower,
sometimes smaller and usually poorer in internal features than the average
native bowl barrow. Not all the cremation-deposits are in urns : they are
occasionally arranged in a ring or horseshoe (e.g. Barnes, Isle of Wight, and
(with stone cist-structures) the Deverel barrow, Dorset). In the South-west
(Cornwall : primary or secondary single barrow-burials, often in stone cists;
and in the Mendips: cf. the Tynings Farm barrows), immigrant and native
barrow-custom seems to have coalesced.
Burials apparently of Phase III in East Yorkshire are normally single
cremations with a small pot, either primary in a small barrow, or secondary
in an older one. In East Scotland cremations with Phase III pottery, lasting
into the local Iron Age, appear to have been intruded into RecumbentStone circles of the Early Bronze Age (e.g. in Aberdeenshire Old Keig,
and Loanhead of Daviot where the intervening period is covered by an
appended native Urn-cemetery).
1

Pile-structures on the Trent at Clifton, Notts, may date form the Middle-Late Bronze Age transition.
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Circle-monuments thus were perhaps still revered. In North Wales a cremation
with a similar pot was found at Glynllivon (Caernarvon) at the foot of a
megalithic standing stone (menhir).
The frequent cemeteries of “small cairns” in the Scottish Highlands may
perhaps originate in this period, though definite evidence is lacking (p. 98).
In general, Late Bronze Age burials indicate a greatly enlarged new population in most of the Lowland Zone, and in the Highland Zone a late and
partial penetration, by invaders whose culture falls mainly into the Iron Age.
THE BRONZE AGE: GENERAL
Industry and Trade.—The manufacture and trading of stone axes continued
from Neolithic into Early and even Middle Bronze Age times, when it was
extended to include the perforated axe-hammers first introduced by the
A Beaker folk. The latter also imported Niedermendig stone from West
Germany, especially for grain-grinding.
Flint-mining in the chalk also continued, and is well attested in the Early
Bronze Age (e.g. Easton Down, Wilts), and on into the Middle Bronze Age
(e.g. Blackpatch, Sussex). In the Late Bronze Age there were sometimes
secondary workings (e.g. at Grime’s Graves, Norfolk, the “Black Hole” site).
Flint was widely traded, and in Lowland Britain fine axes of mined flint are
found in Early Bronze Age trader’s hoards. Scandinavian flint types are also
found imported, chiefly in eastern districts; they belong in the main to the
mature Early Bronze Age, contemporary with the Wessex culture (see below).
The bronze industry was probably based primarily on Irish copper (to a
less extent on British, e.g. Cornwall, Weardale), to which Cornish tin was
added probably before the end of the Early Bronze Age. Accordingly, though
moulds for casting flat axes of that period occur in North-east Scotland, traces
of bronze-founding in Britain are rare before the Late Bronze Age, with its
widespread distribution of travelling merchant-founder’s hoards. Additional
sources of raw material then came to be exploited, e.g. the copper ores of
Weardale, already mentioned, and regional types, e.g. of socketed axes in the
Yorkshire and Welsh areas, became standardized. Metal workers seem
throughout to have formed a distinct class, and the typological history of
their products, as has been pointed out above, runs to some extent independently of the pattern of Bronze Age cultures, though individual cultures often
exerted a demand for particular types.
Trade relations with the Continent in bronze-workers’ metals and in Irish
gold, and the introduction by Continental immigrants of new types of weapons,
tools, and ornaments, furnish important evidence for Bronze Age chronology.
Further contributions come from the trade in imported Baltic amber and in
native jet and shale, and most notably from the importation of small ornaments,
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mainly segmented beads, of Egyptian faience. These are found in graves,
first of the Wessex culture of the mature Early Bronze Age, and thereafter
of the early Middle Bronze Age, and provide a dating-horizon centred about
1400 B.C.
The latest phases of Bronze Age industry overlap the beginning of the Iron
Age, and in much of the Highland Zone, above all in the North, its survival
was undoubtedly a long one.

5

The Early Iron Age
(Problems, pp. 94–9)
IRON was probably already known to some of the invaders of Britain in
Phases II and III of the Late Bronze Age. The Llyn Fawr hoard (see above)
shows that it was being worked by and for Hallstatt settlers of Phase III in
South Wales about 500 B.C. But soon afterwards began the immigrations
into Lowland Britain, from the Hallstatt regions of the Low Countries and
Northern France, which established the first definitive British Iron Age
culture.
IRON AGE A (Beginning about 450–400

B.C. )

While the people who introduced flat-rimmed pottery in Phase III of the
Late Bronze Age spread in Scotland, and developed their own Iron Age
culture there, the fresh immigrants of Iron Age A proper established themselves mainly in Lowland Britain. Their coarse pottery is typically also
flat-rimmed, and, though often suggesting some continuity with Late Bronze
Age tradition, is distinguished by better potting and more distinctive form,
notably the high-shouldered profile derived from the Continental metal
bucket or situla. It is often accompanied by superior pottery which differs
in detail from region to region.
The most northerly early type-site is Castle Hill, Scarborough (with bronze
and flint implements, but little iron). Settlement was dense all round the
Fens (e.g. Fengate, Peterborough) and the Wash—whence the Northern
Midlands were occasionally reached— and on the lighter soils of East Anglia,
with an early type-site at West Hading, Norfolk. The coasts and river-gravels
were settled on both sides of the Thames estuary, with penetration up the
river and its tributaries, leading to a strong concentration in the Upper
Thames valley, with an early type-site at Long Wittenham, Berks; beyond this,
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settlement extended to the Cotswolds and occasionally beyond and up the
Severn. The East and Central Sussex Downs were settled, with early sites at
Eastbourne and at High Down and Park Brow I near Worthing; and beyond
this the Deverel-Rimbury culture was replaced progressively in the Wessex
region, from the south coast to North Wiltshire, by settlers from Northern
France, with type-sites respectively at Hengistbury Head (Hants) and All
Cannings Cross, near Devizes. West of this settlers reached the Bristol and
Mendip region and the fringes of the Somerset plain.
The early type-sites mentioned may be placed in an Iron Age A I phase,
within the later fifth and fourth centuries B.C.; but in many cases no clear
demarcation is possible between this and the ensuing phase. A distinct Iron
Age A 2, beginning 300–250 B . C ., is however recognizable in a number of
regional groups, notably on the Upper Thames, on the Sussex Downs, and
above all in Wessex, where settlement was now much more widely spread.
The type-site here is Little Woodbury, Wilts.
The Iron Age A people were essentially farmers. They bred cattle, sheep,
and pigs, also dogs and small horses, and hunted deer; but their primary
pursuit on all suitable soils, especially the chalk, was agriculture. Of their
equipment not much has survived in bronze and iron, but more in antler
and bone, especially that developed for domestic spinning and weaving of
wool; besides wood and leather also, and as well as pottery, baked clay and
carved chalk (e.g. for loom-weights), sarsen (e.g. for saddle-querns) and
other stone and flint were in general use.
Enclosures, boundaries, and fields. —Dwelling-site or homestead enclosures are
noticed separately below, as are hill-forts and the slighter hill-top enclosures
or refuges which sometimes preceded these. Whether or no small square
enclosures for folding stock were still made as by the Deverel-Rimbury people,
their boundary ditches certainly sometimes continued to be used, and at
least in Wessex and Sussex others were now made, which usually show clearer
evidence of intention for use as drove-ways, especially in the case of “crossdykes” over downland ridges. Similarly “double-lynchet ways” lead between
the lynchets of contemporary fields, The field-system introduced in the Late
Bronze Age was greatly extended on the chalk, especially of Wessex and
Sussex, and doubtless on other soils where its traces are less often discernible;
how early it became established in the North is at present not clear. The
description given for the Late Bronze Age of the fields and the lynchets
formed by ploughing them continues to hold good. The crop was mainly
wheat, sometimes barley also, and the field-system served a well-developed
agricultural economy, which has been further illumined by excavation of the
people’s dwelling-sites.
Dwelling-sites. —In the earlier part of the period at any rate there is no
evidence that the social unit of settlement was large. In Scotland, settlements
of the flat-rimmed pottery people consist of up to nineteen stone hut-circles
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(e.g. Glenshee, Perthshire). At Jarlshof, Shetland, partitioned hut-circles
replaced the “courtyard houses” of earlier inhabitants (for this type see p. 49
under Iron Age B), but not more than two or three were lived in at once. In
the South, settlements in valleys or on lower slopes near water, often long
occupied, such as a number round the Upper Thames and in Wessex, e.g.
perhaps All Cannings Cross, may sometimes have reached the proportions of
nucleated villages. There are indications, e.g. in Holderness and on the Thames
within and below London, of crannogs or pile-settlements of which the same
may betrue. But the formation of large settlement-units certainly seems to have
taken place in the main later than the Iron Age A culture-period proper, in
which the typical dwelling-site at present known is the farm or homestead
of a single family unit.
Of these single homesteads Little Woodbury, near Salisbury, occupied for
about three centuries from the beginning of the Wessex A 2 phase about
300 B.C ., stands as the type-site. Its excavation (not yet completed) has
revealed the trench of an enclosing palisade, evidently nearly circular and
400 ft. across, and within, the post-holes and other traces of structures and
emplacements serving the people’s agricultural economy : post-built haydrying racks, an extensive complex of successive working-hollows apparently
for hand threshing, small square post-built granaries probably for seed-corn,
and a great number (at least 360 in all) of pits or silos for storage of foodstuffs,
mainly of grain previously parched in temporary flint-hearthed ovens of cob.
The cob fragments formerly thought to be of pit-covers belong to these ovens,
and the burnt flints miscalled “pot-boilers” are scattered hearth-flints; the
pits themselves are simply those long generally misinterpreted as “pitdwellings,” the whole notion of which is thus now exploded. Only a few of
these were in use at any one time (the pits and hollows when done with were
filled in with upcast and rubbish), and at no time is there evidence for the
inhabiting of more than one dwelling-house. This single circular (and porched)
house, some 40 ft. across, supported by posts (often renewed) in two rings
round a central square for hearth and smoke outlet, stood in the middle of
the enclosure; finally a rather smaller and similar house was begun close
by, but was seemingly, like a probably contemporary new outer palisade,
never finished.
Most of the few other Iron Age A houses known have been found in hillforts (see below) ; meanwhile, many downland sites that have been supposed
(usually on the pit-dwelling theory) to be “British villages” seem really to
be such single homesteads with the house undiscovered: e.g. Highfield,
Swallowcliffe Down and Fifield Bavant (Wilts), Worthy Down and Twyford
Down (Hants), Boxford Common (Berks), and Park Brow I and Charleston
Brow (Sussex); also the early sites on Castle Hill, Scarborough, and at West
Harling (Norfolk) where two circular enclosures were placed side by side.
The enclosures of others have been identified by air-photography: e.g. the
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Pewsey Down “Spectacles” (Wilts)—likewise double; Farley Mount (Hants),
etc.
The size and status of the great bulk of Iron Age A sites that have only
been excavated partially, e.g. those round the Fens and in the Upper Thames
region, and elsewhere as outlined above, still remain to be determined.
Little Woodbury is also surrounded by a fortification-ditch, never completed
and soon filled in, about or soon after 250 B.C. About or soon after 50 B.C. the
very similar homestead at Meon Hill, Stockbridge (Hants), was similarly
fortified. Such cases are related to the fortifications next to be described.
Hill-forts.—Communal enclosures on defensible hill-tops, used seasonally
or for refuges in danger, are characteristic especially of Iron Age A I. Simply
palisaded examples precede the later hill-forts at Quarley Hill (Hants),
Willbury (Herts), and on the Welsh border Ffridd Faldwyn (Mont), Old
Oswestry (Salop), and Eddisbury (Cheshire). Of earthwork examples at
least three in Sussex are four-sided: Thundersbarrow, Hollingbury (preceding
later forts) and Harrow Hill. The earthwork of this period and plan at High
Down, however, was a true hill-fort, showing the primary type of Iron Age
univallate fortification with broad ditch-berm and timber-revetted rampartwall (at least once rebuilt during A I). This was the work of Iron Age invaders
on a Late Bronze Age site; the same is true at Chalbury, Dorset, where the
wall is sheer-faced in stone.
In a few slighter earthwork enclosures, e.g. Wolstonbury, Sussex, the ditch
is internal. The enclosures yield occasional occupation-traces if any, but of
the forts Chalbury contained at least one circular post-built house, High
Down at least one post-structure of angular plan.
The great majority of univallate camps, usually hill-forts of “contour”
type, but sometimes more or less circular works on a “plateau” site, were
built in Iron Age A 2 or its local equivalent, and, in the South at least, in the
early part of it, about 250–200 B.C., apparently as defences against the first
Iron Age B invasions (see below). In many the rampart., sometimes actually
unfinished, as at Rams Hill (Berks), Ladle Hill and Quarley Hill (Hants),
was simply a mound, piled to as steep an outer face as possible: e.g. Figsbury,
Wilts (outer ditch unfinished), Bury Hill I and St. Catharine’s Hill, Hants,
and the Trundle, Sussex. Sometimes, however, the outer face was revetted
with timber, as at Cissbury (Sussex), Yarnbury Castle I (Wilts), and Eddisbury I (Cheshire), and sometimes again the full traditional berm-and-wall
construction was carried out, as at Hollingbury and at Maiden Castle I
(Dorset). In the West the wall might be rubble-faced with stone walling
(Chastleton, Oxon), or stone-faced and of earth and timber lacing within
(Maiden Castle at Bickerton, Cheshire). The development of this sort of
stone and timber construction in the Highland Zone should be connected
with the invasions that in Scotland produced the Abernethy culture (see
below under Iron Age B).
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Entrances were always defensively timbered, often with the rampart-ends
inturned to prolong the walled passage inwards, and sometimes with recessed
guard-houses behind the gate, which was probably as a rule bridged over.
Occasionally, as at the (unique) double east entrance of Maiden Castle I,
a symmetrical outer hornwork was added.
Some of these forts remained continuously inhabited, though not necessarily
by more than a single establishment (presumably a chief’s), and contain pits,
etc., like the homesteads, the structures including one or more houses, as at
Maiden Castle: at Chalbury a round stone house was now built centrally in
the homestead manner. Even in some of these, however (e.g. St. Catharine’s
Hill), the defences were soon neglected, and many were altogether abandoned
(e.g. Figsbury, Hollingbury, and apparently Bury Hill I).
Burials.—Isolated cremation-deposits are known e.g. at Park Brow and
the Caburn (Sussex), and in various regions (e.g. Winchester, Bristol area,
East Anglia) cremations or inhumations in small round barrows (or secondary
in a Bronze Age barrow : Bincombe, Dorset).
By the A 2 phase at any rate, contracted inhumation had probably become
usual: e.g. at hill-forts, Little Solsbury near Bath, Yarnbury I, Bury Hill I;
at homesteads, Worthy Down (Hants), Fifield Bavant. But burials of any
kind are still rare.
Circle-monuments. —A retention of sanctity by circle-monuments in the
Highland Zone is marked especially at “recumbent stone” circles in Aberdeenshire (see p. 39, under Late Bronze Age Phase III). Very little Iron Age A
pottery has been found at Stonehenge. But the village or homestead site at
Frilford (Berks; A 2 onwards) included a small post-structure of uncertain
purpose later enclosed by a broad penannular ditch in the old circle-monument manner. Thus the Iron Age A culture, though essentially the creation
of Continental Celtic immigrants, may in this respect claim some degree
of continuity with its predecessors as far back as the Early Bronze Age, as
indeed is also suggested by the circular house-type.
IRON AGE B (Beginning at regionally various dates, from about 250

B .C .)

(a) The earlier movements:
Iron Age B and Iron Age A. —The Iron Age A people, with their counterparts
in Scotland, maintained their fundamental culture well into the first century
B.C., and to a considerable extent even after. But early in the A 2 phase they
were assailed and in certain districts subjected by bands of Celtic invaders,
coming from France and perhaps beyond, where now flourished the La Tène
civilization.
Iron Age B culture is a collective term for all that these, and more westerly
later movements, brought from that civilization to Britain to add to or modify
the persistent pattern of Iron Age A.
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On “Iron Age AB” see further below (p. 48).
South of the Thames: the Cissbury culture. —The first assailants, from about
250 B.C., apparently forced the Iron Age people of the South to defend themselves by building the hill-forts (and homestead defences as at Little Woodbury)
mentioned above. They did not succeed in submerging them as a whole, but
lodgements were made by small groups in certain districts. One of these was
in East Kent (Worth near Sandwich) ; there are suggestions of others farther
West, and on the Central Sussex Downs a compact group, evidently with
native subjects, remained based on the hill-fort of Cissbury.
The Midlands and East: the Hunsbury culture. —North of the Thames there is
some evidence for the same thing along the Jurassic belt across the Midlands,
and also here and there in the eastern counties, where, while the native
culture remained little changed, the arrival of Iron Age B ruling groups is
attested by finds of weapons and fine metal-work in the La Tène style, together
with certain inhumation burials, e.g. probably in Lincolnshire and certainly
in the Cambridge region (e.g. Newnham).
Small circular forts and homesteads (one at Draughton, Northants, with
three round post-built houses, is probably to be attributed to the A culture
with B contacts) also appear in this connexion, in particular the permanentlyinhabited fort of Hunsbury near Northampton, where the metal and pottery
finds mark the centre of another group of B culture with native subjects,
established certainly by 200 B.C.
The Arras culture in Yorkshire. —In the Wolds of East Yorkshire, from about
the same date at latest, the invaders settled more densely. The feebler native
substratum apparently made fortification less necessary, and no forts nor
distinctive homesteads are known; but inhumation burials in small round
barrows are numerous, at Arras near Meighton, Driffield, Eastburn, etc., some
of them chariot-burials.
Weapons, ornaments and fine metal-work in the La Tène style here appear
with pottery still in the native flat-rimmed tradition.
The spread of Iron Age culture in West and North Yorkshire and beyond
is at present ill-defined, but the typical field-system is known in the Yorkshire
dales, and in this Pennine region, as well as cave-dwellings (e.g. Harborough
Cave in Derbyshire), the small hill-fort of Almondbury I near Huddersfield is
dated to this phase.
The Abernethy culture of Scotland. —Here a distinct province of Iron Age
culture was set up by invaders appearing, probably also about 200 B.C., on the
south-west coast and around the Tay and Moray Firths. The native population was probably by now large, and the invaders lived permanently in
strong hill-forts, usually of elongated plan, with a main rampart-wall built
of stone consolidated by timber: if these “Gallic” forts were set on fire, the
burning of the internal timber lacings fused the surrounding stones into
vitreous masses, whence such examples are known as vitrified forts. The larger
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forts, such as Castle Law at Abernethy in Angus, are mostly in the East; their
inner space (up to three-five acres) contained dwellings and industrial workshops. Finavon fort (Angus) contained a row of at least twelve hearths implying houses whose shape and structure could not be ascertained. Inland
in the Great Glen, and on the west coast and inner isles, the prevailing type
is small, being simply a chief’s fortified homestead; e.g. Rahoy, Argyll (inner
diameter 40 ft., with single central hearth only). La Tène metal-work is rare,
and pottery rarer: wooden (and doubtless leather) vessels were used instead.
The older native culture continued both in the Abernethy culture-area and
outside it, and especially in the Scottish Lowlands there were large hill-top
settlements (e.g. Traprain in East Lothian), though their defences, often
multiple and sometimes of several periods, are seldom well dated. The
appearance of multiple ramparts may often mean nothing more than subsequent additions to the original fort. Smaller settlements, and some crannogs,
were certainly inhabited also, but little is known of them before Roman
times. (On Iron Age and Roman Scotland, see further below, pp. 51, 68, 104.)
The Abernethy culture has usually been regarded as an Iron Age B contribution introduced by invaders coming direct to Eastern Scotland from Continental Europe. But its most evident features seem better taken as contributed
from Southern Britain. “Gallic” forts will reflect the Hallstatt-derived timbering of Iron Age A chalk fort-ramparts in Sussex and Wessex; and while,
e.g., its La Tène I brooches are indeed an Iron Age B feature, they are precisely one of those adopted from the B invaders in A regions in the South.
The route whereby the Abernethy culture reached Scotland may have been
from South Britain by way of the Welsh Marches. The distribution of “Gallic”
(vitrified) forts in South-west Scotland suggests a link with certain examples
in and adjoining North Wales: Maiden Castle, Bickerton (Cheshire) has
been mentioned above, two vitrified forts are known near Corwen, and at
Ffridd Faldwyn was another pre-Roman vitrified fort. Also, the later fort at
Almondbury was again of similar build, and contained much material of the
first century A.D., when it was burnt almost certainly (as perhaps were many of
those in Scotland) by the Romans. Before then, fortification in these regions
had been further developed under influence from the South-west (see below).
Cornwall and the South-west. —The tin-bearing region of Cornwall naturally
invited oversea Celtic aggression, but how early Iron Age immigration into
the peninsula began is not certain. Rare early brooches, e.g. from the large
inhumation-cemetery of stone cist burials at Harlyn Bay on its north coast
suggest a date at latest in the third century B.C., and the small but strong
circular stone fort of Chun Castle in Penwith was certainly, and perhaps no
later, built by invaders from the Western Continental coasts.
The first occupation on Trevelgue Head near Newquay indicates that
before 200 B.C. invaders had begun also to settle on promontory-fort sites. These
movements led on to the further developments noticed below.
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(b) The later movements
“Iron Age AB.”—The presence of groups of Iron Age B origin in Southern
Britain, and especially of the Hunsbury and Arras cultures in the Midlands
and the North-east, acquainted the country generally with warlike and
ornamental metal-work and other equipment in the La Tène style, and this
acquaintance became to some extent reflected—notably in the form and
decoration of better-class pottery—not only e.g. at Hunsbury itself, but also
in many regions of A 2 culture in the South. Such addition of Iron Age B
characters to the A 2 culture is recognized by the provisional term “Iron Age
AB,” which at any rate by the first century B.C. becomes applicable variously
in much of Wessex and Sussex, on the Upper Thames, and to the West, e.g.
on the Cotswolds. Many sites of this period, both in these areas and in those
containing B cultures themselves (e.g. Breedon-on-the-Hill, Leics; Atwick,
East Yorks; and generally in the eastern counties) show but little of such
modification of A traditions; but the general effect was to bring Southern
Britain nearer to the La Tène than to the Hallstatt standard of culture.
Rotary querns came into use, and iron-working, carried on intensively at
Hunsbury, appears also in the fort of Bredon Hill I in the Cotswold region.
The iron of the Forest of Dean, moreover, helped to bring this quarter under
fresh B influences from the South-west (see below),
The Wealden Culture and “South-eastern B.” —By the first century B.C. also,
the Cissbury people had expanded North and North-west into the iron-bearing
Weald and its northern margins in Kent and Surrey, forming a distinct
culture with types of pottery, etc., descended from the original Cissbury
culture. They then built a number of hill-forts, e.g. Oldbury near Ightham
(Kent), probably for defence against the invading South-eastern Belgae (see
pp. 52–3).
They also conquered the eastern Sussex Downs and set themselves up in
the Caburn hill-fort near Lewes, where much iron was worked, while the
agricultural basis of the culture remained what it had been in Iron Age A 2.
Later in the same century, the “AB” influence in pottery-decoration already
present in this region was supplemented by the arrival of immigrants,
apparently refugees from the Roman conquest of Brittany in 56 B.C., who
introduced geometric and stamped ornament on pottery of a distinctive
shape.
This “South-eastern B” element spread also to parts of Kent, Surrey, and
Essex. Other such immigrants appeared at the same time farther West (see
below).
The South-west and the Glastonbury Culture.—After 200 B.C. invaders in larger
numbers began to enter Cornwall, bringing from Brittany improvements in
equipment (including a little wheel-made pottery) and in fortification. Their
object was probably the control of tin and other profitable metals. They
built promontory-forts or “cliff castles”: in that at Trevelgue iron was mined
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and worked, and of the circular houses one, e.g., was 60 ft. across, a slate-walled
version of the Woodbury type (p. 43); that on Gurnard’s Head contained at
least 12 circular stone houses, in two groups; ramparts and ditches, to meet
the needs of sling warfare, were usually multiple, the main rampart at least
being a sheer-faced stone wall, internally stepped. Inland hill-forts were also
built : a circular plan (cf. Chun, p. 47) reappears, e.g., at Tregear Rounds, with
ramparts of earth and rubble, and Castle Dore, which contained several
post-built circular houses within two stone-faced ramparts.
In South Devon and over the Dorset border, and farther north in Somerset
and on the Cotswolds, movements apparently of the same people are marked
by a further spread of multivallate or bivallate hill-forts, sometimes promontory-forts or developments of these such as Hembury in Devon, sometimes
retaining a more or less circular plan, but more often assimilated to the
contour type of the existing Iron Age A univallate tradition.
Their rampart-construction varies, but sheer stone facing is known, e.g. at
Cranbrook Castle in Devon, at Cadbury Castle and Worlebury (internally
stepped) in Somerset, and in the renewal of existing A (strictly, “AB”) forts,
in the Cotswolds at Leckhampton and Bredon Hill II (early first century A.D .).
Entrances were often of an extreme inturned type, the timber-work
including a substantial bridge in front of the gate.
The insecurity of the times is attested not only by the size and strength of
the forts but by their normally permanent habitation. Among such, Salmonsbury in the Cotswolds is on low, largely marsh-protected ground.
The idea of such protection was given extreme form in the lake-villages of
Meare and Glastonbury in Somerset, which show the crannog type enlarged
to the scale of a permanently-inhabited “water-fort.” The Glastonbury lakevillage contained at least sixty circular wooden houses and industrial emplacements, defended by a palisade. Its complete excavation has given a
very full picture of the people’s material culture, equipment, and decorative
art, which, especially on pottery, proves the presence, possibly the dominance,
among them of further immigrants from Brittany (cf. “South-eastern B”
above), perhaps refugees from the Roman conquest of Brittany in 56 B.C.
The Glastonbury culture was thus an intensified version of the South-western
Iron Age B, through the rest of which its influence was variously diffused. It
is present as far West as Cornwall, but the West Cornish villages of the first
centuries B.C. and A.D., lying (sometimes near hill-forts) amid small squarish
corn-plots and devoted also to tin-smelting, have stronger local characteristics,
which persisted after the Roman conquest. That at Porthmeor contained at
least three, that at Chysauster nine, roughly circular stone houses of the
“courtyard” type, either locally developed from (but not superseding) the
simple circular form, or introduced from farther north in the Highland Zone
(cf. its appearance at Jarlshof, Shetland, p. 43). With or independently of
this, the elongated underground chamber or souterrain known as the “fogou”
D
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appears in Cornish villages and forts (e.g. Treveneague), either from the same
quarter (e.g., again Jarlshof) or from Ireland, or possibly from West France.
Single homesteads are less well known in the south-western B culture, but
the pre-Roman ditched enclosure at Kingsdown in Somerset seems to be one.
Caves were also inhabited, both in South Devon (e.g. Kent’s Cavern) and
the Mendips (e.g. Wookey Hole).
Burials are rare, but inhumation was probably in the main still contracted
(one at the large fort of Ham Hill, Somerset), though in the rich burial at
Birdlip (Glos), of the first century A.D., the bodies were extended.
As a whole the South-west in these centuries shows the imposition of an
immigrant B culture (at Glastonbury in a special form) of La Tène type, with
La Tène art, on a persisting substratum mainly of “AB” character as defined
above.
Wessex and the B culture of Maiden Castle.—Over most of the Wessex chalk
the “AB” culture was at its height in the first century B.C., as seen at, e.g., the
homesteads of Meon Hill (now fortified) and Fifield Bavant, or the latest
phase at All Cannings Cross and Little Woodbury. In Dorset, the culture of
this phase was still in the simple A tradition, as seen at Maiden Castle, where
the original hill-fort (p. 44) was now greatly enlarged (Maiden Castle II),
presumably against south-western assailants, with a single rampart no longer
of wall-and-beam constuction, but of simple mound or ‘glacis’ type.
In phase III a new element appears in the site’s material remains, which
is attributed by the excavator to the arrival of a warlike group of oversea
invaders, coming probably from Brittany after the Roman conquest of 56 B.C.,
who set up a distinct province of B culture, based still on the old A rural
economy, in the region of which Maiden Castle was the capital.
This was signalized by a re-planning and multiplication of the defences,
the main rampart being heightened and supported by inner chalk and then
limestone revetments, and the entrances remodelled. A grandiose final phase
(IV) completed the complex defensive scheme of multiple ramparts.
Fortification in similar style was hence spread also among the “AB” people
of inland Wessex (e.g. Bury Hill II, Hants, and probably Yarnbury, Wilts)
as far as the Test and perhaps the Loddon valleys, where such multivallate
or bivallate forts seem to have been held against the westward invasions of the
Belgae, to be noticed below.
The Western hill-forts.—In the main from Somerset and the Cotswolds, the
south-western invaders went northwards into Wales and the Marches. Forts
in their typical multivallate style show this not only along the coast of the
Severn Sea from Gower (e.g. Rhossili) to Monmouthshire and the Forest
of Dean (Llanmelin, Sudbrooke, Lydney), but also on the Malverns (Midsummer Hill, Hereford Beacon) and beyond, around the headwaters of the
Severn and into Cheshire and North Wales (on the west coast also Pen Dinas,
near Aberystwyth). The earlier forts at Ffridd Faldwyn, at Old Oswestry and
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the Wrekin (Salop), and in Cheshire at Eddisbury and Maiden Castle,
Bickerton, were replaced by these much stronger works, and the invaders’
work on many other sites, especially in North Wales, is probably to be
recognized. However, away from the south coast and the lower Severn, where
pottery and other finds are abundant as in Somerset and the Cotswolds, they
abandoned more and more of their original material culture, and though
round stone houses, cattle-enclosures, etc., are known variously within the
more northern forts, finds in them are few, and elsewhere are virtually unknown. It may be supposed, however, that the invaders’ power rested on a
native population of impoverished Iron Age A and Bronze Age descent. The
forts were certainly used for resistance to the Romans in the first century A.D.,
and in North Wales were often re-occupied later. In Wales too are numerous
small forts, one of which has produced a “La Tène” collar as a chance find,
and the simpler examples may well go back before Iron Age B times.
The North: Scotland and the Broth culture. —Among the Brigantes of Northern
England, this western influence contributed to some building of hill-forts in
the first century A.D. At Almondbury the older fort was now replaced by one
with multiple defences, the main rampart being of “Gallic” construction (see
p. 46), as also, apparently, was the main rampart of Wincobank, near
Sheffield. The more northerly Brigantian strongholds seem to have been more
often single-ramparted, on sites of great natural strength, such as Ingleborough, Carrock Fell, and Honnam Law, analogous to “hill-towns” like
Traprain in the Scottish Lowlands (see p. 47). In Roxburghshire recent fieldwork has identified at least four sites at which a primary hill-fort of a single
massive stone wall was enlarged and re-fortified by multiple ditches and stonefaced ramparts often with elaborate entrance outworks. This suggests comparison with the sequence in Wessex (above, p. 50); and at Bonchester Hill
the primary fort is associated with objects of the Abernethy culture (cf. p. 105).
The very large fortified centre in the Brigantian country at Stanwick
suggests some Belgic inspiration (see p. 53).
In all these regions, little new can have been added in this period to the
subsistence economy of the people.
The term “small forts” has been applied in Scotland to structures really of
different ages; but the existence there of possibly pre-Roman analogues to
southern fortified homesteads need not be wholly excluded. In a small fort
at Castle Law, Glencorse, iron was smelted and forged, and there was also
a souterrain or “earth house.”
On the western coasts and islands from Galloway northwards, distinctive
small forts or “duns” now begin also to appear. These as a whole (many
being of Roman or later date) are of varied plan : many are strictly circular,
and some have “galleried” stone walls, recalling those of the courtyard type
of house; there also begin to appear the circular stone dwelling-structures
known as “wheel houses.”

52

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

Probably developed from the same connexions are the brochs, which are
hollow-walled round stone structures, occasionally veritable towers standing
up to forty feet high, on a foundation pierced by cells opening off the central
courtyard, and usually surrounded by stone huts for the retainers of the
possessing chief
The broth culture shows the “clan” system apparent in the small forts and
“duns” in a specialized form, developed in the far North—Caithness, Sutherland, Orkney, and Shetland—where most of the brochs are, and spreading
southward, more and more sporadically, towards the Lowlands of Scotland,
where that of Torwoodlee near Galashiels has yielded Roman pottery of the
late first century A.D.
The people’s equipment, especially for textile making, and the novelty in
the North of their southern breeds of sheep and cattle, agree with the broch’s
apparent architectural pedigree in proving them invaders by sea from Southwestern England. They were arable as well as stock farmers, and worked
bronze and iron as well as stone, bone, and whalebone. Their pottery is
distinctive, with rather faint reminiscence of southern and “flat-rimmed”
traditions.
The invaders evidently subjected and ruled the native population, whose
stone hut-circle villages, accompanied by small corn-plots, often continued
to be inhabited.
Attached to many of these on North and North-east Scotland and the
islands, are souterrains or “earth-houses,” already noted here earlier at Jarlshof
(pp. 49–50), as in the Lowlands (Glencorse, p. 51) and in Cornwall (“fogous”):
their origin seems distinct from that of the brochs, but is still obscure.
Lastly, crannogs were sometimes also dwelt in, as already mentioned.
Scotland when invaded by the Romans was thus a patchwork of cultures,
with invading southern elements imposed on a native substratum, laid down
earlier in the Iron Age on a Bronze Age basis. See further below, pp. 68, 104.
Warfare was evidently rife, but subsistence was certainly much above the
Bronze Age level.
IRON AGE C (Beginning about 75 and 50

B . C .)

(a) The Belgae in the South-east. —About twenty years before Caesar’s expedition of 55 B.C., Belgic tribes in Northern Gaul began to invade South-eastern
Britain, settling first in East Kent.
They possessed an advanced La Tène culture, enabling them to clear and
settle on better soils, with equipment including iron tools, weapons, and
appliances on a large scale, sometimes a heavier type of plough, and also the
true potter’s wheel, producing much pottery, usually cordoned and sometimes
pedestalled.
Their crafts also included fine hammered as well as cast bronzework, and
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enamelling, which soon issued in champlevé-enamelled bronzes in a developed
La Tène style. They also introduced gold coinage from Gaul, and soon began
minting in Britain, in gold and then in silver, later in bronze.
Dwelling-sites are known on the East Kent coast, including Thanet (e.g.
Dumpton Gap near Broadstairs), but the plan and character of these is not
clear, and the people may largely have inhabited houses of wood and turf
in isolation or in scattered groups. They soon crossed the Medway and settled
on both sides of the Thames estuary, and by 54 B.C. were already established
in Hertfordshire. They made a few simple but large hill-forts (e.g. Bigbury,
Kent; Cholesbury, Herts), and at Wheathampstead (Herts : probably the
capital of Cassivellaunus taken by Caesar in 54 B.C.) built one distinguished
by its very large ditch between two ramparts. The strong defensive dyke at
Beech Bottom appears to mark an early Belgic frontier running between this
and the site of Prae Wood (Verulamium, by St. Albans), where late in the
first century B.C. a new centre was set up (probably by Tasciovanus), protected
by forest and by a dyke-like earth-work, with palisaded rampart, nearly a
mile long, doubled at its weakest corner : internal transverse divisions included
at least one ditch and two palisades, but the occupation was uneven, and
the “city” area enclosed large open spaces, presumably for livestock and/or
cultivation.
The Essex region, first colonized by Belgae from Kent, was finally conquered
from the Verulamium quarter by Tasciovanus’ son Cunobelin, who established
a capital at Colchester (Camulodunum) .
Here an extensive system of protective dykes was completed to fortify an
area some twelve square miles in extent between two converging rivers, with
a “city” nucleus half a mile across containing occupation-areas, with round
or oval houses of wood and turf, scattered over large open spaces. The material
culture was rich, with importation of goods from the now Romanized West
of Europe; metal-working and potting were carried on, and coins minted.
Such imports occur also at Verulamium and other Belgic sites; more rarely
in East Anglia, which was influenced, not conquered, by the Belgae; and in
East Yorkshire on the Humber (North Ferriby): Belgic influence in the North
may also account for the form of the large dyke-defended centre of Stanwick
near Richmond, among the Brigantes.
The Belgic frontier itself came to extend in the first century A.D. from
South-east Suffolk, by the Cambridge region and Northants, to the Cherwell
and the Middle Thames, across which there were probably some southward
incursions.
From Verulamium a further extension was made westward across North
Oxfordshire, where an area of twenty-two square miles is enclosed by the dyke
called Grim’s Ditch, part of which at least may be of Belgic date, to the
Cotswolds, where the Salmonsbury fort was occupied and dykes of the same
date (or later) adjoin the Churn and Frome valleys, e.g. at Minchinhampton.
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Belgic influence further appears in the latest pre-Roman material of the
Sudbrook and Llanmelin hill-forts in Monmouthshire.
Burials were typically by cremation in flat graves, usually with funerary
pottery, and sometimes brooches and other metal-work, as notably in the
grouped cemeteries of such graves at Swarling and Aylesford in Kent ; in one
of these at Colchester (Lexden) also, a large round barrow contained a richly
furnished royal burial, and a few other richly-furnished “vault-burials” are
known in the south-eastern counties.
Religious sites. —Belgic material occurs sometimes at the sites of later
Romano-Celtic temples; one at Cheshunt Field near Colchester stood in the
square garth formed by a large Belgic ditch.
The Belgae made South-eastern England in general the richest and most
advanced quarter of the island, and prepared the way there for Roman
civilization.
(b) The Belgae in Suxsex and the Wessex region.—The Roman conquest of
Gaul was followed by the emigration not only of Breton (see p. 50) but also,
about 50 B.C., of Belgic refugees and irreconcileables, headed by the Atrebatic
king Commius.
To these, probably with recruits from Kent, may be assigned coins of new
types found in regions of Sussex and on the eastern borders of Wessex, soon
succeeded by inscribed coins struck by Commius himself, and thereafter (and
distributed variously south of the Thames and east of a frontier along the Test
valley) by his sons.
What appears to be the corresponding material culture is a somewhat
reduced version of the South-eastern Belgic, with wheel-made pottery largely
of a simple bead-rim type. It occurs at Selsey (perhaps an original dykedefended stronghold of the invaders, continuing as a capital where coins
were minted) and elsewhere in West Sussex, West Surrey, and East Hants,
where hill-forts of the “AB” natives were abandoned (The Trundle, Sussex)
or destroyed (St. Catharine’s Hill, Hants); and homestead sites were taken
over (Twyford and Worthy Downs, and Choseley Farm, Hants); also in the
Isle of Wight, where an oval wood and turf house is known at Chale.
Later the invaders moved on to the Berkshire Downs (presumably by way
of Silchester, the source of the coins mint-marked CALLE (va), where however
no pre-Roman remains are yet known). Others crossed the Test into West
Hants and Wilts, where again they re-occupied some native homesteads (e.g.
Highfield, Salisbury) and some hill-forts (e.g. Bury Hill, Yarnbury), and built
the large weakly-defended fort of Casterley and probably some others,
including Winkelbury, on the chalk downs.
How far they lived in single homesteads or in villages is not yet clear. Their
addition of an elongated strip type of field to the existing field-systems, to suit
their heavier plough, has been proved at Twyford Down, Hants.
Later still, perhaps about A.D. 25, the Dorset B region was annexed; of
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hill-forts, Maiden Castle and the old A fort of Poundbury near by were
occupied and re-fortified, as was Hembury in Devon; but the Belgic contribution to hill-fort building in all this region is not yet fully defined.
Homestead or village dwelling-sites are known at Woodcuts and Rotherley
in Cranborne Chase, which continued into the Roman period. Lastly, invasion
into Somerset, apparently putting an end to the Glastonbury lake-village,
seems to have been taking place about the time of the Roman conquest.
Burials are known by cremation, including a richer round-barrow burial
at Doles (Hurstbourne Tarrant) near Andover, but also by extended inhumation (e.g. Battery Hill, Winchester) ; when Maiden Castle was captured
by the Romans, the dead were buried in various more or less contracted
attitudes in a large “war-cemetery” at the east gate.
The Z and Y Holes at Stonehenge (post-holes placed concentrically round
the stone structure) were apparently dug during the Belgic supremacy in
South Wiltshire, and would seem to constitute the sole claim for “Druidic”
connexions at Stonehenge.
INDUSTRY AND TRADE
The iron industry in the earlier Iron Age A culture is as yet hardly represented, though its early beginning has been above noticed in the Forest of
Dean, where its importance evidently grew in Iron Age B times. This was no
doubt then the main source of the iron bar-currency, widely distributed in
the south-west of Britain.
Elsewhere in the South-west iron was mined at Trevelgue Head in Cornwall
and worked also, e.g., at Bredon Hill (pp. 48–9), while the Midland ironstone
was exploited in particular at Hunsbury. Iron-working in the North has been
proved on a number of widely-scattered Scottish sites, but remains difficult
to date closely.
In the first centuries B.C. and A.D., Sussex iron was certainly mined, smelted,
and forged by the Wealden culture people (e.g. at Saxonbury), and (e.g.
near Crowhurst) by the Kentish Belgae, who also smelted iron at Swarling.
The tin industry of Cornwall was at its height in this period, exporting to
the Continent as well as to the rest of the British Isles. Gold was perhaps still
imported from Ireland. Mendip lead occurred at the Glastonbury lake-village.
The bronze industry remained based on the areas of natural supply, mainly
in the West, but bronze, though less widespread than iron, was no doubt
worked at most of the main centres of Lowland culture, and schools of decorative metal and enamel work based on the La Tène style, working mainly for
the rich upper class, are of course attested in several main regions of the
country, beginning in the third century B.C.
The shale of Kimmeridge in Dorset was worked and distributed, especially
in the form of armlets, throughout the period.
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Among domestic crafts the textile industry was highly developed; and to
the subsistence industries was added that of salt-boiling from brine, in constructions whose reddish clay “briquetage” is associated with Iron Age A in the
“red mounds” of the Lincolnshire coast and the edge of the Fens (Runcton
Holme, Norfolk), and with the Belgic culture in the “red hills” of the Essex
coast and on Canvey Island in the Thames estuary.
Pottery of the coarser sort continued to be made generally on a local basis,
but the industrial production and distribution of finer wares is first attested
by the “haematite” ware, typical of Iron Age A in much of the South, and
then in the South-west probably, e.g., by the decorated ware of Glastonbury
type (as certainly by the analogous “South-eastern B” ware, produced
notably at Horsted Keynes in East Sussex).
Finally, the Belgic introduction of the potter’s wheel industrialized potterymaking altogether; kilns are known in Wiltshire at Broomsgrove, and must
have existed on a great scale above all at Colchester.
All this industrial activity gave rise to much increased internal trade, which
must have been stimulated by the Belgic introduction of coinage, and the
import trade in fine pottery (with amphorae carrying wine), glass, and metalwork from the Roman Empire, beginning late in the first century B.C., spread
gradually over the South and South-east and up the East of England, reaching
its height under Cunobelin at Colchester, where at the conquest of A.D. 43
it merged into the commerce of Roman Britain.

6

The Age of the Roman Occupation
ARCHAEOLOGICAL knowledge of the Roman Province of Britain is inevitably
divided into the two spheres, military and civilian, which were imposed by
the physical features of the country. There was, indeed, interpenetration
between the two orders in all the frontier regions long before the close of the
Roman occupation. But their tangible remains are so distinct as best to be
studied apart. And in the third place, Scotland beyond the limits of Roman
power forms an area of native Iron Age culture persisting and developing
from the stage reached when the Roman assaults upon it began, which has
been as far as possible sketched in the preceding section. It therefore requires
separate treatment, which, owing to the inadequacy of our present knowledge
of it, will here be relegated in the main to Chapter II.
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A. THE MILITARY ZONE OF ROMAN BRITAIN
(Problems, pp. 100–2)
In the military sphere, our knowledge of the initial phase of conquest,
begun under Claudius in A.D. 43, is as yet very sketchy. Of sites occupied by
Roman garrisons, the best known is the auxiliary fort of Margidunum (Notts),
on the line of the Fosse Way. But here the remains, an irregular enclosure
with regular but abnormal street-plan, timber buildings and a complicated
system of soak-away drains and pits, protected by a rampart and shallow
multiple ditches, are so powerfully affected by the liability of the site to flood,
as to render the whole planning untypical of its age. The multiple-ditched
forts in the corner of the native fortress at Hod Hill or at the crossing of the
Nen opposite Castor (Durobrivae ) offer more normal rectangular outlines and
the likelihood of a more normal internal plan. Of the legionary fortresses
still less can be said, though the sites of those at Gloucester and at Lincoln
have now been identified. For the patterns towards which they lead we turn
to the Flavian age and beyond.
For the Flavian age we now possess an almost complete plan of an auxiliary
fort for a milliary cohort of 800 men, excavated at Fendoch in Glenalmond,
Perthshire, and certainly linked with the settlement of these regions by
Agricola. It is an oblong of 598 by 325 feet, with rounded angles, occupying
a small plateau at the very mouth of one of the principal passes into the
Highlands. Its defences comprise a turf rampart 17 feet wide, fronted by a
single or double ditch of V-shaped section and gateways of timber consisting
of single carriage-ways flanked by a pair of wooden towers or crowned by a
single tower. The westward third, bisected by the via praetoria, contained
kit-stores or stables for baggage animals lining that street and two facing pairs
of L-shaped barrack-blocks, about 150 feet long by 32 feet wide, in which
the centurion’s quarters, forming the foot of the L, projected so as to look
along the verandah fronting the men’s quarters, divided into ten pairs of
rooms for housing the mess-units (contubernia) of eight men apiece. Each unit
had an ante-room for arms and equipment and an inner room for eating and
sleeping, while each barrack had a large oven built into the back of the fort
rampart for cooking. The four barracks in the western third were matched
by six of the same kind, with their complement of ovens, in the eastern third.
The central third, fronting upon the via principalis, contained the administrative buildings. The central and dominating position was occupied by the
headquarters (principia), 80 by 100 feet, with a colonnaded front, whence a
central entrance led into a colonnaded court flanked by long store-rooms.
Behind the court the 80-foot width of the building was occupied by a long
hall, for administration of the cohort and its district, beyond which lay five
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rooms comprising a central shrine for the standards and Imperial statue and
twin offices for pay and records to right and left. The headquarters was flanked
by a pair of granaries, buildings 56 feet long by 30 feet wide, with ventilated
floors, in which the year’s supply of corn for the cohort was kept, and by a
roomy courtyard house, 68 by 100 feet, of Italian style, which formed the
residence of the commandant. Behind these principal buildings there was
room for workshops and for a small hospital. Here this very complete picture
ends, with two elements lacking which can be filled in from other sites. The
sanitary arrangements, taking the form of a well-drained latrine normally
situated behind the rampart, have been discovered at Housesteads or Caerleon,
to take typical examples. The bath-house, in simplest form comprising a
dressing-room, cold plunge or douche, warm room and hot room, is known
upon many sites; and in the Flavian and Hadrianic ages it was normally
situated outside the forts, and there were innumerable variant elaborations
of the basic form just described. Under the Antonines forts, on the outer
fringes of the frontier at least, tended to have their bath-houses inside, and
the tendency became a rule in new establishments, for example, the Saxon
Shore forts. But in other features the Fendoch plan is notable for its representative character. When Hadrian erected his frontier wall and the milliary
cohort fort was laid out at Housesteads, its plan conformed with remarkably
little variation to that of Fendoch. It is in fact clear that by the Flavian
period the standard accommodation for units had been worked out. The
difference between these forts and those of later ages is one of materials.
Flavian forts were of earth and timber throughout, only bath-houses being
of stone. From the time of Trajan onwards forts were stone-built, and Gellygaer in South Wales provides a fine typical example of a Trajanic fort for a
cohort of 480 men (cohors quingenaria). It is a smaller edition of Fendoch, with
six barracks instead of ten and more modest types of administrative buildings
of similar fundamental design.
Less work has been done upon the forts for cavalry, and still less upon the
forts of the part-mounted infantry units (cohortes equitatae). But the cavalry
forts of Hadrian’s Wall at Benwell, Halton and Chesters collectively provide
good evidence for the disposition of permanent quarters for the smaller
cavalry unit (ala quingenaria), while the great fort of Newstead on Tweed
exhibits barrack accommodation suited to a larger cavalry unit (ala milliaria)
though our knowledge of its stabling is incomplete. For the large and small
part-mounted units Birrens and Caerhun will answer in the matter of accommodation respectively, but this is an inquiry in which everything awaits further
exploration and definition. The British military field, however, presents rare
opportunities to the unprejudiced inquirer. There are also large gaps. Very
little is known of later-Roman accommodation, when forts tended to hold
more than one unit. High Rochester (Bremenium ) exhibits a headquarters
bulging with enlargements and barracks impinging upon the ramparts. But
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nothing systematic is known of these arrangements or the many others like
them in the North, while our knowledge of such newly planned forts as
Risingham (Habitancum), built under Severus, or Piercebridge, built under
Constantius I, amounts to nothing within their ramparts. Similarly, the
internal arrangement of Saxon Shore forts is unknown, though it should be
observed that internal bath-houses of simple plan exist at Richborough and
at Lympne, while the last-named fort contained a headquarters building of
normal type so far as uncovered. The view sometimes expressed, that internal
buildings were lacking in these great fortresses, is based upon lack of evidence
and is not encouraged by the positive facts.
As to defences, it is doubtful how far Roman forts in Britain ever completely
got away from the earthwork tradition. Although from the time of Trajan
onwards walls became the rule, and grew steadily more massive and higher,
they seldom lacked a rearward earth bank, intended not so much to reinforce
them against the use of the battering-ram (a contingency not very likely in
Britain) as to provide a lower rearward walk for circulation independent of
the fighting platform represented by the parapet walk. Special attention
should be drawn to the east angle of the legionary fortress at York (Eboracum),
where the whole arrangement survives up to the height of the parapet, as
nowhere else in fortresses of the Roman world. But Porchester and Burgh
Castle among the Saxon Shore forts appear to have been planned without
a bank behind their massive walls, while the mountings for revolving springguns appear at the latter fort. Here should be called to mind the massive
emplacements probably for onagri, at High Rochester, measuring 32 feet from
back to front and associated with balls of stone weighing up to 175 pounds,
the provision being dated to the first quarter of the third century. The
novelties in later developments, however, come rather in gateways and towers
than in ramparts. While the Hadrianic age saw a general movement towards
wide gateways with double portals, monumental in aspect and favouring
defence by sally, this soon gave way to the older fashion of single entrances,
sometimes furnished with monumental projecting towers, as at Risingham,
but more commonly recessed between towers flush with the fort wall. In the
new Saxon Shore forts projecting gate-towers are general, with a wide variety
of plan, and they are matched by remarkable angle-towers and interval
towers. The most magnificent in Britain lay on the river front of the fortress
at York, the multangular west angle-tower still surviving, though now
dissociated from the enormous frontage which gave it scale and proportion.
Perhaps the most developed and most specialized late fortifications are the
coastal signal-stations of the Yorkshire cliffs, massive towers 40 feet square
contained inside a walled enclosure with angle-towers and bastioned gateways. These had developed from the smaller stockaded wooden towers of the
Flavian age, through the 20-foot square stone turrets of the second century.
Nor should the little coastal fortlets at Caernarvon and Caer Gybi (Holyhead)

60

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

be forgotten, for these surely formed part of a more widespread system; just
as the earthwork signal-stations of the North Devon coast belong to a lost
series, typologically, and perhaps chronologically, falling between the stone
turret and the Yorkshire coast signal-stations, and matched at Barrock Fell
on the main road through Cumberland.
No mention of military affairs in Britain is complete without reference to
commissariat. The great Claudio-Neronian stores-base at Richborough still
awaits publication. But attention has been drawn to the special group of
military storehouses (horrea ) erected inside the fort of South Shields, the
Roman Tyne port, for the Scottish campaigns of Severus; while the completed
granaries and the enormous unfinished storehouse at Corbridge form a landbased counterpart of the same type, recently dated to the same age.
Land-communications also form a special feature of Roman military
archaeology in Britain. The Roman military road system probably survives
in better order and can still be studied today in greater detail than in any
other province. The exceptional paved road across the peat of Blackstone
Edge (Lancashire), the wonderful planning of the North Road through the
Cheviot Hills, the astonishing series of cuttings on the Stanegate (Cumberland)
and the majestic mountain trackway of High Street (Westmorland) are
without rivals in Western Europe. But collectively more impressive is the sum
total of the surviving remains, both in Northern Britain and in Wales. The
moorland areas also conserve in exceptional numbers the temporary marching
camps of Roman armies. The unique complex at Chew Green (Northumberland), the great Scottish series, stretching beyond all planned roads into
Aberdeenshire, and the minor groups near High Rochester are again the
best examples in Europe of the transitory fortification which was the hallmark of Roman discipline.
But the most remarkable features of Romano-British archaeology are the
frontier-walls and the net-work of forts which covers the hinterland between
them and the legionary fortresses. Hadrian’s Wall, erected between A.D. 122
and about A. D . 130, was at first designed to run as a continuous barrier,
comprising a wall 10 feet thick and a ditch 27 feet wide, from Newcastle
upon Tyne (Pons Aelius) to Bowness on Solway, a distance of 76 Roman miles.
The western 31 miles, from the Irthing to the Solway, were at first built in turf
instead of stone, in order that the lack of local lime supplies might not delay
the completion of the work. The continuous barrier thus erected was patrolled
from milecastles, which were fortlets attached to the Wall at every Roman
mile, and from turrets, also regularly disposed at the rate of two between
every pair of milecastles. The milecastles had large gateways to north and
south, permitting their use as sally-ports for an offensive form of defence: but
in the first stage the forts in which the garrison maintaining such a defence
were to be housed seem to have been planned to lie behind the Wall, on the
older road, known as the Stanegate, running close behind it or elsewhere.
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This plan, however, was changed while the building was in progress, and
most of the sixteen forts, dated by inscriptions to the same period as the milecastles, overlie the Wall-ditch, the Wall, and sometimes milecastles or turrets.
At the same time the Wall, built narrower, was extended eastwards from
Newcastle to Wallsend, the better to guard the estuary of the Tyne, and the
replacement of the Turf Wall in stone was begun from the Irthing westwards,
though not yet proceeding far. Once the whole garrison was thus concentrated
upon the line of the barrier, it was sealed off from behind by the Vallum, a
great boundary ditch running along the centre of a 100-foot cleared and
demarcated strip. The western flank of the wall, on the Cumberland coast,
was also furnished with a regular system of fortlets and watch towers, associated
with a chain of forts which extended as far as Moresby, close to St. Bee’s
Head: while the poor outlook obtaining in the Cumberland plain was compensated by outpost-forts at Bewcastle, Netherby and Birrens. Such was the
Hadrianic scheme in its evolving forms, the bulk of the work being done
during the governorship of Platorius Nepos by the three legions of Britain,
the men of the fleet and numerous auxiliary regiments, doubtless supplemented
by the unskilled labour of native corvées. The final replacement of the Turf
Wall in stone took place later in the century, at a date not yet accurately
ascertained.
The Antonine Wall, built under Lollius Urbicus in and after A.D. 140, is
a shorter and simpler work than the Hadrianic barrier which it at first
superseded, the Vallum being slighted by a system of causeways and the
doors being removed from the gateways of the milecastles. It was 40 Roman
miles in length, half the length of Hadrian’s Wall, and was built in turf
instead of masonry, but with a larger ditch. There were no milecastles or
turrets but nineteen forts were packed into the short length, thus providing
a larger concentration of offensive power. Of outpost forts or flanking defences
in the west nothing is known. But in the east there were outpost-forts extending
at least as far as Carpow, on the Tay (if these are not to be regarded as accessory
to an outer limes of Antonine type), and flanking forts along the Forth estuary
at Cramond and Inveresk. The whole work was again built by the three
legions of Britain, but it turned out an ill-fated experiment. It was once overrun by mass invasion from the North, and twice abandoned to hostile destruction owing to disturbances within the province.
Before the final abandonment of the Antonine Wall, Hadrian’s Wall was
certainly once more garrisoned in full, and after the campaigns of Severus
it once more became the official frontier. Its garrison was then considerably
increased, and a system of outpost-forts, themselves the bases for mobile
patrols, was devised to cover the whole of the Cheviot Hills, much on the line
of the later English Border. Two later reconstructions of Hadrian’s Wall are
known, following disasters in A.D. 297 and 369. It seems finally to have been
abandoned not later than A.D. 388.

62

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

In addition to the frontier walls, Britain exhibits some special establishments
which are ancillary to the normal elements in the system. The legionary
tile-kilns and pottery kiln at Holt, worked by detachments from the Twentieth
Legion at Chester, are associated with a special industrial enclosure with
barracks, bath-house and workshops for the unit. But an even more elaborate
establishment is presented by third-century Corbridge, where, just behind
Hadrian’s Wall and in contact with a local iron-field, two specialist detachments of legionaries were housed in special compounds attached to the storesbase and containing workshops and administrative buildings. One detachment
was engaged in forging iron weapons, principally arrow-heads and javelins.
The work of the other is as yet unknown. Although the Holt tilery is of the
second century and was working in the third, while the Corbridge compounds
were in use throughout the third and fourth centuries, it must not be supposed
that such establishments were late inventions. A tilery and pottery of the
Ninth Legion is known, though not explored, at Scalesceugh near Carlisle,
while minor establishments of the same kind are associated with many auxiliary
cohorts or alae. The bulk of the army’s pottery, however, was supplied by
purchase from private establishments and sometimes kept in store for many
years. A fourth-century store at Corbridge was full of Samian ware originally
produced in the second century.
Military cemeteries are little explored, the Chester grave-groups and
monuments providing the best illustrations, apart from isolated finds of
tombstones or tombs. But this is a much neglected subject. War memorials
(tropaea ) are known at Richborough and part of the inscription from Hadrian’s
war memorial on the Tyne has recently been studied afresh.
B. THE CIVIL AREA OF ROMAN BRITAIN
(Problems, pp. 102–4)
The Towns
The Roman official view, based upon Mediterranean outlook and experience, looked at provincial achievement in civilization through its towns; and
the towns of Britain fall into two classes, those officially founded by Rome in
order to house veteran soldiers and to set a standard, and those erected within
the territory of the cantons, or tribally-based units of regional government
and communal life, to serve either as cantonal capitals or as centres of more
local administration, always with Roman official approval or encouragement.
The official interest, which covered such matters as the loan of architects and
engineers, explains why the differences in Romano-British towns cover detail
rather than general effects. But there is one general difference which is outstanding. While all the large towns have, for example, a chess-board streetplan, the planning of the towns as a unit differs. The purely Roman foundaI.
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tions, the coloniae of Colchester, Gloucester and Lincoln, are themselves
compact and exhibit a collective urbanity. Little as we know of their
buildings, covered to-day by flourishing modern towns, there is good reason
for thinking that the public buildings were thoroughly Roman in fashion and
that the private houses, well appointed and furnished, were closely packed
as in truly urban communities. But the cantonal capitals sprawl and straggle.
Their public buildings, though Roman in plan and appointment, bear the
plain imprint of the military architect, planning conveniently rather than
elegantly, and often losing himself in detail when the plan went beyond the
military norm. Their shops and private houses fit the street-plan but rarely
fill it; and individuality and private enterprise are manifest in the planning
and relationship, or lack of relationship, of such buildings to one another.
Their temples normally follow native rather than Roman types, though
decorated in the Roman convention.
The sole public building in a colonia which has come down to us is the
Temple of Claudius at Colchester, a large classical temple with a deep porch
and octastyle front standing upon a high Italic vaulted podium. The building
stood in a great precinct, fitting screen for the elaborate ceremonial of a
provincial cult. No building yet discovered in a cantonal capital comes so
near to the Mediterranean standard: for the fora and basilicae of the cantons,
combined in a single plan strikingly similar to that of the legionary headquarters, are designed for administrative convenience rather than architectural
splendour or show, though dignified and Italianate in their decorative detail.
The sole cantonal capital in which the forum appears to break away from the
military convention is Verulamium (St. Albans), which also boasts such
buildings as a theatre of Gallo-Roman type, a market-hall and two triumphal
arches. The public baths of the cantonal capitals also have much more in
common with the military bath-house than with the Mediterranean urban
types, the nearest approach to the balanced plan of the latter being provided
by Leicester (Ratae Coritanorum). Much of the effect is no doubt due to the
official hand and to the fact that military architects must have been the
readiest for use. The non-official buildings betray no such influence. The
temples, lofty square buildings surrounded by a colonnade, are of “native”
type. The shops, long and narrow buildings (combining shop, warehouse and
dwelling) set endwise to the street, are of a type common throughout Western
Europe but not seen in Mediterranean towns. The houses follow the planning
of country houses, straggling over the blocks in which they are placed, with
considerable gardens about them, but thoroughly Romanized in their appointments. The whole effect is that of a provincial world prone to accept the
ready-made Roman conventions because these satisfied wants for which it
had not designed conventions of its own. Provincialism and individualism
appear only in the oldest matters, religion and the love of living like country
folk rather than town-dwellers.
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The smaller towns, which were not cantonal capitals, are much less well
understood. There are good grounds for thinking that they seldom possessed
an orderly street-plan, but the character of their public buildings is unknown
and little information is forthcoming on their private houses or shops. Their
exploration is one of the outstanding needs in the civil area.
Public services in connexion with the towns are here and there recognizable.
The colonia of Lincoln had an elaborate sewerage system, which was an
original feature, and a water-supply brought in a pipe-line under pressure.
In the cantonal capitals wooden pipe-lines have been recognized at Silchester,
Caistor-by-Norwich and Wroxeter, while Dorchester got its supply from an
open leet. Similar leets, apparently unfinished, have been recognized at
Leicester and Colchester. The Imperial courier service, or the need to cater
for it, seems to have left its mark in the form of great inns close to the city
gates of Silchester and Caerwent.
Private enterprise appears even outside the towns. The hot springs of Bath
and Buxton were eagerly developed, presumably by Roman syndicates, as
spas, the former being one of the largest known in the Roman world and
of some fame outside the province. It is one of the few monumental
creations in Roman Britain in which the civil architect’s hand can be clearly
traced.
All the towns required defences and most received them from the start,
stone walls and monumental gateways being de rigueur for the coloniae and for
the larger second-century cantonal capitals, earthworks for the smaller towns,
later rebuilt in stone. There is little trace in Britain of the rationalization
which reduced large Gallic towns to concentrated administrative centres,
but by the third century Silchester was reduced to about half its original size.
Elsewhere, the tendency was rather towards growth, as at Lincoln, Wroxeter
and probably London.
The domestic architecture of Roman Britain is one of the principal clues
to its individuality. The Roman type of great country house, not unknown
in Belgica or the German provinces, has not yet appeared in Britain. Here,
the great houses sprawl round large garden courts, the principal rooms,
large and sumptuous, in the rearmost range, with baths and minor rooms to
left and right. Frequently the front is unenclosed and lies open to the sun or
opens into a lower court of agricultural buildings. All too little exploration
has been conducted, however, in the workaday sides of these establishments,
to which they owed their existence and prosperity. These very large houses,
surrounding courts 100 feet square, are at once the homes, and the home-farms
of the great landowning aristocracy.
The well-to-do farmer is represented by a simpler type of house, based upon
a corridor, often in the form of a verandah between two larger end rooms.
This type, like the last, is not confined to Britain, but is part of the common
stock of Western European civilization of the day. The size of this type varies
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very considerably, but it is so numerous and widespread as to merit the title
of the typical Romano-British farm house.
Much less common is the long “basilican” hall with side aisles, often
bratticed off into individual rooms, which has all the look of a wooden building
translated into more permanent form in stone. This is much rarer outside
Britain, but it occurs in Gaul or Gallic regions, and the prototype may well
be one of those buildings which Caesar found alike on both sides of the Channel.
The material comfort of all these dwellings reached a high standard. Heated
rooms were abundant, mosaic floors frequent, wall-plaster normal. The main
fabric seems often to have been half-timbered, especially in the less important
dwellings.
No less typical of the Romano-British civilian world than the towns are the
villages. In the North and the West the villages are not seldom recognizable
as filling a given area, much as the homesteads and crofts of a Highland clan
filled its territory. We can perceive, in such valleys as the Lyvennet (Westmorland) or Upper Wharfedale (Yorks) central communities and their offshoots
which have all the look of products of a mainly pastoral clan society.
Similar sites are known in Anglesey and certain areas of Cornwall. But when
we leave the Highland Zone and examine such areas as Salisbury Plain or
the Dorsetshire uplands the picture is less clear. It may well be that many of
the enclosures described as villages are rather family homesteads, and it is
sure that many of their structures have in the past been mistakenly described.
Thus, the whole question of Romano-British village life is due for reconsideration, in default of which it is difficult to offer a summarized account that has
any likelihood of accuracy or usefulness. It is, however, evident that in the
Lowland Zone at least the villages are permeated with the humble everyday
products obtainable in the towns. Their inhabitants neither stood aloof from
the rest of the province nor kept alive a distinct indigenous material culture,
whatever habits of mind or speech they retained.
The southern villages and homesteads, in contrast to the mainly pastoral
communities of the Highland Zone, were mainly agricultural communities,
and are frequently associated with extensive field-systems of “prehistoric”
type, the small enclosures typical of a crofter’s tradition or of a civilization
equipped with undeveloped agricultural instruments. The relationship between
these fields and the villa system, which in developed form is certainly associated
with advanced agriculture and large fields, is unknown and is one of the most
important questions awaiting solution.
Apart from the towns and villages, industrial settlements are also known,
though almost wholly unexplored. At Charterhouse-on-Mendip the leadmining settlement awaits examination. At Weston-under-Penyard (Herefordshire) a large iron-mining settlement is in similar condition. The gold-mining
establishment at Dolau Cothi (Carmarthenshire) has been sporadically
examined but never accurately surveyed or scientifically excavated. The
E
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great pottery area on the Nene, close to Castor, has long been identified, but
its kilns and its products, gaily patterned in a free style which displays much
native vivacity, are as yet unrelated to history.
The pottery industry of Roman Britain in fact forms a special subject and
an almost independent branch of study. Many kilns have been identified and
described, and it is clear that although the output of some, as in the New
Forest or at Crambeck (Yorks), or at Castor, described above, was large
and widely distributed, other establishments were small and of more local
significance. Dating material is often scarce or ill-recorded: it is clear that the
establishments named above were late comers to the field. But the distribution
of the wares and products has also its story to tell, and this is largely unrecognized as yet.
In a province notable even in the Roman world for its attachment to
religion, it was natural that the countryside should abound in shrines, and
many of these are known, mostly of the native type already described. Groups
are rare, excluding those crowded about military stations, but this may be a
matter of chance or of the lack of systematic exploration. Most appear to be
devoted to indigenous cults, though the neighbourhood of the coloniae and
their land-settlements is not yet productive of evidence. The imagery of
worship is normally Roman, but the ideas expressed are frequently British,
as are the titles of the deities. There is some evidence also that the cults lasted
late, especially in the West, the most striking proof of the vitality of native
religion being the temple and pilgrim quarters, comfortable and wellappointed, of the god Nodens, built after A.D. 364. The temple is a remarkable
building, with triple shrine and side-chapels, whose plan oddly anticipates
later Christian developments. Of Christianity, on the other hand, the
little church at Silchester, boldly placed next to the forum, is the best evidence,
and there is also something very like a sub-Roman church at Caerwent, nor
should the claim of a basilican building at Verulamium, to represent a church
of wholly rectangular plan, be forgotten.
Another side of religious feeling is expressed by the tombs. While Britain
has not yet yielded great monuments of the Northeast-Gallic type, the tumuli
of Eastern Britain constitute a notable survival of pre-Roman habits and
feelings, even if these use Roman furniture and objects as their vehicle. The
walled cemeteries of Kent, containing family tombs or mausolea, are a more
Roman expression, as are the vaulted tomb-chambers for sarcophagi at York
or the altar-tomb of Classicianus the procurator from London. But much
work remains to be done on the social implications of all these remains and
their furnishings.
Evidence for the later stages of this colourful and varied civilian life is
scattered and thin. Among the western towns Wroxeter has yielded evidence
for destruction of the forum late in the third century, followed by occupation
of its site by random booths and workshops : but the public baths across the
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street continued in use until a raid destroyed them late in the fourth century.
At Caerwent, on the other hand, life certainly continued until well into the
fifth century. Silchester also, in the heart of the southern counties, has yielded
profuse late fourth-century wares and coins denoting intensive occupation
until the fifth century was well advanced, though the early large-scale excavation of the site destroyed rather than recorded the evidence for the latest
phases. Again at Verulamium, while large parts of the town had decayed by
the middle of the fourth century and the theatre was becoming a rubbish tip,
there is evidence for restoration of a temple enclosure (whether it still contained
a temple or not) after 380, and the town is rich in sub-Roman coinage. But
the social significance of these facts is in every case highly difficult to interpret
in the virtual absence of literary evidence, since they are susceptible of widely
different interpretations. It should further be observed that the more crowded
and prosperous centres, such as London, York, Lincoln, Gloucester and
Cirencester have not yet yielded evidence for the period. Nevertheless it is in
some degree evident that the Romano-British cities were obedient to the
instructions of the Imperial Government to “carry on” for themselves.
Late-Roman Richborough must be classed as a place forte rather than in
any sense a town, as must Pevensey which has yielded tiles of Honorius. And
at Richborough the numismatic evidence indicates an occupation continuing
well into the fifth century, and isolated coins struck by at least three subRoman rulers. Indeed, Richborough supports, as well as any site yielding
only this class of evidence can, Collingwood’s case for a limited re-occupation
of South-eastern Britain in the early fifth century: and it has been noted
that coinage of the same period extends over an area bounded by Bitterne
(Hants), Stretham (Cambs) and Mildenhall (Suffolk).
In the countryside, as opposed to towns or fortified sites, the late hoards of
clipped siliquae indicate continuing economic activity over a wider area,
extending to Devonshire and Yorkshire, though the evidence for occupation
of villas into the fifth century is confined as yet to few examples, such as
Witcombe (Glos), Atworth (Wilts) and Langton (Yorks). Perhaps the most
remarkable site is the rural settlement at Elmswell (East Yorks) where lateRoman and early Anglo-Saxon remains are so mingled as to suggest real
continuity of existence. But there are many problems, and not least the
relation of the sub-Roman coinage of reduced module, which falls into two
categories, of half or quarter pieces and the minute minimissimi. Recent
authoritative opinion recognizes the possibility that this may well cover still
more of the fifth century.
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C. SCOTLAND OUTSIDE THE ROMAN FRONTIER
(Problems, pp. 104–7)
The native population of Scotland, north and also south of the Antonine
Wall, is known to us from sites which in type—contour hill-forts, “small
forts,” earth-houses (souterrains), crannogs, galleried duns, brochs, wheelhouses, and doubtless villages of “hut-circles” —embody or develop traditions
of the Early Iron Age (pp. 42–3, 46–7, 51–2), but which can only be assigned
to dates within the Roman period from what they may yield of imported
Roman material. Broadly speaking, such material seems at present to fall
within limiting dates about A.D. 80 and 200. But our knowledge of Scotland
in this Age, between as beyond those limits, is still so imperfect that the
subject will best be discussed not here, but under the heading of Problems in
Chapter II.

7

The Post-Roman and Anglo-Saxon Age, to the Seventh Century
A. SCOTLAND
IN the discussion of the problems of Roman-period Scotland in Chapter II
(pp. 104–7) a further point emerges which must be anticipated here. It is
that throughout the post-Roman Age, until the appearance of the Vikings in
the ninth century, Scotland can at present produce no datable associations
for any material such as pottery and domestic relics belonging either to the
natives of the country, whether specifically Pictish or otherwise, or to the
Scotic invaders from Ireland in the south-western region of it. The remains
which are assignable to this Age consist of rare objects of fine metal-work; of
some part of the well-known but still enigmatic symbol-sculpture of the
Pictish districts; and of such inscribed stones and early Christian structures
and sculptures, associated with the early Celtic Church, as may be credited
with dates falling within the limits of this Part I of our survey. The study of
all these, however, is inseparable from its continuation over the ensuing
centuries towards the Medieval period proper; and in view of this it has been
decided to omit their consideration from Part I altogether, and to let it stand
over for inclusion in due course in Part II. The subjects and problems of Field
Research for this period in Scotland generally must then be omitted here
likewise. It should only be remembered that all or most of the classes of site
considered for Roman-period Scotland (briefly above, and fully under Problems
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on pp. 104–7) may have continued, to an extent at present not clearly determined, to flourish likewise in these post-Roman centuries. This matter will be
briefly alluded to again in Chapter II (p. 107), but otherwise will not here
further be pursued.
B. WALES
(Problems, pp. 108–11)
During the centuries between the end of the Roman military occupation
and the piecemeal conquest of the Principality by the English in the early
Middle Ages, it is known that pagan Celtic society in Wales became Christian
and changed from dependence on an outside central power to independence
in small kingdoms of fluctuating power and extent. An elaborate tribal society
flourished in these kingdoms which under English rule continued, in certain
areas, down to the Act of Union (1536).
Archaeology at present can offer very little material to illustrate this social
transformation because the poverty and conservatism of human life in the
Highlands makes it difficult to recognize Dark-Age sites. Pottery, with two
exceptions, is virtually unknown: it was probably little used, and for metalwork Wales seems to have depended mainly on a few Irish imports. By contrast to the position in Ireland, examples of pre-Norman ecclesiastical architecture are practically non-existent, although monasteries are known to have
flourished and many churches to have been founded in the sixth and seventh
centuries. Epigraphy alone provides a tentative sequence from the fifth to
eleventh centuries, derived from the series of memorial stones, whilst in the
eighth century, the boundary dykes of the Mercians bear witness to the frontier
struggle of the Welsh and English. Evidence for Viking settlement, other than
place names, is negligible.
(a) Fortfied Settlements. —The occupation or re-occupation in late Roman
times of some major hill-forts of Early Iron Age type has long been recognized,
and its continuation into the early part of the Dark Ages has now been
demonstrated. At the Breiddin (Montgomeryshire), where the main fort was
re-occupied in the latter half of the fourth century, the discovery of some
crude red pottery in the latest strata, similar to that found at Pant y Saer
(Anglesey) associated with a sixth-century brooch, shows that habitation
continued for some time. Old Oswestry (Salop) has also produced evidence
for post-Roman occupation. On the Severn sea-plain, the main rampart of
the Early Iron Age hill-fort at Lydney (Glos) was heightened, and its ditch
re-cut, subsequently to the building of the Romano-British temple of Nodens
(about A.D. 364–7: p. 66) within it; the carrying out of such work in postRoman times is to be expected, very possibly against the Irish pirate menace.
The temple establishment also is thought to have continued well into the
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fifth century, on the evidence of repair-work and the discovery of a hoard
of minimissimi (p. 67). The Roman auxiliary fort at Brecon also had a postRoman addition to its rampart, but not precisely dateable.
On the other hand no evidence has been forthcoming of the building of
new hill-forts in Wales during the Dark Ages. Excavation of the Clegyr Boia
ring-work (Pembrokeshire), which figures in the Life of St. David as the home
of the local ruler in the sixth century, has shown that it is likely to be a preRoman construction, occupied also in Roman times.
(b) Open settlements.—Evidence of a similar continuity of occupation of
late-Roman sites into post-Roman times is slowly accumulating. These
Romano-British village and homestead sites fall into two categories:
(i) unenclosed huts, sometimes grouped, generally circular, but also
rectangular, sometimes associated with cultivation terraces, as on Holyhead
Mountain (Anglesey), or with paddocks (Caernarvonshire and Merioneth).
The best evidence of post-Roman occupation is from Gateholm (Pembrokeshire), where excavation of two rectangular huts in a village group of 130
produced an Irish ring-head pin of the sixth century, as well as RomanoBritish pottery. At Porth Dafarch, Holyhead (Anglesey) where both circular
and rectangular huts occur, occupation may very possibly have continued into
the fifth century.
(ii) Enclosed hut groups (courtyard houses, hut clusters), consisting of
circular and occasionally also rectangular huts surrounded by a wall and opening into a central courtyard, and associated often with cultivation terraces.
The type is of limited distribution in North Wales, and originates in the Roman
or (cf. p. 49) pre-Roman period. Its continuance into the post-Roman period is
attested by the discovery of a sixth-century silver penannular brooch in the
rectangular annex to a circular hut at the Pant y Saer homestead in Anglesey.
The site also produced coarse hand-made red ware of the same date. The massive
rectangular and circular huts at Din Lligwy (Anglesey) which superseded those
of an earlier Roman settlement, were occupied in the fourth century; the
presence of hand-made vesiculated pottery suggests that the local Roman
market had ceased to supply their needs and a fifth-century occupation of this
important native site may be presumed.
It appears that in both categories the rectangular hut form with ridge-pole
roof construction, which presumably originates in the Roman period, was the
type favoured for residence in the Dark Ages.
It should be noted that in east and south-east Wales stone huts of any kind
are uncommon and it must be assumed that the Silures and their descendants
lived in timber huts. Neither crannogs nor souterrains are recorded from
Wales for this period.
(iii) “Platform” Houses. A distinctive upland homestead type has been
examined in South Wales for which a Dark-Age origin is postulated. The
house sites are characterized by levelling at right angles to the hill slope, and
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are found in pairs or rarely in threes. Excavation has shown that on these
platforms long rectangular houses of stone and/or turf and timber were constructed, with a roof carried on a ridge pole supported on central posts, and
entered by a door or doors in the long sides. One homestead on Gelligaer
Common (Glamorgan) proved to have been abandoned in the late thirteenth
or fourteenth century, the period of effective English control of the district.
Similar sites have since been located in Radnorshire, and, smaller in size,
abound in Caernarvonshire and Merioneth. They are important as indicating
the type of dwelling evolved by the end of our period.
(c) Ecclesiastical Sites. —Important Celtic monasteries, founded in the sixth
and seventh centuries, are known to have flourished in Wales. On the analogy
of Irish examples they will have consisted of the church, often built on or
near the site of the founder’s tomb or cell, the monks’ cells and workrooms,
enclosed by a bank or wall (cashel). They were sited in populous districts and
served as missionary stations and centres of learning. Hermitages were also
founded on remote islands. No major monastic site has yet been identified
archaeologically in Wales; the traditional location of St. Illtyd’s at Llantwit
Major (Glamorgan) proved on excavation to be that of a medieval grange.
On Puffin Island off Anglesey some traces of a pre-Norman community
are discernible consisting of three or four rectangular cells and an enclosure
wall underlying the medieval work. The oval cell and holy well of St. Seiriol
at Penmon on the adjoining Anglesey mainland, are built of drystone masonry
and have the appearance of pre-medieval work.
(d) Memorial Stones and Burials.—Pre-Norman stones fall into two main
categories :
(i) Roughly hewn slabs or boulders, rarely decorated, with inscriptions in
debased Roman capitals, occasional cursive letters, “half uncials” and Ogham
script: circa A.D. 400–650.
(ii) Cross-slabs and free-standing crosses, decorated with interlacement,
figure scenes, etc., with inscriptions in Hiberno-Saxon minuscules: circa
A.D. 800–1100.
The earlier class are the personal memorials of rulers of local dynasties
retaining some Roman tradition, or of missionary Saints; evidence of burial at
the sites has occasionally been forthcoming, as at Llannor (Caernarvonshire),
or Clocaenog (Denbigh). In South Wales some were erected in conspicuous sites
beside Roman roads or ridgeways, and in two instances stand in slight enclosures. Excavation of the DERVACUS memorial at Ystradfellte (Brecon) of the
sixth century showed that the stone hole was cut into the edge of the metalling
of the Roman road from Coelbren to Brecon Gaer auxiliary fort. Those with
Ogham inscriptions are concentrated in south-west Wales; they are well known
to represent a Goidelic intrusion from Ireland, probably the Deisi from West
Meath, starting in late Roman times.
The later class are more varied, and are found usually at or near church or
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monastic sites. A notable exception is the Pillar of Eliseg near Llangollen
(Denbigh) which stands on top of a barrow covering an inhumation in a
cist, presumably of Eliseg, a ruler of Powys in the mid eighth century whose
dynasty is commemorated on the pillar.
Orientated inhumations without grave goods may in general be assigned
to this period; they occur in cemeteries in rough cists as at Rhos Fawr in
Anglesey. Mounds with one side ditch (“scoop” graves) have also been
assigned to the early part of the period, but no conclusive evidence of their
date or function has been obtained from their excavation.
(e) Dykes.—Field survey and excavation of Offa’s Dyke and Wat’s Dyke have
elucidated the construction and purpose of these travelling earthworks, and
established their post-Roman date. Offa’s Dyke is part of a frontier between
Wales and Mercia; the earthwork, a bank with ditch on its west side, extends
for 80 out of the 149 miles from the Dee to the Severn, the remainder of the
boundary being river and dense forest. The line is chosen to afford visual
control in the hill country and to bar access to the lowlands. The earthwork
was constructed in sectors locally but the general alignment appears to have
been planned centrally. Wat’s Dyke, which is incomplete, extends from the
Dee to the River Vyrnwy, a distance of 38 miles, and is a similar work of one
period and design, differing slightly in details of construction ; it differs in
situation, being erected on the margin of the lowlands. Stretches of straight
alignment on both dykes are held to traverse ancient cultivated ground and
therefore show the whereabouts and extent of Mercian settlement on the
March. The traditional ascription of the major work to Offa, c. A.D. 796, has
been confirmed, and Wat’s Dyke is held to precede it by about 40 years.
Short Dykes are known in several parts of Wales; the majority are crossridge dykes, aligned across the narrowest part of high plateaux with their ends
resting on marshy springheads, steep scarps or other natural obstacles.
Examples may be instanced in the Kerry Hills, the Glamorgan plateau, and
the Towy-Teifi watershed. They are local boundary lines, fixed to control
traffic ways and to prevent cattle lifting. Those of Mercian construction on
the March are likely to precede the major frontier dykes and are ascribed to
the seventh century.
Cross-valley dykes also occur on the March, indicating the extent of
Saxon valley penetration in contrast with the Welsh settlement and movement in the hills.
C.

“SUB-ROMAN” BRITAIN
(Problems, pp. 111–12)

The two latest groupings of Roman garrisons in Britain, on the documentary
evidence known to us in the Notitia Dignitatum, were based respectively on
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York and on the centre of the “Saxon Shore” fort-system at Richborough in
East Kent. But it is precisely in the eastern parts of Britain from Yorkshire to
Kent that archaeology—which is not contradicted by our scanty literary
sources, however we interpret them—attests the earliest settlements of the
Anglo-Saxons (in the broad collective sense of that term). The field for a
“sub-Roman” archaeology in these districts, therefore, can be expected to be
but little wider, if at all, than (I) that of a continued occupation of some
Romano-British centres—most obviously towns and other fortified sites—
from the earlier into the later fifth century, and (2) that of a persistence of
native elements in the Anglo-Saxon culture. Of the one, something has
already been said under the heading of Roman Britain (pp. 66–7), while the
other belongs properly to the ensuing section on Anglo-Saxon England (p. 113).
At present, no sites or monuments in this eastern region are known to represent
any “sub-Roman” activity disconnected from either or both the RomanoBritish and Anglo-Saxon occupations. For example, there is no present support
for the pre-Saxon dating of the defensive linear earthworks of Cambridgeshire,
West Norfolk, and (“King Lud’s Banks”) the Lincs-Leicestershire border:
what evidence there is would assign them to the Anglo-Saxon age itself.
Farther west, however, the late occupations known or suspected for some
Roman towns and e.g. villas (pp. 66, 67) are supplemented in evidence for
“sub-Roman” activity by two phenomena which are non-Roman in character
and non-Saxon in associations. They are these.
(a) Reversion to “barbarian” conditions shown in the re-fortification of an
Early Iron Age hill-fort. This, already noted for Wales and its borders (p. 69),
has also been proved at Cissbury in Sussex; it may indeed here ante-date
the Roman evacuation, but in character it is no less “sub-Roman” than is the
appearance of native hand-made coarse pottery in the late-occupied RomanoBritish village on Thundersbarrow Hill, in the same Sussex downland.
(b) Construction of defensive linear earthworks, analogous to those of the preRoman Belgae (p. 53), but directly inspired no doubt by Hadrian’s Wall in
the fourth-century phase of its existence. The two examples approximately
dated (by Pitt-Rivers over 50 years ago) are Wansdyke, between the North
Wessex downs and the Bristol Channel, and Bokerly Dyke in Cranborne
Chase. The former overlies a late-Roman earthwork-enclosure (at Brown’s
Barn, Wilts) and also in part the Roman road from Silchester to Bath; the
latter in its earlier completed form was fourth-century, but as now extant is
later, and was still accommodating inhumation-burials of non-Saxon character
in its ditch after it had become deeply silted up.
Similar earthworks have lately been determined as bounding a territory
based on the known “sub-Roman” occupation-centre of Silchester (p. 67).
Others in the Chilterns, and one in West Kent, have been argued to be related
likewise to a “sub-Roman” London, but without any direct or positive
evidence. The peculiar Chichester dykes in Sussex might perhaps be “sub-
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Roman,” but are still enigmatic. In England north of the Trent, a case has
been made for the “sub-Roman” age of Grey Ditch, Bradwell, Derbyshire;
like it, the Roman Ridges near Rotherham, the Roman Rig and Becca Banks
near Leeds, and the Scots Dyke between the Swale and Tees, have been
interpreted as eastward defensive boundaries of “Sub-Roman” communities
in the Pennines, but without archaeological evidence and on grounds of
general probability only. Farther north, the Black Dyke between the South
and North Tyne, like the so-called Catrail earthworks in Roxburghshire,
faces not East but West, and in age and specific purpose remains unexplained.
A distinctively “sub-Roman” age has nowhere in England been proved
for settlements or entire settlement-fortifications, though it has been conjectured for Hamsterley Castles in Co. Durham, and though native settlements
inhabited in Roman times in Northumberland and other northern counties
may often have continued to exist thereafter, as in the case of Yeavering,
which is historically documented for the seventh century.
Archaeology has been much at a loss to define any “sub-Roman” material
culture whereby sites or works of this period might be dated, because of the
lack of recognizable material. Pottery (pp. 69, 70, 73) is excessively rare; subRoman coinage (pp. 67, 70) is still imperfectly understood, and appears only
in the southern half of the country. Typologically datable metal-work, e.g.
brooches, has been found all too seldom in site-associations (pp. 69, 70); and
the well-known ornamented hanging-bowls, which are certainly products of
a Celtic tradition embracing this period, are in Britain (a few are known in
Ireland) documented only from their appearance in Anglo-Saxon graves.
Only in the South-west is the situation at all more satisfactory. The southwestern peninsula is represented in the written sources for “sub-Roman”
times as the site of a flourishing Celtic kingdom with a Christian monastic
organization. A large monastery belonging to this period is being systematically
explored at Tintagel. Also in Cornwall, remains of another have been noted
at Perranzabuloe. Other structures belonging to hermitages are known to
exist at St. Helen’s in the Scilly Isles and elsewhere, and these may go back
to the same period. Also, as is well known, a series of inscribed stones dating
from the fifth to the seventh century is extant in this area (cf. those of Wales,
p. 71 ). The only secular sites explored is the re-fortified Early Iron Age ring-fort
of Castle Dore (p. 49) in Cornwall, in this period the seat of King Marc. The
remains consisted of a large rectangular hall, probably aisled, and subsidiary
buildings including a small hut for a porter or gatekeeper. These were set
around the margin of the circular fortified enclosure. However, their dating
within the period remains insufficiently precise. And for the whole of this
important south-western area, which is known to have been in close touch
with Brittany and the South (pottery found at Tintagel was seemingly
imported from South-western France, for example), many problems for
research remain.
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D. ANGLO-SAXON ENGLAND
(Problems, pp. 112-20)
During the fifth and sixth centuries A.D. most of the Lowland Zone and
some parts of the Highland fringes of Roman Britain were overrun and
occupied by invaders from North Germany and the Low Countries, whom
historians, following Bede’s classification, have described as Angles, Saxons,
and Jutes. The problems connected with their settlements are mostly matters
on which literary as well as archaeological evidence is available to a greater
or less extent and much of the obscurity of the period arises from the difficulty
of integrating the various sorts of evidence into a satisfactory historical
synthesis. To attempt such a synthesis in the present context would be inappropriate to the purpose of this report which is to provide a summary of
our archaeological knowledge as a convenient basis for planning future
research policy. In what follows therefore the position will be stated so far
as possible in purely archaeological terms, and it will be seen that the present
state of our knowledge viewed in this way is surprisingly slight.
The main reason for this is that the invaders were for the most part in a
culturally primitive condition. They appear to have made little if any use of
the surviving amenities of Roman Britain and positive traces of their presence
in Romano-British contexts are the exception rather than the rule. They were
illiterate and used no coinage; their pottery, except in Kent, was hand-made
and often very crude even on prehistoric standards; the only craft in which
we know them to have attained any marked degree of proficiency was metalworking. They left practically no structural remains to attract archaeological
investigation: they do not appear to have built fortified camps; it is still an
open question whether they raised linear earthworks as frontier marks or
boundaries; if they had roofed-in temples or other ritual or religious buildings
we have no archaeological traces of them; and their habitations were so
wretchedly flimsy—a rectangular scooping in the ground with wattle walls
and thatched roof seems to have been the limit of their known architectural
competence—that traces of them have been recognized at only about a dozen
places in the whole country. The contents of these huts add little to our
knowledge, except the fact that home weaving was almost universal: loomweights are among the commonest objects found, often indeed the sole
surviving indication of a settlement. Altogether their culture in point of
structural remains compares unfavourably with any that had been prevalent
in Britain since Neolithic times.
Knowledge of the pagan Anglo-Saxons is thus derived almost wholly from
their graves which in the earlier part of the period were nearly always adequately and often richly furnished. Inhumations in the case of men were
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accompanied with knives, often with spears, shields, brooches and belt furnishings, occasionally with swords, pottery, buckets, and other objects; in the
case of women with brooches, pins, beads, combs and other objects of personal
adornment or household use. Cremations were usually placed in decorated
urns of hand-made pottery, which sometimes contain, in addition to the
burnt human bones, animal remains, and such objects as model tweezers,
shears, combs, pins and occasionally a brooch. Cremation was normal in
most parts of the Continental homeland but was beginning to give way to
inhumation in those areas most subject to Roman influence at the time the
invasions took place: the change was greatly accelerated by the conditions
in which the movement occurred and most cemeteries except some of those
in the traditional Anglian areas contain a majority of inhumation over
cremation burials.
The distribution of the cemeteries provides some clue to the course of the
settlement and the extent of country covered before the newcomers were
converted to Christianity during the seventh century. The goods deposited
with the dead and the burial-rite employed give some information on the
cultural antecedents and conventions of the settlers and on the level of their
material equipment. But in comparing our archaeological knowledge of the
Anglo-Saxons with that of Roman Britain or the Early Iron Age it must be
remembered that it suffers from all those limitations which are inherent in a
story told almost entirely from the evidence of burials.
The distribution of the cemeteries in which the earliest grave goods have
been found suggests that the first phase of the invasions resulted by the end of
the fifth century in the establishment of settled communities in East Kent, on
the Sussex coast and in the lower Thames valley, especially on the Surrey side,
and in the valleys of its southern tributaries: in East Anglia both Norfolk and
Suffolk, in the river valleys flowing into the Fens; and thence over much of
the Midlands including the upper Thames valley, the Warwickshire Avon
valley and the south-eastern tributaries of the middle Trent: Lincolnshire
was similarly penetrated from the Fenland on the south and from the Humber
estuary on the north, while from the latter area there was early settlement of
the East Yorkshire wolds and the plain of York, including the site of York
itself. Farther north there is little but a few chance finds to indicate any
effective occupation before the later part of the sixth century.
The gaps in this distribution, of which the most obvious are in Essex and
Hertfordshire, in the Chilterns and parts of Buckinghamshire and East Oxon,
in Hampshire, Dorset and most of Wiltshire, and in all the coastal areas north
of the Tees, may indicate the more effective centres of native resistance or
the regions naturally left for subsequent exploitation between and around
a series of more or less disconnected areas of primary penetration based
respectively on the south-east coast, the Fenland, and the Humber. It is
noteworthy that, except for Buckinghamshire and East Oxfordshire, parts of
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Wiltshire and Somerset, and Northumbria north of the Tees, all of which show
some sixth-century settlement beyond the limits of that indicated by the
primary distribution, it is virtually impossible to distinguish chronologically
between the coastal and estuarine settlements on the one hand and those in
the further inland areas such as the upper Thames, the Warwickshire Avon
or the middle Trent valleys on the other. No strong case can be made
archaeologically for a gradual westward spread towards these inland areas
from the east coast: with the exceptions noted above the evidence indicates
rather a rapid primary penetration by the principal river valleys and the
Roman roads followed by consolidation and expansion within the limits set
by the initial impetus.
The contents of the cemeteries and the varying burial-rites employed give
some indication of the Continental antecedents of the different groups of
settlers. In Kent, apart from a few early settlements mainly on Thames-side,
which include cremations and display a Saxon-Frisian culture similar to that
of Surrey and Sussex, the richness of the burials, the almost universal employment of inhumation and of wheel-made pottery distinguish the population
radically from that of the rest of England. The culture displayed, however
much it may owe to surviving craftsmanship of Romano-British or GalloRoman antecedents, is strongly Frankish in general character, and shows
outstanding skill in gold work and jewellery, and evidence of wide trade
contacts with the Continent and the Near East. Elsewhere in England, apart
from a pale reflection in the Isle of Wight, the material wealth and cultural
sophistication apparently normal in Kent are represented only in a few
isolated aristocratic burials, mostly in barrows, such as those of Taplow
(Bucks), Broomfield (Essex), Asthall (Oxon) and Sutton Hoo (Suffolk).
In Sussex, Surrey and throughout the Thames valley the prevalence of
saucer brooches and the ceramic fashions employed for cremation urns in
the mixed cemeteries characteristic of this whole area link the newcomers
closely with the Elbe-Weser region of North Germany and thus confirm the
traditional ascription of this part of the country to Saxon settlement. The
southern parts of Middle Anglia and the southern Midlands westwards to the
Warwickshire Avon must also for the same reasons have included a very
substantial Saxon element in their make-up, although this is not reflected in
the literary tradition which includes them in the Anglian parts of Britain.
The precise extent and historical significance of this Saxon mixture in the
Midlands remain uncertain for the popularity of saucer brooches covers an
area much more strictly limited to the north and east than that in which
specifically Saxon fashions in pottery are most strongly prevalent.
In East Anglia, Lincolnshire, East Yorkshire and the northern Midlands
generally cremation is far more common than it is in the south, a considerable
number of practically pure cremation cemeteries being recorded, especially
in Norfolk. While ceramic fashions here show strong affinities with the more
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northerly parts of the Continental homeland, particularly with Schleswig, and
thus confirm the tradition of Anglian settlement suggested also by the very
prevalent use of cruciform brooches, it should not be forgotten that the culture
is far from unmixed, Saxon and other more southerly elements, as well as
Scandinavian ones, being not uncommon. It would, in fact, be wholly consistent
with the archaeological evidence to claim a strong Frisian share in the Anglian
culture of the north-east, particularly perhaps in East Yorkshire where it
would not be inappropriate to refer to the whole complex as Anglo-Frisian.
The foregoing account has been purposely restricted to a brief and somewhat generalized outline, since any greater elaboration could not avoid
anticipating what will be offered in Chapter II under the heading of Problems.
It is accordingly there that all further discussion has been placed. At this
point, therefore, the survey comprised in Chapter I reaches its proper limit,
and so ends.

CHAPTER II

OUTSTANDING PROBLEMS IN BRITISH
PREHISTORIC AND EARLY HISTORIC
ARCHAEOLOGY: POLICY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FIELD RESEARCH

I

The Palaeolithic Age
(Survey, pp. 13–25)
THE “Eolithic” question has been discussed in the Introduction to Chapter I
(pp. 13–14). It h as there appeared that:
(a) Internal evidence for “Eolithic” or pre-Palaeolithic human industries
cannot be expected of itself to amount to proof;
(b) External evidence for them, i.e. discovery in associations demonstrably
due to human agency, has never been and is not very likely to be obtained
in Britain;
(c) From the age at latest of the Newer Red Crag in East Anglia, any
industries that may be claimed will be not “Eolithic” but Palaeolithic, as
being on palaeontological reckoning Pleistocene and not earlier. (See then,
for these, paragraph B (I) below, p. 81.)
Policy of research will therefore be discussed here only for the true Palaeolithic
of the Pleistocene period. It has both geological and archaeological aspects.
A. GEOLOGICAL ASPECTS
The formulation of problems for research in British Pleistocene geology is
not specifically our concern here. But the sketch of the present position given
in Chapter I (pp. 14–18) has at least indicated their broad lines; and
archaeology can without doubt contribute to their solution, provided that the
limitations of purely archaeological evidence in the matter are recognized.
The contribution consists, evidently, in making new finds of human artifacts
(also, where necessary, checking and confirming old ones), and ensuring that
authentic evidence of their stratified position and associations is at once
brought to the attention of geologists; with this, the artifacts should of course
be accurately described, and determined as closely as may be feasible by
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typology. But no undue bias, engendered by archaeological theory, should
be allowed to lead geologists to accept any given artifact as necessarily so well
determined, typologically, that they can use it as a “fossil” to give a close
geological dating to its containing deposit. On the contrary, the artifact may
well need a certificate of age from the geologists, before it can be added to
the archaeological record of whatever industry or culture it may represent.
And archaeologists must be aware that the problems of Pleistocene geology
are both numerous and complex, so that such “certificates of age” may not
readily be forthcoming.
These problems, leading cases of which have been outlined here in
Chapter I, may be classified very broadly as follows by way of conclusion:
(I) Determining and correlating of deposits by field-work (which should
include mapping and drilling) combined with analytical and palaeontological
investigation: whether morainic or solifluxion and other deposits attesting
glacial or near-glacial conditions, or deposits or surfaces indicating warmer
interglacial conditions, particularly in the “Middle Terrace” complex of the
Lower Thames.
(2) “Hypsometric” investigation of the same, that is, their determining
and correlating by altitude relative to appropriate sea-levels: whether
maximum, established by the dating of raised beaches, or minimum, to be
calculated by study of the longitudinal profiles of river terrace-benches or
channels, e.g. of the Thames.
(3) Obtaining of palaeobotanical evidence for climate-history, to collate
with the geological, by pollen-analysis of Pleistocene peats in geologically
important situations, e.g. at Hoxne (p. 15) and on the Lower Thames and
Lea (p. 17); this is held to be one of the outstanding needs of Quaternary
research, having regard especially to the great results already so obtained for
Post-glacial times, archaeologically Mesolithic and later (pp. 26, 84, 88).
B. ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASPECTS
The archaeologist’s determination of Palaeolithic cultures is essentially an
inductive process, its methods being the recognition, in the products of flint
or other industries, of features seen as “typical” of their makers’ practical
technique. But very evidently, if the results are to stand as a sound record of
human activity, the material studied must be both adequate in amount and
distribution, and authentic in relative geological age. Even from the outline
given in Chapter I (pp. 19–25), it can be seen how closely the fulfilment of
these two conditions marks the limits of our certain knowledge. Those anxious
to extend the limits, and desirous of practical advice, may be referred to the
paper entitled “Palaeolithic and Mesolithic Industries: Hints to Investigators,” which was printed by the Congress of Archaeological Societies at
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pp. 50–56 of the Report of the 40th and 41st Congresses and of the Research Committee
for 1932–33, published in 1935 and obtainable through the office of this
Council or from the Society of Antiquaries, price IS. The directions in which
such work can be pursued are many; and in all alike due regard should be
paid to the geological aspects of the matter, which the foregoing section A
here has very briefly summarized.
But if a selection of outstanding problems is to be made, in the light of
what has been said above and in Chapter I, it may at least roughly be covered
by the following six headings.
(I) Industries of the Early Pleistocene. —Before at any rate the Mindel Glaciation, we have a very few Abbevillian artifacts found in situ, the debated
industries of the Stone Bed and Crags in East Anglia, and really very little
more: in particular, nothing unchallenged from the Cromer Forest Bed. The
“Eolithic” and “Cromerian” controversies have somewhat obscured our real
weakness in these initial stages. But while it remains, no account of the
Antiquity of Man, in East Anglia above all, can be satisfactory; and the
theory of an initial division of tool-making humanity into “core-culture” and
“flake-culture” groupings has especial need of more Early Pleistocene material
to rest on.
(2) Acheul-Clactonian Relationships and Levallois Origins.—After the Mindel
Glaciation anyhow, “core” Acheulian and “flake” Clactonian appear at
first mutually exclusive: signs of their contact then begin to be discernible,
and in the same (Middle Boyn Hill) stage occur the first signs of Levallois
technique. But much more evidence of this whole presumed process is required,
before the later and more obvious mingling of flint-working traditions can be
placed in true perspective, and the status of our Levalloisian industries
clarified.
(3) Time-relations within the Acheulian (and Clactonian).—This is really a
geological problem. At present, on the British evidence, one can argue for
either a “long chronology” for these series, roughly from Mindel into Würm, or
a “short chronology,” roughly from Riss into Würm.1 The Continental
evidence, as usually interpreted, favours the “long chronology”; but until
all our relevant glacial deposits are securely assigned as between Mindel and
Riss, its acceptance cannot be taken as a matter of course. And meanwhile,
the typological study of our industries will necessarily remain an imperfect
instrument for dating: Hoxne, with implements that can be “paralleled”
from both the Boyn Hill and Taplow stages on the Thames, is a case in point
(p. 15). To take another, the Barnwood gravels (p. 18) must be determined
as either Riss or Würm I, before the triangular biface found in them can be
typologically understood. But the more archaeologists continue the study of
artifacts, above all from the point of view of their technique, rather than their
merely superficial typology, and, in approaching their classification, with the
1

See also p. 16, footnote, for “intermediate” view.
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greatest possible use of statistical methods, the more usefully will they be able
to join in collaboration with their geologist colleagues.
(4.) Inter-relation of upper Acheulian and Clactonian and Late Levalloisian (with
Mousterian) Industries.—This is the matter of “mingling of traditions”
mentioned above and discussed briefly in Chapter I (pp. 22–3). The progress
here lately made, mainly along the lines just indicated, is considerable; but
more remains to do, and more material should be hoped for. As well as
stratification, geographical distribution is here particularly important, in
relation to that of the later glacial drifts; and the Midlands, the West, and
the North claim a full share of the interest held earlier so much in East Anglia
and the South.
(5) Relation of Late Levalloisian to Upper Palaeolithic.—This still very open
question has been touched upon already (p. 24): obviously, all fresh evidence
that can be won upon it will be of value, if only for clearing the issues; and
the clearer its geological context, the more valuable it will be.
(6) Distribution and Stages of upper Palaeolithic activity: Upper Palaeolithic
Dwellings. —The preponderance of caves in our Upper Palaeolithic archaeology
is in itself fortunate, but there is great need of more material, recognizable
as “typical,” from open sites and particularly from definite geological horizons.
This will be important not only for the distribution and chronology of Upper
Palaeolithic industries themselves, but also perhaps for the better documenting
of the transition to Mesolithic times, which in Britain might be achieved by
a recognition of stages within the continuing Creswellian culture.
For the Mesolithic, habitation sites other than caves have been detected
in the form of pit-dwellings (p. 28: Farmham), and these should be present
likewise in the Upper Palaeolithic, in Britain as in Continental Europe. The
possibility of discovering one, in open country or by a waterside, e.g. in
eastern or southern Britain, may be remote, but should certainly be borne in
mind.
Finally, it must be frankly said that our Palaeolithic archaeology, both in
itself and in its relations with Pleistocene geology, still suffers much from the
insufficient publication of its material in well-illustrated monographs. Some
workers have given excellent examples of such monographing of specific
industries by locality and region; and if this work can be continued and
systematically extended, the whole subject will greatly benefit—especially
if thus the standardizing of its nomenclature, now so inconveniently contentious, is in any way assisted. Regional or local workers and societies, in
particular, could make no more useful contribution to its progress at the
present time.
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2

The Mesolithic Age
(Survey, pp. 26–8)
(I) It must first of all be pointed out that at present a serious gap in our
record lies in the Late-Glacial and Pre-Boreal stages; the forest sequence has still
to be linked firmly to that of the tundra, and the Mesolithic cultures to their
Upper Palaeolithic predecessors. Remains of reindeer from silted lake-beds
or other deposits of Late-Glacial or earliest Post-Glacial age might give the
clue needed to locate their hunters.
(2) The Larnian culture is at present represented by flint-industries, which
in nearly every case have been derived from their original sites and sorted by
the sea before being incorporated in the deposits whence they have recently
been recovered. Since the original coastal sites are at present submerged,
they are only likely to come to light in the course of harbour or dock
excavations. It is important to recover complete Larnian flint-industries in
fresh condition, accompanied, if possible, by associated bone and antler
forms and by fauna.
(3) The Litorina Raised Beaches of North Britain afford an opportunity
for the study of early coastal settlement second only to that available in
Scandinavia. Already, it is true, we have a more complete picture of the
Obanian than of any other Mesolithic culture in Britain, but there is scope
for much more research on modern lines, both as to the economic and cultural
life of the Obanians themselves, and as to their relations, if any, with the
earliest Neolithic communities of Western Scotland.
(4) Much more work needs to be done in relation to the microlithic industries
of the Highland Zone: more data are needed to establish their sequence and
inter-relations. Their non-lithic aspects are as yet almost unknown: apart
from a few finds in rock-shelters we have no information about the associated
fauna, so vital to an understanding of the way of life of hunter-fisher
communities; and comparatively little has been established about their
relations to cultures based on farming (see p. 85 under Neolithic). The ideal
site for giving the information needed is a steep-sided hillock contiguous to
water-logged Post-Glacial deposits; but much might be learnt about sequence,
and about fauna, from excavations of caves or rock-shelters.
(5) Although we are rather better placed as regards the Maglemose culture
of the Lowland Zone, it remains true that the great bulk of the archaeological
material comprises flints, whereas by analogy with the Continental evidence
one might expect the most valuable cultural indications from artifacts of
organic materials. Much more information might be forthcoming about

84

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

the life-habits of these people had we a reasonably extensive collection
of fauna.
Again, what is needed is a series of sites contiguous to natural deposits
propitious to the survival of organic remains, including fossil pollen for the
purposes of analysis (above, p. 26).
(6) What has been said of the Maglemosian culture applies with even more
force to the Horsham culture, the only fossils of which are flint-industries and
a few utilized pebbles, and which, moreover, is nowhere keyed in with the
forest-history sequence.
(7) Much more needs to be known of the “Thames pick” culture (Lower
Halstow, p. 28), which has the appearance of having been largely drowned
by the rise of sea-level since Atlantic times. Observation of commercial excavations on the margins of the Thames estuary may yield invaluable information.
In general, owing to that rise of sea-level, we have no knowledge of coastal
settlement in the south of England, although we know that elsewhere in
Europe, the seashore was a main focus of human settlement in Late
Mesolithic times.
(8) It may be added that the field of Mesolithic research in general is
conspicuous for its opportunities of accurate correlation between human
cultures and the development-stages of natural environment contemporary
with each of them. It may be hoped that increasing advantage of this will
be taken.

3

The Neolithic Age
(Survey, pp. 28–31)
(a) Absolute chronology. —The Neolithic cultures can to some extent be
dated by comparing their material with Continental counterparts. But
greater precision is wanted, and almost every point in the survey in Chapter I
stands subject to confirmation or correction of its dating. In terms of natural
chronology, as explained in the preceding section, dates (or at least limiting
dates) can be fixed for all remains stratified in suitable peat, sedimentary, or
beach deposits (pp. 26–7). This has been done for Windmill Hill remains in the
Lower Peat of the Fens (Zone VIIb) at Peacock’s Farm, Cambridgeshire; for
an axe of Graig Lwyd (North Wales) stone in Zone VIIc at Swaffham Drain,
Cambridgeshire; for early Peterborough pottery in the Ebbsfleet Channel,
Kent; and for both cultures, together with Grooved Ware, on the submerged
land-surface of the Essex coast. Opportunities for such work are not confined
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to South-east England, and they should be sought more widely, e.g. in the
West and North, if a general Neolithic chronology is to be firmly established.
Such palaeobotanical correlations, however, only give a rather coarse timescale.
(b) Relative Chronology. —At the same time, more knowledge is needed of
the relation of Neolithic cultures or groups (i) to Mesolithic; (ii) to one
another; (iii) to those of the Early Bronze Age.
(i) Neolithic/Mesolithic.—The Windmill Hill remains in the Fen peat at
Peacock’s Farm were duly stratified above Tardenoisian Mesolithic (in Zone
VIC), and at Selmeston (Sussex) Peterborough pottery was found overlying
an abandoned pit of the Horsham Mesolithic. The Neolithic, nevertheless,
certainly overlapped the Mesolithic cultures.
For the Windmill Hill culture, owing to its largely exclusive distribution
on the English chalk and oolite, this overlap is hard to assess, but evidence of
it may exist in outlying regions, e.g. for the Beacharra culture, as has been
shown in Northern Ireland.
For the Peterborough culture the overlap may largely have been an actual
transition from Mesolithic culture, and evidence of this should be sought
wherever the distributions coincide, e.g. on watersides, sands, and gravels in
the South and East.
(ii) Neolithic, mutual. —The Peterborough follows the Windmill Hill culture
in stratified succession in the ditches not only of Windmill Hill itself, but of
Maiden Castle and some long barrows; and this is probably typical of Wessex.
Relations between the two cultures require further study (I) in the West and
North, where each survived late, and (2) in the South-east, where each began
early.
For (I), the megalithic Severn-Cotswold and Irish Sea regions especially
suggest themselves; the latter also presents the problem of the place taken in
the Beacharra culture by the late Windmill Hill element of Yorkshire affinities
seen in the carinated pottery of the “horned” cairns and, e.g., of Ehenside
Tarn. (A local problem of some importance is the evaluation of the various
elements combining in the coastal “sand-hill” pottery of South-west Scotland/
Northern Ireland, and where possible the stratification of the “sand-hill”
sites themselves.)
Clues for (2) are given in Sussex by the appearance of Peterborough-type
pottery in the Windmill Hill occupation of Whitehawk Camp, Brighton;
and in East Anglia by the association of both cultures at the Grime’s Graves
flint-mines, and by the contribution of each to the dense flint-using occupation
of the surrounding Breckland. There the one dwelling-site to yield pottery
(Icklingham field 301) was late Peterborough, but there must be others;
especially of the Windmill Hill culture, which may here perhaps be associated
with the tradition of flint-industry often called “Campignyan,” which occurs
also, e.g., possibly in Yorkshire and certainly in Northern Ireland.
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(iii) Neolithic/Early Bronze Age.—The overlap between Neolithic and
Beaker or Early Bronze Age cultures will best be discussed in the ensuing
section. The close relation between Peterborough and Beaker and GroovedWare peoples in some regions is notable, and through this the Peterborough
culture made its powerful contribution to the Early and Middle Bronze Ages.
The Windmill Hill culture certainly overlapped at least the earlier Beaker
phases, but with little cultural contact, and the question of its absorption or
disappearance remains to a great extent obscure.
(c) Distribution and Mode of Life.—The types of country occupied by the
Neolithic peoples are in general familiar, as indicated above, but recent
discoveries such as that of Neolithic pottery on Ffiidd Faldwyn (Montgomeryshire) suggest that their distribution is still incompletely known. Search should
therefore be made for Neolithic remains in new regions, especially in the
Highland Zone. As in all our prehistoric distributions, intensive field-work
in areas still blank on our existing maps may materially alter the patterns
made by known monuments and sites. For example, in Easter Ross in
Scotland, an area hitherto blank on megalith maps, no less than twenty
passage-grave “chambered cairns” have lately been identified.
There are, moreover, extensive regions where long barrows or megalithic
tombs are known without any corresponding dwelling-sites. This is widely
true of the North and West, and the discovery of dwelling-sites would be
especially welcome in the long-barrow regions of the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire Wolds, and the Severn-Cotswold region. It is evident that collective
tombs, in use from generation to generation, will have been fixed points in
the territory of Neolithic communities. But except perhaps in the restricted
coastal and island fringes of the mountainous West and North, it is not clear
how far their habitations were fixed, and how far their mainly pastoral
economy led them to practise a seasonal change of pasture.
Tomb-distributions are therefore an imperfect guide to the range of the
Neolithic habitat.
The relation between long barrows and causewayed camps is still problematic: at Maiden Castle an abnormal long barrow succeeded the causewayed
camp, but where they may be contemporary, e.g. in the Avebury district and
in Sussex, the relation has not been explored.
More evidence is also wanted of the size of settlements and the nature of
dwelling and other structures, to throw light both on the material conditions
of life and on the social organization of the communities. In this connexion
the special possibilities presented by lake- or marsh-dwellings, e.g. those
known to exist in Holderness, have received too little attention. In general
also, food and drink residues, and impressions made on fired clay by things
that have perished, e.g. particularly on hand-made pottery by cereal grains
(see further, pp. 91, 96 below), should be searched for in all excavations on
Neolithic sites.
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Lastly, by synthesis of old and new discoveries in these directions, it should
be possible to improve considerably on present knowledge of what regional
groups may be distinguished within the Neolithic cultures.
(d) Burials and Ceremonial Structures.—The regional groups enumerated in
the summary above have been distinguished mainly by the typology of their
collective tombs. This subject need not here be discussed in detail, but it is
evident that too few tombs have been excavated as yet by modern methods.
Where (but only where) such methods can be systematically applied by a
skilled excavator, the excavation of more tombs should therefore be welcomed.
This is particularly true of unchambered long barrows in South and East
England, which evidently comprise a much more considerable diversity of
structure and funeral rite (both of inhumation and also cremation) than was
formerly supposed.
That is well shown by the contrasts between those recently excavated at
Skendleby (Lincs), Holdenhurst (Hants), and West Rudham (Norfolk).
Moreover in some regions, e.g. Sussex, no long barrows have been excavated
at all; and even in the great concentration on the Wessex chalk only one
outwardly typical long barrow has ever been excavated scientifically, namely
Wor Barrow (Dorset) by General Pitt-Rivers, now fifty years ago. Finally,
the Dorchester (Oxon) discovery recorded on p. 34 above has opened a
prospect of recognizing distinctively Neolithic circle-monuments.
(e) Industry and Trade. —The petrological identification of stone axes is by
far our best source of evidence for Neolithic trade, and should unquestionably
be extended over the whole country. This should also point to areas where
new axe-factory sites, like that of Graig Lwyd in North Wales, await discovery,
such as that lately thus located at Borrowdale (Cumberland).
At the same time, the flint-mining industry still requires much elucidation,
especially as regards the distribution of its products and the respective parts
played in it by the people of the several cultures concerned, both Neolithic
and also Bronze Age. This, however, is rather a long-term than an immediate
objective.
Practical Recommendations:—
(A) When traces of Neolithic dwelling-sites are encountered, they will
always be worth following up. The rare cases in which an extensive site will
be disclosed, a lake-dwelling, or a causewayed camp, will be worth exceptional
treatment; normally, however, the site is not likely to be too extensive for a
careful excavation of modest scale.
The undertaking will be especially worth while if the remains:—
(a) Occur in a geological context;
(b) Include also earlier or later material, or material of more than one
Neolithic occupation or culture;
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(c) Are of the Peterborough culture anywhere; or of the Grooved-ware
culture;
(d) Are of the Windmill Hill culture in a new region;
(e) Are of the Windmill Hill culture in a region where known Neolithic
remains are sepulchral only (long barrows, megalithic tombs).
(B) The excavation of sepulchral sites (long barrows, megalithic tombs), however
ruined their outward appearance, should only be undertaken if a very experienced excavator and ample resources can be spared for a total examination
of the entire monument and its structural features. For round barrows see below
under Bronze Age, p. 91.
(C) Indications of industrial sites (axe-factories, flint-mines) will always be
worth pursuing to the point of definite identification. The necessity for full
excavation of a flint-mine should, if possible, be restricted at present to the case
where something of exceptional interest is faced with destruction.

4

The Bronze Age
(Survey, pp. 32-41)
(a) Absolute chronology. —While additional dating-points for the British
Bronze Age may still be looked for from fresh finds of material datable in
terms of Continental chronology, the most reliable line of advance for British
workers is the obtaining of dates (or at least limiting dates) in terms of natural
chronology, by pollen-analytical and other determination of the horizons of
finds stratified in suitable peat or other deposits, as explained above
(pp. 26–7, 84).
This has been done for B 2 Beaker and Grooved Ware (together with
Neolithic: see p. 84) remains on the submerged land-surface of the Essex
coast; and, in the Fens, for A Beaker remains in the peat (Zone VIId) above
the Fen Clay at Plantation and Peacock’s Farms; for a skeleton with Early
Bronze Age ornaments in Southery Fen (same Zone); for a late Middle Bronze
Age spearhead in Methwold Fen (Zone VII–VIII); and for a bronze-founder’s
hoard at Stuntney and a dwelling-site in Mildenhall Fen, both of the Late
Bronze Age (Zone VIII).
In Shropshire, a late Middle Bronze Age palstave in Whixall Moss and a
dug-out canoe in Whattall Moss have been similarly dated to Zones VII (end)
and VII–VIII respectively.
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In South Wales, the Llyn Fawr hoard (of late bronzes, with sword, spearhead and sickle of iron) has been dated just above the horizon between Zones
VIII and IX, shortly before or after 500 B . C . Also the Late Bronze Age
dwelling-site at Minnis Bay, Birchington, Kent, was submerged not later
than this date by a marine transgression.
A great deal of such work has been done in recent years in Ireland; and in
Britain, lying between Ireland and the home of these studies in Scandinavia,
its extension is urgently desirable, in order to help build up a firm chronology
on these lines for the whole of North-west Europe.
Opportunities for this exist in a number of regions, and should be pursued.
It may be added that the methods should obviously be of particular value
for the dating of crannogs.
(b) Relative chronology.—These methods have evidently a special importance
in the clearer determination of the relation of Bronze Age cultures (i) to
Neolithic, (ii) to one another, (iii) to those of the Iron Age.
(i) Bronze Age/Neolithic. —The Essex coast and Fenland stratifications have
already been noticed, and also the repeated association of Neolithic Peterborough ware with Beaker material (also Grooved Ware), notably in the
secondary occupation of Windmill Hill. Nearby at Avebury, however, a
Peterborough dwelling-site was directly over-lain by the West Kennet Avenue
built by the B I Beaker folk as part of the Avebury Monument complex.
Further study of the Peterborough-Beaker overlap period remains of particular
importance for assessment of the native element in the ensuing Food-vessel
and Urn cultures.
The Beaker overlap with the Windmill Hill culture is also of interest.
Beaker, like Peterborough, pottery has several times been found intruding in
the chambers of Severn-Cotswold long barrows, and occasionally in Megalithic
tombs in the Highland Zone; on the other hand the Skendleby long barrow
(Lincs) was not erected till after the arrival of B 2 Beaker people in the
district, though before that of A Beaker people.
(ii) Bronze Age cultures, mutual. —The time-relation between the Beaker and
Food-vessel cultures varies in different regions: in parts of Scotland they
were apparently in part contemporary, whereas in East Yorkshire the Foodvessel people appear from the barrow evidence to have superseded the Beaker
folk.
In the South, the superseding of the Beaker by the Wessex culture requires
further study, as does the subsequent emergence of the Urn culture; and over
the whole country the stages of the Middle Bronze Age transition from the
Food-vessel to the Urn culture, and the various elements (including in Scotland
the Skara Brae culture) in the latter’s formation. The Food-vessel culture as
such has never been properly defined nor have its components in tools and
ornaments been fully distinguished and sorted out from those of the Beaker
cultures. This is particularly a Highland Zone problem, and its especial
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interest centres on the advent of Food-vessel people in Ireland; but the
presence of others in the Southern British Bronze Age, as a formative influence
lying behind the intrusive Breton elements in the Wessex Culture, has not
been properly worked out either.
In the Late Bronze Age, the relations of the regional groups of native Urn
folk represented by late overhanging-rim, cordoned, encrusted, and enlarged
food-vessel urns need further study likewise.
Lastly, more light is required on the stages by which the immigrant Late
Bronze Age cultures overspread the country, particularly those of Phase III,
leading on to the Iron Age, in the Highland Zone.
The whole question of the correlation of the funeral sequence with that of
the development of bronze tool and weapon types is, as has been urged, one
of outstanding importance.
(iii) Bronze Age/Iron Age. —In Wessex and its neighbourhood, the distinction
between the Iron Age and the Late Bronze Age seems more clearly defined
than is general elsewhere (see below), but in the South-east the line is harder
to draw and requires further work.
In the North and the Highland Zone generally more work on the Phase III
immigrant groups will automatically throw more light on the Bronze-Iron
Age transition, which is badly needed. In certain areas of the Highland Zone,
the possibility of extremely late survivals of some form of Bronze Age Urn
culture, long after the establishment of Iron Age economy elsewhere, cannot
be ignored (cf. p. 106).
(c) Distribution and mode of life.—Bronze Age distributions have already
received a good deal of attention, but a fuller understanding of the range and
density of the various cultures can only come from more active survey work
in many regions.
In particular, the air-photographing and mapping of ploughed-down
barrows and ring-ditches hitherto undiscovered offers very great opportunities
for improving knowledge of the period’s human geography, and for directing
the pursuit of excavation. The work of recent years in the Upper Thames
valley above and below Oxford is an outstanding example of what can be
done in this way (though it is far from completed), and the matter is of urgent
importance wherever (as there) large areas rich in these remains are threatened
by modern gravel-digging.
It is probable, moreover, that such work will also bring to light features
other than barrows, sometimes circle-monuments and avenues, but also
dwelling-sites, cultivation-traces, and pastoral enclosures, which in any case
must often be awaiting discovery also in unploughed upland areas. By such
exploration from the air and in the field (on lines already made familiar by
the Archaeology Officers of the Ordnance Survey), leading to excavation
wherever suitable, archaeology can ascertain not only the distribution of
the Bronze Age peoples, but also their mode of life.
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In the case of the agricultural immigrants of the Late Bronze Age, a
beginning has already been made; but their dwelling-sites, field-systems and
pastoral earthworks have so far been disclosed only in certain areas of Wessex
and Sussex, and much more remains to be done both there and elsewhere.
In those phases of the Bronze Age between the Beaker stage and the Late
Bronze Age immigrations, the almost total lack of known domestic sites makes
a major gap in our archaeological record; and so long as this gap continues
to exist, the very necessary correlation of the funerary sequence with that of
the bronze types must remain a matter of outstanding difficulty, and our
concept of the social organization of the Bronze Age as a whole will be
correspondingly nebulous.
Finally, it may be particularly emphasized that sites chosen for excavation
should in all suitable cases not merely be sampled but excavated totally, and
field-systems and enclosed areas not merely photographed or roughly mapped
but precisely surveyed and measured. Only by this means will it be possible
to evaluate the size and subsistence economics of the inhabitants, and so obtain
a realistic picture of the mode of life and social organization; in other words,
to make prehistory live. The remarks made above (p. 86) on the importance
of food-residues and impressions of grain, etc., of course apply fully to all Bronze
Age excavations (see also p. 96 below).
(d) Burials and Ceremonial Structures.—The study of round barrows and cairns
has in recent years entered a new phase, marked by great improvement in
the technique of total excavation, by concentration of interest not only upon
the burials, but also upon the whole range of internal and peripheral features
of the barrow as a ritual structure, and lastly, by use of the results so obtained
to arrive at a clearer understanding of the religion and life of the Bronze Age.
Enough material has not yet been published for any general analysis to be
attempted; meanwhile, it is essential that all future barrow excavations
should maintain, if not improve on, the standards now accepted. The
incomplete or inexpert excavation of a round barrow should be wholly
eliminated from archaeology.
In the excavation of a barrow, the logical sequence is to reverse the process
of the building of the structure, so that wherever possible those features which
were erected last (and can therefore be examined without damage to the
rest of the structure) are examined first. In practice the ideal sequence cannot
always be followed; but it must be borne in mind, and every precaution taken
that the whole story shall be ultimately recovered by the excavator.
Interpreted, this sequence is set in its true order, with the following points
particularly borne in mind:—
(I) Condition of the pre-barrow ground-surface. Both in Holland and in
Denmark evidence has lately come to light of barrows erected on
ground previously cultivated with the plough. The determination
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(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

of this is a matter for co-operation with the soil-scientist, and the
importance of any opportunity for thus obtaining sealed dating
evidence for early agriculture deserves all attention in this country.
Evidence of ritual circle, pits, etc., prior to the burial.
Primary burial: character, and immediately related structures or
activities—e.g. remains of the pyre, cist, small cairn, ritual “floor.”
The mound of the cairn: structure and character, exterior facing
and/or revetment, internal ditches or circles.
External ditch, or circle of wood or stone uprights.
Probable location of home of builders in relation to the barrow
(position of any gap in circle, source of materials, etc.)
Secondary burial or burials, and if the mound has been enlarged,
consider 3 to 5 again in relation to the newer structure.

Attention should be further directed to the re-excavation of barrows known
or appearing to have been unscientifically dug into in the past. The additional
evidence obtained from them by modern methods may often be most valuable,
and if the grave goods found by the earlier excavator are still extant, the
result may be almost the equivalent of a complete modern excavation.
Ploughed-down barrows or ring-ditches should be similarly treated: they
may often turn out as important as barrows still intact. Circle-monuments form
a related but specialized subject on which the excavations of recent years at
Stonehenge, Woodhenge, Avebury, Arminghall, and Bleasdale, and at
recumbent-stone circles in Aberdeenshire, have shown that a very great
deal of knowledge concerning the religious and social life of the period would
be gained if more such monuments could be excavated, particularly simpler
stone, timber, or earth circles in districts not hitherto explored by such
excavation. On the recently-proved Neolithic example at Dorchester (Oxon)
see above, pp. 34, 87).
(e) Industry and Trade. —For axe-factories and flint-mines see p. 87 (Neolithic).
It goes without saying that any traces of the working of copper or tin ores will
always be of the greatest interest, as also those of bronze-founding, whether
in a settlement-site as at Jarlshof, Shetland, or otherwise—e.g. in forest country
as near Chippenham, Cambridgeshire. More common is the finding of
founder’s hoards, the intact recovery and full publication of which must
continue to be indispensable.
Spectrographic analysis may provide important clues to the origin especially
of the earliest copper and bronze objects, and its application on a wider scale
deserves further consideration.
Where wooden objects have been preserved (e.g. dug-out canoes, tubs, or
sharpened stakes) they may profitably be examined with a view to determining
the tools used in their production.
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Lastly, it may be recalled that while the Egyptian origin and dating of the
leading classes of faience beads and pendants from Bronze Age graves has
been established by laboratory methods, there are still others (apparently
derivative) as yet undetermined. All discoveries of small objects or ornaments
of precious material should be submitted to expert examination.
Practical Recommendations:—
A. Indications of dwelling-sites, whether of the Early, Middle, or Late
Bronze Age, will always be worth following up by excavation. This will be
especially worth while if the remains:—
(a) Occur in a geological context;
(b) Include also earlier or later material, or material of more than one
Bronze Age occupation or culture;
(c) Indicate the possibility of obtaining by excavation complete plans
of sites and structures;
(d) Are relatable to enclosures, field-systems, boundary-ditches or other
earthworks, which should themselves be no less carefully explored
and recorded;
(e) Include any suggestion of metal-working or other industry.
Any possibility of excavating a crannog of this period should be treated as
of exceptional importance.
B. It goes without saying that all intact round barrows should be saved from
destruction if possible, and that if their excavation is required it should be
complete and scientifically conducted.
The same should apply to round barrows previously opened unscientifically, from
which modern methods may often still obtain important evidence.
Attention should also be directed to ploughed-down barrows or ring-ditches, of
which many have been detected by air-photography, and very many more
undoubtedly await recovery by this means: even skilled observation on the
ground may often detect their traces. Where such are located and excavation
is required, it should be conducted as for an intact barrow. While less difficult
to carry out, it may often be equally fruitful of discoveries.
Similar considerations apply to the sites of ceremonial structures (circlemonuments, avenues), the excavation of which however will necessarily
require particularly skilled supervision and resources proportionate to their
size and character.
C. Industrial sites. For axe-factories and flint-mines, see above under
Neolithic. Any indications of metal-working should be followed up with
especial care, and all finds submitted to expert examination.
D. Loose finds, and especially hoards, will always be worth submitting to
expert examination. See p. 87 under Neolithic (stone axes); and also section
ii (a) above on the importance of finds in a geological context.
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The Early Iron Age
(a) Absolute and relative chronology. —The positive dating of the Iron Age A
immigrations rests almost wholly on assessment of the relation of their earliest
pottery to its Continental counterparts, which in turn can only be dated
within certain limits. Similar limits are indeed provided in Southern Britain,
on the one hand by the superposition of A material upon out-going Late
Bronze Age (notably at High Down), and the overlap with that Age attested in
a few bronze hoards and by bronze implements present, e.g., at All Cannings
Cross and Scarborough, and on the other by backward reckoning from the
horizon of the first Iron Age B incursions in the third century B.C. But greater
precision would be of real value: this has lately been possible at Fengate,
Peterborough, through the presence of a Continental ring-headed pin of
towards 400 B.C., and any such associations with early pottery should be
eagerly watched for.
The significant metal types in the Llyn Fawr hoard have a value enhanced
by its pollen-dated peat level (see above under Late Bronze Age); but the
dating of this, the border-horizon between pollen-zones VIII and IX, is in
the British Isles not yet very firm, and in the Fens, no Early Iron Age horizon
is likely to extend far enough below modern surface for accurate determination.
Finds made in peat elsewhere in the Lowland Zone (e.g. in Holderness)
might be most useful, and farther North might help in providing the initial
Iron Age with the dating which remoteness and comparative poverty make
archaeologically so difficult. Finds in Highland Zone peats would be especially
important in this connection.
The division of Iron Age A into successive A I and and A 2 phases is valid
only regionally, and often scarcely at all. The culture’s internal history can
in the main only be clarified by the excavation of more stratified sites in more
regions. This may be expected to progress, e.g., at hill-forts; but at all sites
significant stratification has to be distinguished from fortuitous sequences of
rubbish-material in the filling of disused storage-pits, etc., and the results of
selective digging need interpreting with prudence. Assistance may here be
looked for from soil-analysis, as rendered in recent years by Dr. Zeuner at
Maiden Castle and Quarley and Bury Hills.
The gradual penetration and supplementing of Iron Age A by the various
elements of Iron Age B is again a process whose stages can only be traced
regionally, by piecing together evidence where possible stratified.
The third century incursions are happily guaranteed a minimum initial
dating by the La Tène I brooches and other metal-work (more rarely pottery)
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in known Continental style associated with them. But their traces are rather
sparse, and for this period and especially its sequels in the second century
much evidence is still to seek, particularly in the East and the Midlands, and
as ever in the Highland Zone.
The rather different south-western material, with its distinct Continental
(notably Breton) affinities, should be capable of yielding a much fuller story
if similar methods are further pursued in Cornwall, Devon, Somerset, and
Gloucestershire. For the movement up into Wales and the Marches, and its
relation to events farther South, the Mendip–Bath–Bristol–Cotswold area
is likely to be crucial, and to link the more northerly hill-fort evidence with
this, more work is wanted on sites progressively northward from the Severn
mouth.
With the latest stages of the Iron Age in the Highland Zone and Scotland,
Roman dating-material begins sometimes to be available. (On native and
Roman Scotland, see below, pp. 104–7). Similarly in the South, Belgic chronology is assisted by material imported or assimilated from Roman sources, as
well as by native coins and metal-work. But here again events require elucidating regionally (especially for the first century B.C.), by more excavation
directed to likely stratified objectives.
In the main, then, one may say that Iron Age chronology can now be
trusted to emerge more clearly just in proportion as more ground is covered
by Iron Age studies generally.
(b) Distribution and regional grouping.—This is largely the same subject in its
spatial aspect.
The assessment of all Iron Age remains requires consideration in terms
both of time and space.
In the Lowland Zone especially, the population tended to form regional
groupings, recognizable in such material features as pottery, and explicable
by differences in part of origin, but still more of environment and opportunity.
Plainly the more material is discovered in the various regions, the more will
its comparative study reveal of these groupings and their interaction, in space
as in time.
But that alone is not enough: the character of a people cannot be known
without knowledge of their social organization and mode of subsistence. Thus
the regional problem is really the application on a space basis, as the chronological is on a time basis, of the questions here next to be considered.
(c) Mode of life and types of settlement. —To understand an ancient site, or
sites which together attest a province of culture, one must understand the
social and economic conditions of its people. For doing this the Iron Age
offers on the whole more material than earlier periods, but its interpretation
is a correspondingly larger task. Knowledge of the period has now reached a
point where multiplication of sites located and material found demands a
fuller understanding of the mode of life which made them.

96

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

For example, before the Little Woodbury excavations of 1938–9 it was
usual to accept all ordinary Iron Age dwelling-sites, above minimal size, as
villages, each likely-looking pit being taken for a dwelling. Since those excavations, it has become hard to find any such site acceptable as more than a
single homestead. Ideas that have grown up as by-products of earlier work
in this field stand to be revised.
This is because no sites of the kind have been excavated totally. To dig out
all the pits on such a site, locating them by “bosing” or even trenching, is not
to excavate it totally, as the emplacements of structures on solid ground will
not have been traced. Their post-holes or other foundations can only be
located by clearing whole areas down to the solid.
The determination of Little Woodbury as a single homestead site, as
described above, could not have been arrived at otherwise. Moreover, it is
only from excavations of this “total” or near-total kind that material such as
pottery can be profitably subjected to the statistical analysis which may always
be expected to give such important results, and which in this country has
been so much neglected.
To have at least one such site in each main region of the country thus
excavated totally will now be of more value than merely to sample a number
of sites in the same time instead.
Conversely, once excavate totally one such site in a region, and as much
value will accrue to the sampling of others. To know the number of dwellings
simultaneously lived in on a site, and their plan, size, type of structure and
possible capacity, is essential for understanding what sort of life was lived on
it, and so in others like it. In particular, only on this basis can just comparison
be made between the mainly wood-built settlements typical of the Lowland
Zone and stone “hut-circle” settlements in the Highland Zone, which are not
so apt to be misinterpreted, though they have hitherto proved far poorer in
datable relics.
It is on the whole probable that both homestead and village settlements are
to be found in some form or other throughout the country, and more
knowledge of their mutual relations will be of much importance.
In the excavation of either, and indeed of all Iron Age sites, the importance
of such matters (pp. 86, 91) as food and drink residues (e.g. adhering to potinteriors), and of impressions of perished substances on clay, above all of
cereal grains on hand-made pottery, deserve more attention than they have
hitherto received from archaeologists in this country.
(d) Crannogs and lake-villages. —The Glastonbury lake-village, to be followed
by that of Meare, remains the classic example of a totally excavated Iron Age
site, with the immense advantage of the preservation of wood and other
perishable materials, both of structures and artifacts, as well as of metals.
Pre-Roman crannogs elsewhere in Britain have been all too little explored;
and though some of these may be equally extensive, discoveries in Ireland
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and of later date in Scotland show that most of them are probably smaller
than villages or “water-forts,” and are rather “water-homesteads.”
The total excavation of one of these in each of such regions as the South-east,
Holderness, or South-western Scotland would probably be of very great value.
(e) Hill-Forts.—In this well-known field two objectives of research should
be clearly distinguished.
First, selective excavations to ascertain the date, character, and sequence
(if any) of the defences, and whether or no the fort was permanently inhabited.
This method is familiar, and should be continued regionally.
Second, the total excavation of a few permanently inhabited forts, selected
in suitable regions, in order to obtain the same advantages as those to be
gained from the total excavation of selected homesteads or villages, the
remarks above on which, mutatis mutandti, apply equally here.
Hill-fort excavations should be planned for one or other of these objectives,
and should not fall between the two stools unless for some special reason.
For the first, regions where little has yet been done, e.g. the Midlands,
English eastern counties, Northern Wessex, Bath district, and various parts
of the Highland Zone, are naturally to that extent preferable. The second
objective has not yet been attained for any permanently inhabited hill-fort,
and should be seriously considered.
(f) Dykes (including “city” works of Belgic type).—Begic frontier dykes like
that at Beech Bottom may exist elsewhere, but only excavation can distinguish
them from works of late- and post-Roman times. Obviously the best chance
of settling the question lies in cutting a section where Belgic or Roman material
may be found stratified.
The existence of more or less similar Belgic dykes enclosing large areas has
been suggested by the North Oxfordshire Grim’s Ditch; whether or no this
is unique, the defences of Belgic “cities” are really only the same thing in a
more concentrated form, for these enclose a large amount of open space,
perhaps arable and pasture land, as well as areas of habitation. Moreover,
multiple or progressively extended defences and internal divisions are variously
in evidence at Colchester and Verulamium (Prae Wood), and those leading
cases may help to elucidate the problems, e.g., of the Chichester Dykes (p. 73)
and of Stanwick.
But the simpler works above noticed in the Cotswolds (p. 53) may show that
Belgic dyke-planning was easily varied, and more cases may well be awaiting
recognition.
(g) Rural economy: ditches and field-systems. —The boundary or drove-way ditches
of the Iron Age, like those of the Late Bronze Age, have been a good deal
explored in Sussex and Wessex by surface inspection, but only here and there
by excavation (special examples are the “terrace-way” near Lancing, Sussex;
the “cross-dykes” on the ridges near Fovant, Wiltshire; and the doublystockaded ditch at Winterbourne Dauntsey, Wiltshire). They seem to belong
G
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at least mainly to Iron Age A. Their general context is no doubt pastoral, but
no one explanation of their purpose is sufficient, and their part in the rural
economy of this as of the preceding period calls for study of their relation in
particular to dwelling-sites and other enclosures (e.g. at Little Woodbury)
and to field-systems (see the O.S. map of “Celtic Earthworks of Salisbury
Plain”). Amongst other peculiarities, cases of their multiplication in parallel
rows (e.g. on Thickthorn Down, Dorset) have often been quoted but never
decisively explained.
Away from the southern chalk, such ditches are still less understood. Above
all, the extensive ditch-systems of East and North-east Yorkshire call loudly
for thorough investigation.
The “Celtic” field-system, introduced in the Late Bronze Age and continuing
in Roman Britain, is a leading feature of the Iron Age economy, associated
on the southern chalk especially with Iron Age A. But little attempt has yet
been made to determine the precise extent of field-groups in relation to
known dwelling-sites; though calculations based on the grain-storage pits at
Little Woodbury have suggested an assignment of some 15 acres of arable to
the homestead, no fields have been detected there; and where fields are known
to surround a dwelling-site, as on Twyford Down near Winchester, neither
these nor the site have been investigated fully.
Moreover, while it is generally assumed that the same field-system obtained
everywhere, at any rate in Iron Age A, there are in many regions no traces of
it, even where there should be (e.g. in Kent), and air-survey and field-work
require more widespread application. Chalk is, of course, not the only soil
which will reveal crop-marks to air-survey, but for example on gravel, where
the dwelling-sites so revealed (e.g. on the Upper Thames) have attracted
general attention, possible field-boundaries have only just begun to. And in
the Highland Zone, the diffusion of field-systems has only here and there
begun to be studied at all.
There remains the question of Belgic agriculture. The evidence for their
heavy plough has spread the belief that the Belgae cultivated long strip fields.
But the single Twyford Down example remains the only one dated by lynchet
excavation. No other attempt has been made to relate field-systems to Belgic
sites in Wessex, still less elsewhere.
(h) Burials. —The prevalence of flat-grave burial, both for inhumations and
cremations, makes discovery largely dependent on chance; but the usually
small barrows of the period should not be forgotten: they might always prove
extremely rewarding.
The numerous undated “cairn-cemeteries” of the Highland Zone have
been explored in Yorkshire and South Wales without proving at all rewarding, but a determination of their age by reference to some datable feature
is still always possible, and would be useful, e.g., for assessing numbers of
population.
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(i) Religious sites.—If Iron Age material is found on any earlier sites of this
character, every care should be taken to ascertain whether it really denotes
religious use of the site in the Iron Age. The same naturally applies to any
such material found on the site of a Roman temple.
(j) Industry and trade.—Knowledge of the nature and distribution of Iron
Age metal-working of all kinds is still slight enough to make any possibility
of increasing it worth attention.
The same is true of other industries, notably pottery-making. A study of
the range of trade in pottery by means of heavy-mineral analysis, wherever
feasible, would make a welcome complement to the study of pottery
typology.
The distribution of objects of trade in general, and of Roman pottery,
etc., imported in the Belgic period in particular, has not been neglected,
but more evidence, especially for the latter in the first century B.C., is still
desirable.
Practical Recommendations;—
The foregoing leaves little to be said specifically under this head.
A. The effective examining of Iron Age sites or earthworks threatened with
destruction will still in all cases be required; but this need not, and should not,
mean excavation on a more elaborate scale than is now already expected in
such cases, their urgency being roughly speaking relative to the existing state
of Iron Age archaeology in their region.
B. For comparative study of the results of these and other excavations and
of the dating of material, a regional outlook is essential.
C. But the greatest single need of Iron Age archaeology in the country as
a whole is now the devotion of some part of the available energy to excavating
a few carefully selected sites totally, for the reasons outlined above.
D. Finally, the desirability of always submitting loose finds, with record
of their discovery, to competent examination, deserves special emphasis for
coins. It is very important that precise distribution-maps of ancient British
coins should be maintained by a central identifying authority; and British
coins newly brought to light should always be submitted either to a museum
of recognized standing in this field, or to the British Numismatic Society
(Wilton House, Hungerford, Berks.), whose President, Mr. Christopher Blunt,
has kindly let it be known that he will undertake their identification and
recording, and ensure their publication from time to time in the British
Numismatic Journal.
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6

The Age of the Roman Occupation
T HE problems of Roman Age, like the survey given above in Chapter I,
will best be divided into two parts for Roman Britain itself, those of the
Military Zone and the Civil area respectively, and a third part for those of
Scotland outside the Roman frontier.
A. THE MILITARY ZONE OF ROMAN BRITAIN
(Survey, pp. 57–62)
The survey given in Chapter I will have made it evident that, although
much knowledge has been gained of the Roman military occupation, there
is still much room for extension of our information, and many problems to
solve.
An urgent necessity is to increase our knowledge of the Claudian frontier,
both as regards its legionary bases and the auxiliary forts. The beginnings of
the organization so evidently crystallizing under Agricola lie in the Claudian
age and synchronize with a new Imperial policy towards the army.
The Agricolan occupation has become well understood in outline, but on
the southern fringe there is still much need to distinguish the work of Agricola
from that of his predecessors, while on the northern fringe the whole question
of how thoroughly the blockade of the Highlands was carried out is a matter
for reconnaissance and selective exploration. The legionary fortress of
Inchtuthil must have much to teach us, structurally and historically; while
the late Sir George Macdonald pointed out long ago a series of sites where
the spade has yet to test the inferences of highly chequered occupation which
he drew from previous work. What had become of Agricola’s arrangements
north of the Tyne-Solway line by the time of Trajan has inspired controversy
which invokes the arbitration of the spade.
The spade may now be hailed as having settled the major structural
questions on Hadrian’s Wall, but it has yet to answer many questions as to
the order and methods of building the great work, and as to the organization
of its various component parts. Much remains to be learnt of the everyday life
of the garrison and its social organization, and it may be claimed that no
other frontier provides so good an opportunity for securing answers to these
questions, so rich in Imperial as well as provincial implications. Nothing
systematic is yet known as to the organization of the Wall during the Antonine
interlude, when it was slighted at first and held in conjunction with the more
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northern frontier-wall later. The arrangement of the garrisons of the third
and fourth century also requires intensive study, following the recognition
of its differences in selective excavations. The whole question of the treatment
of the occupied zone beyond the wall, now granted to be of the first political
importance for the history of frontier relations, calls for more intensive inquiry.
Finally, the history and social organization of the vici attached to the forts of
Hadrian’s Wall has yet to be recovered.
Equally interesting for the history of the province is the development of
forts and their settlements in the hinterland between Hadrian’s Wall and York
or Chester. The relationship of native villages to forts also provides the
opportunity for some fascinating surveys; for, while dating material for native
villages beyond the Roman frontier is scarce, it is much more abundant in
the areas behind it. Finally, the penetration of the military area by civilian
elements, especially villas, offers ample scope for reconnaissance, exploration
and new discoveries. Wales presents some special problems, raised by the
re-occupation of the hill forts in the third and fourth centuries.
North of Hadrian’s Wall very much has recently been achieved by
reconnaissance from the air, revolutionizing our conception of the thoroughness of the Antonine occupation. But on the Antonine Wall much yet remains
to be learnt of the western flank, while the area to north of the Antonine Wall
requires very special study. The question how far the Antonine occupation
here extended, and whether the remains of towers in Strathearn may not
amount to an outer limes has yet to be answered. Similarly, on its southern
limits, the question of the temporary Severan occupation awaits an answer,
quite apart from the definition of the permanent third-century and fourthcentury frontier zone in the Cheviot area, to which allusion has already been
made.
Finally, the late-Roman coastal defences and their relationship to garrisons
of the interior is a question which everywhere requires development. Our
knowledge of the Saxon Shore forts themselves remains highly deficient. The
whole organization and distribution of the fourth-century garrison of the
province is virtually a closed book, apart from the frontier zone in the North,
though it again carries political implications of the highest interest and
importance. If this is true of the fourth century as a whole, there is a still
greater gap in our knowledge of its last years.
In less general and more restricted fields, some notable tasks also await
the inquirer. The whole subject of military road-systems in the province
stands in need of a thorough reconnaissance, followed by selective excavation
and a publication of the whole network, district by district. The organization
and accommodation of the different types of military unit can probably be
better ascertained, with more complete recovery of detail, in Britain than in
any other Roman military zone. Similarly the economic side of army life,
covering sources and distribution of supplies, is more likely to be susceptible
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of definition here than in the less compact zones of the Continent. Much
social information and light upon questions of diet and physique awaits us in
the cemeteries, whether of cremations or inhumations.

B. THE CIVIL AREA OF ROMAN BRITAIN
(Survey, pp. 62–7)
The survey given in Chapter I has indicated in how many spheres of
civilian life in Roman Britain our knowledge is deficient.
As regards the Towns, it is clear that a thorough study of the coloniae would
do much to clarify our knowledge of the standards considered to represent
the height of provincial civilization. This should include not only the towns
themselves, but the territory round them which was the fundamental basis
of their economic prosperity. It will be observed that in the list on p. 63 above,
the colonia of York, which grew up out of the canabae of a legionary fortress,
is not mentioned: but, although its history and development was different,
it was the second capital of the province, and as such merits special study.
As to cantonal capitals, the first need is perhaps an accurate dating of the
street-plan and principal buildings, and the determination of the relationship
of the former to the defensive system. But it is also evident that different
capitals had a very different history, that some flourished while others did not,
and that the scale of civilization also differed from canton to canton. Detailed
investigations to bring out these differences are much needed, Examination
of the shopping quarters, as distinct from the private houses, is also an urgent
necessity. The investigation of the smaller townships is, however, an even
more urgent requirement, for the very nature of these is not understood.
Hardly less important for the economic history of the province is the history
and development of the industrial establishments. These covered a wide
range, from the mining settlements to the potteries, and in the latter the
question of the distribution of their wares is of first-class importance. But it
must not be forgotten that much industrial activity centred in the villas. Their
economic side has hardly been touched, but the results obtained at Ditchley
(Oxon) or Hambleden (Bucks) indicate the possibilities attainable in
suitable conditions. Both Ditchley and Hambleden, however, are small
villas, as such houses go, and we have everything to learn about the large
ones, which must have had many activities, from corn-growing to fruit-farming
and cloth-weaving to fulling and dyeing. The military market alone must
have given an immense fillip to all these activities, especially when taxation
came to be levied more and more in kind.
The relationship of the villages to the villas, and of the field-system to both,
is as yet virtually unexplored, although air-photography has long produced,
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in the Salisbury Plain region of Wiltshire, Hampshire and Dorset, an area
where they are known to overlap. The exploration of villages is in itself a
crying need, particularly in the agricultural areas; for their dating, their
development and their structural arrangement, together with the social
inferences to be drawn from it, are as yet quite unknown. Regional studies of
villages are badly required. It is clear also that certain regions form special
cases. This is true of West Cornwall, for example, and parts of Wales; and,
in particular, of the Fenland, where canal-digging and reclamation on a large
scale seem to argue the development of the land by a central authority and
its partition among villagers, presumably tenant coloni.
To return to the villas, there is much to be learnt on the architectural side.
Up to date exploration of a really large villa, with all its subsidiary establishments, is long overdue. But, towards the other end of the scale, little is known
of the houses in the colonial settlements. Again, the Romano-British barndwelling, sometimes known as the “basilican” house, stands in need of careful
exploration, with a particular attention to the question whether it derives
from a native prototype. All villas in the military areas also require special
investigation, as indicators of a penetrating civilization. Historically, much
more information is required as to the extinction of the villa system, which
undoubtedly happened piecemeal rather than in a series of widespread
disasters.
Among the more exceptional types of building, a complete account of
the great spa at Bath is a special need, and should be attended by selective
excavation directed to dating the various periods of reconstruction.
The religious life of the province also stands in need of systematic study.
More information is needed about shrines connected with specific cults by
chance finds of relics or inscriptions. There is also the question how far many
shrines in the Roman manner of building are the successors of native structures
in timber. But perhaps the most urgent need is the collection of carved and
sculptured stones from all over the province. By far the most of these are
religious in import and significance, and they could collectively provide a
most important documentation of Romano-British religious cults and beliefs.
Here the military and civil zones are closely knit, and the imported deities
of the soldiery only throw up into higher relief the native cults which flourished
by their side.
The art of the province would surely be much more accurately understood
as the result of the survey of sculpture described above. But architectural
features also have their story to tell, and they are neither rare nor negligible.
An even richer field, ripe for development, is presented by the mosaic pavements, whose design and treatment in local schools has yet to be worked out.
Among other products of the province are also the artistic objects in jet and
Kimmeridge shale, and the enamels, particularly those of the millefiori
technique, in which the British workmen excelled. But here we trespass into
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the realm of small objects, whose number and possibilities are so large as to
lie beyond the scope of a summary only concerned with the larger issues.
Finally, the closing period of the early fifth century is at last becoming
bridged by archaeological objects, particularly coinage. The correlation
of this evidence with actual sites, in town and country, is of the greatest
importance and will ultimately have much to tell us in the aggregate.

C. SCOTLAND OUTSIDE THE ROMAN FRONTIER
(Survey, p. 68)
Knowledge of this subject is so scanty at present that it was necessary to limit
the survey in Chapter I to a bare statement of the types of site assignable to
the native population of Scotland in this Age, and of the broad limits of date
assignable to the occupation of some of these on the strength of imported
Roman material. With this as starting-point, the following brief discussion
may serve to direct attention to the outstanding problems, which cover the
entire field of the subject.
Both within and without the Antonine Wall, finds of Roman coins, pottery,
glass, bronze saucepans, etc., in typical examples, prove that broadly between
A.D. 80 and 200 the natives occupied some at least of the following classes of
site, all of which embody or develop Early Iron Age traditions (pp. 46–7, 51–2):
(i) contour hill-top forts (hill-forts or oppida), (ii) small forts, contour or
regular, (iii) earth-houses or souterrains, (iv) crannogs, (v) galleried duns,
(vi) brochs, (vii) “wheel-houses.” To what extent, if at all, however, the
innumerable hut-circle villages and sepulchral cairn-fields on the north (and
also the south) of the Cheviots, on the Lammermuirs, in Galloway, and all
over the Highlands belong to this Age, is not disclosed by direct evidence of
this kind.
It is in general impossible to decide by inspection whether any given site
of the above classes was actually occupied during the period in question, still
less whether it was built therein. Only in the case of brochs have so many
excavated examples yielded Roman relics that occupation contemporary
with Roman Britain may probably be asserted of all. But their architecture
is specialized enough, and their normal contents distinctive enough, to define
a “culture.” Even so, broch relics often include types, e.g. of pin, which last
well into the post-Roman “Dark Ages.” So far we have no internal evidence
to determine which of the relics from brochs belong to the second century A.D.,
which to later, or which perhaps to earlier times. Moreover, local as well
as chronological varieties of pottery, etc., remain to be defined.
So far, no distinctive kinds of pottery or other relics can be explicitly
associated with any one of the remaining classes of site to define a “culture.”
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Nor is the distribution of the several classes—and sub-classes—accurately
worked out, and it is in any case beset with pitfalls. Surface indications, for
instance, suggest that it should be possible to distinguish sub-classes of hillfort or oppidum (i), small fort (ii), and galleried dun (v) ; but these clues
have not been systematically followed up. For instance, the contrast between
irregular forts whose defences cling to the contours and regular, circular,
ones which ignore them, must be based on different or divergent traditions.
But a contour fort on a rounded hill-top cannot be distinguished from a
regular circular fort save by careful observation on the spot, or at least from
very accurate contoured plans, and perhaps not even so. Several forts (Traprain Law, Castlelaw, Kaimes Hill—all in the Lothians) have been shown by
excavation to belong to several periods, each with a distinct system of fortification; and this can sometimes be worked out on the ground without excavation
(see above, pp. 47, 51). But without careful field-work, description of an unexcavated fort as “multivallate” or “bivallate” is simply misleading. Again,
the excavation of Kaimes Hill proved that hut-circles within the enclosure
were later than the latest system of ramparts, so that references based on
superficial surveys to the exposure of such structures within a fort have a very
limited value.
Very few Iron-Age graves are known; but these, though all by inhumation,
contained both contracted and extended skeletons.
Fine metal-work found stray or in hoards can to some extent, and with
reservations, be dated by stylistic considerations. It should be possible to
distinguish local styles: Kilbride-Jones’s essay on “Donside” terrets, though
inconclusive, is quite suggestive. But the stylistic dating of these same terrets
and other distinctive extra-Provincial types, like the massive bronze armlets,
is still much less generally agreed than that of the pre-Roman and more
southerly Romano-Celtic styles.
Chronological limits, further to the approximate dating-span of Roman
imports given above, are at present exceedingly vague.
On the one hand, the pre-Roman Iron Age of all Britain north of Yorkshire
is still very ill-defined (cf. pp. 37, 41, 46, 51, 95). In Scotland seven of the
“Gallic” (vitrified) forts assigned above (p. 46) to the “Abernethy culture” have
yielded explicitly pre-Roman relics (Finavon, Monifieth, Abernethy, Forgandenny, Dunagoil, Duntroon, Rahoy), as have one crannog (Hyndford)
and three forts (Traprain, Burnswark, Bonchester Hill). The total number of
“Gallic” forts in Scotland is about sixty (though, as Mote o’Mark has shown,
the mere collection of some lumps of vitrified stone does not suffice to diagnose
one), and it is thus now quite probable that most of these were erected in
pre-Roman times. But the relics from them are sparse, and the extremely bad
pottery (from Abernethy, Finavon, and Dunagoil) does not help them in the
satisfactory definition of culture or period. Bonchester Hill yielded only a
little equally bad pottery. The pre-Roman ware of Traprain was not strati-
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graphically separated from that of the Flavian-period level. As for the broch
culture, it can indeed be believed (on indirect evidence) to have been established in the far North by A.D. 43 (pp. 51–2), but what broch-relics are preRoman, if any, is unknown. In Shetland Jarlshof (pp. 39, 43, 52) gives hints
of pre-broch age, but it is remote and insular. The “flat-rimmed pottery”
noticed above on pp. 37–8, 41, 52, which in its several kinds comes from Jarlshof,
Clettraval, Covesea, Old Keig, Kildalton, Largs, etc., lacks clarification of
its associates and range in space and time as badly as definition of its relation
in general to the Iron Age A material of the South. Finally, it should not be
forgotten that from the eighteenth-century account of Queen Mary’s Cairn
(near Glasgow) a survival can be inferred for Bronze Age cordoned urns into
the second century A.D., and from the excavations at Ardoch likewise one for
bronze socketed axes into at least early Roman times.
On the other hand, post-Roman datings for pottery and other domestic
relics in Scotland are not yet forthcoming before the Viking Age.
In other words, the very chronological framework for the native cultures
north of Hadrian’s Wall remains to be built. Hence the prime need is an
index-series of type-fossils, based mainly upon stratified pottery. This can
only be obtained by further excavation, more fortunate or more expert than
any hitherto conducted. And material is absolutely so scanty that small-scale
trial-digging is not likely to produce the requisite data. From brochs, and
their outworks, abundant material may indeed be expected; but only very
slow, meticulous and thorough excavation can extract evidence from relics
yielded by any such construction. Oppida might seem hopeful also; but again
it would be necessary to clear large areas, and long sections of ditch (if any)
to obtain the desired sequence (cf. p. 51).
Once index-series have been secured in representative regions, the relatively
large masses of pottery already collected from, e.g., brochs, “wheel-houses,”
and sand-hills, should allow of profitable classification. It should thereafter
be possible to fix the age of various kinds of fort, hut-circle, or crannog by
means of trenching.
But only when a general framework has been created can we consider
seriously the solution of more historically interesting problems involving total
excavation, such as the size and organization of the communities inhabiting
oppida, “Gallic” forts and small forts, and the very nature of the latter. (The
term “fort” is clearly misleading; but would “castle,” “hamlet,” “lone
steading,” or “fortified manor” be more correct? Stevenson has shown some
to be simple steadings of medieval date.) As for the problem of hut-circles, of
enclosed plots, and of small cairns and cairn-fields, it is so conspicuous as to
merit a second mention here.
In conclusion, the geographical limits of our ignorance should be pointed
out. From North-east Scotland (Aberdeenshire-Banffshire) we have no
connected group of Iron Age remains except the still ambiguous cemeteries
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yielding flat-rimmed pottery of the Old Keig sort (p. 39). From the Clyde
basin, we have only the exiguous crannog relics from Hyndford; from Galloway, crannog and cave finds only, without native pottery; from Argyll,
despite a number of excavated duns, no datable native pottery either (Dunadd
yielded a good deal of medieval ware, and also bits of a Bronze Age foodvessel). Finally, why is it that in Aberdeenshire, considering its extreme
wealth in relics of the Bronze Age, the number of superficially recognizable
Iron Age sites—forts and souterrains—is so disproportionately small?

7

The Post-Roman and Anglo-Saxon Age, to the Seventh Century
A. SCOTLAND
(Surley, pp. 68–9)
T HE preceding discussion of the problems of Roman-period Scotland has
introduced the point (p. 106) that throughout post-Roman times until the
Viking Age, Scotland can still show no positively proved dating-associations
for any objects of domestic material culture, whether British or Pictish or
Scotic. In anticipating this point in Chapter I (p. 68), we went on to observe
that the study of such remains as can be assigned to this period in Scotland—
rare metal objects; Pictish symbol-sculpture; Early Christian inscribed
stones, sculpture, and structures—is inseparable from its continuation over
the subsequent centuries, and to record our decision accordingly to defer
consideration of these subjects to Chapter II. Nothing more, therefore,
will be said of them here, except to remark that what follows below
concerning Wales and “Sub-Roman” Britain may be taken as having
some bearing, if only indirect and partial, upon Scotland also. For
the rest, it can only be repeated that the problems propounded above
for the Roman period in Scotland necessarily extend into this period also,
to an extent which, itself, forms one of the over-riding major problems of the
country’s Dark-Age archaeology. Hill-forts such as that on Rubers Law in
Roxburghshire, which utilizes the débris of a stone-built Roman signaltower in its defences, would be an obvious starting-place for research.
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B. WALES
(Survey, pp. 69–72)
Chronological and Geographical. —The major problem of Dark-Age archaeology
in Wales, as will be clear from the survey given in Chapter I, is to discover
material that can be assigned with certainty to the period, and more especially,
that can be limited to specific centuries. The dearth of sites from the eighth
century onwards makes a particularly serious gap in our present knowledge.
At this stage, the most fruitful line of enquiry is likely to be that of Regional
Field Survey. In a selected area, preferably a natural geographical unit, the
sites and records of all structures marked as antiquities on the 6-inch O.S.
map (other than megaliths or Bronze Age large cairns) should be examined
by a single observer or team, and tentatively classified. The abnormal in
earthwork or stone structure would thus become apparent and any examples
of super-position detected. From such data some typological sequences of
structures could be tentatively framed and a campaign of excavation carried
out to test their validity.
From distribution maps of the region, variations in settlement pattern
from Early Iron Age times onwards might be discovered, and more evidence
brought forward for or against a return to the hills in the immediate postRoman centuries, as appears possible in certain regions. The start of the
next “valley-ward movement” so marked in medieval and later times is
as yet uncertain; did it begin after the Norman conquest, or was it merely
accelerated? Alternatively, was conservatism in the Highland Zone so dominant that settlement remained at the same level throughout the period?
The distribution of cultivation terraces, paddocks, etc., associated with
the various types of homestead buildings, together with determination of
function of the buildings themselves, would show whether any change in
elevation was due to a change from an arable to a pastoral economy or
vice versa.
From areas where such surveys have been accomplished some specific
problems arise.
(a) Fortified Settlements. —(i) Tre’r Ceiri (Caernarvonshire) has been shown
to possess a unique lay-out with a system of stone huts, pens, and enclosures
that indicate a highly organized pastoral community. The initial date of the
defences and the latest period of its occupation have yet to be determined by
a modern excavation.
(ii) In South Wales a type of fort has been noticed, “the hill-slope fort,”
in which the defences enclose the slope, not the summit, of the hill, and in
which the entrance is on the lower side. Some examples have multiple
defences, and although covering a large area, have only a small central
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enclosure, as at Y Bwlwarcau on Margam Mountain, suggesting large scale
cattle keeping. The date has yet to be determined by excavation; the evidence
from an analogous example, Milber Down (South Devon) suggests it may
prove to be an introduction of Early Iron Age B in the West (cf. pp. 48–9, 50–1).
(iii) In West Wales often small ring-works or coastal promontory forts,
many sited near a harbour, are known as “raths”; whether there is any truth
in this Irish ascription should be investigated in view of the proved occupation
of small forts in Ireland in the Dark Ages, e.g. Garranes, Co. Cork (fifth–sixth
centuries) and Cahercommaun, Co. Clare (eighth–ninth centuries).
(iv) Traditional sites that figure in the lives of the saints or legends of heroes
may also be worth investigating; of these Dinas Emrys (Caernarvonshire)
and Carn Pentyrch (Caernarvonshire) may be instanced, though the former
is almost certainly of Early Iron Age origin on the evidence of previous
discoveries.
(v) Evidence for post-Roman survival will accrue from normal hill-fort
investigation on the March as recommended in the Early Iron Age section
(p. 97), especially if total excavation be undertaken.
(b) Open Settlements.—Our survey indicates that excavation should be
directed to settlements where rectangular huts occur, especially where, as at
Caerau, Clynnog (Caernarvonshire) they appear to supersede round ones.
In the Anglesey Inventory, the Royal Commission assigned the following
homestead sites with rectangular huts to the Dark Ages; Cadnant Dinas,
Llaneugrad, and Bodafon: Hen Denbych on the Hiraethog, and Llys Bradwen, Cader Idris, are similar sites; these are all worth investigation.
The method of roofing of these houses requires to be demonstrated so that
the groups can be classified and their evolution determined. Were central
posts supporting a ridge pole normal at all times, or were double rows used,
indicating an aisled construction carrying a framed truss, or were trucks
employed? Such evidence from homesteads would go far to elucidate the
construction and origin of the Welsh tribal house as described in the Laws
of Hywel Dda; it might also link Welsh examples with the “basilican” constructions in the Romano-British villas, and with Dark-Age developments in
Ireland, as Dr. Richmond pointed out in 1932. The place of the Glamorganshire “platform” houses in the series could also be determined.
Excavation in Central and North Wales of selected examples of the platform
type is very desirable, to test their early medieval date, to determine the
internal construction and the function of the subsidiary building which was
not forthcoming in Glamorganshire. It may also be possible to link the
platform house typologically with the long houses, in which men and beasts
share a common roof as in the black houses of the Scottish Isles, examples of
which survive in Carmarthenshire and on the March dating mainly from
the seventeenth century or later; alternatively to prove that each represents
a distinct tradition.
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(c) Ecclesiastical Sites.—The identification and excavation of a Celtic
monastic site is clearly desirable in Wales; the testing of the traditional sites
at Llancarfan (Glam.) and Bangor Iscoed (Flintshire) is suggested.
Investigation of a hermitage, as on Puffin Island, calls for unusual qualities
in seamanship and self-sufficiency in the would-be excavator.
A study of the distribution of the churches dedicated to Celtic saints has
successfully demonstrated the travels and sphere of influence of some individuals in the sixth century, and is a line of enquiry that should be pursued.
(d) Memorial Stones and Burials.—Memorial stones have been too long left
to the sole care of the epigraphist; they need now attention from the field
archaeologist to use them as he would the cairns of the Bronze Age as evidence
for settlement, ritual and social history. A study of the original sites, from which
the stones have often been moved, is the necessary preliminary, to be undertaken as part of a regional field survey so that their relation to the topography,
to Roman roads, ridgeways and to any possible settlement may be observed.
Excavation of selected sites is desirable to test for burial and to examine
an interment with the resources of the best modern technique. It should be
possible to ascertain whether any pagan (Roman?) rites survived, whether
orientation in the Christian manner was practised and to see the relation of
the stone hole(s) to the grave and to any mound or enclosing earthwork. It
is obvious from the records that much variation is to be expected.
An outstanding need is the compilation of a series of up-to-date large-scale
distribution maps of distinctive and datable classes of memorial stones, as
determined by the epigraphist, distinguishing those on their original site.
(e) Dykes. —No further work is needed on Offa’s Dyke or Wat’s Dyke.
Regional field surveys should discover more short dykes, which are often of
low profile and unrecorded on 6-inch O.S. maps. It should be possible to
discover in a given area whether several of these works are inter-related and
exercise a unified system of traffic control over a geographical unit. Alternatively if they differ in construction, and situation, changes in settlement
area may be deduced.
Excavation of short dykes is unlikely to produce dating evidence unless
in the neighbourhood of settlement.
Practical Recommendations:—
(i) Regional field surveys are generally needed and should precede excavation in most districts.
(ii) Excavation of
(a) Open settlements containing rectangular huts
(b) Platform houses in North and Central Wales
should be undertaken in order to solve problems raised by previous investigation.
(iii) Excavation of other sites should be determined by the findings of the
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field surveys or by any special emergency threatening their preservation.
Exceptions can be made in the case of a monastic site, or the site of a
memorial stone, but both need skilled supervision.

C.

“SUB-ROMAN” BRITAIN
(Survey, pp. 72–4)

The whole archaeology of “sub-Roman” Britain is problematic. This has
been seen already in the survey in Chapter I; and attention will only be
drawn here to a certain number of outstandingly problematic matters.
(a) In Eastern England, where in general Roman occupation lasted late
and Anglo-Saxon settlement began early, no opportunity should be lost of
tracing fifth-century occupations on Roman sites, particularly towns and other
fortified places, and above all those, such as York, Lincoln, Cambridge, or
Caister-by-Norwich, which are immediately adjoined by early Anglo-Saxon
burial-places. These sites must be fundamental for the problem of the replacement of Romano-British by Anglo-Saxon population and culture.
(b) In the rest of Lowland England, where early Anglo-Saxon penetration
was discontinuous, and an active “sub-Roman” population may be inferred
with confidence historically, its activities need to be traced not only on
recognized Romano-British sites, but in particular by the further investigation
of fortifications and earthworks, probably the only secular monuments (apart
from the rare inscribed stones) which it has left for recognition by field research.
(c) One class of these is of Early Iron Age forts re-fortified, of which further
examples of the type of Castle Dore (p. 74) need to be located in the South-west,
one at least to be marked down for total excavation; and elsewhere between
Cissbury in Sussex and those in the region of Wales (pp. 73, 69).
(d) The other known class is that of defensive linear earthworks, the chief of
which have been named on pp. 73–4 above.
The investigation of these works in general, by accurate survey and selective excavation,
has been specifically adopted by the Society of Antiquaries as the subject of field research
recommended and sponsored by their Research Committee, and societies or individuals
desiring to undertake such work within their districts are cordially invited to make
contact with the Committee through the Society’s Assistant Secretary (Burlington House,
Piccadilly, W.I.).
(e) Settlements, whether open or fortified, generally of Iron-Age appearance
but liable to display occupation of Roman date, may sometimes have continued
in occupation in “sub-Roman” times, or on occasion might even turn out to
be wholly “sub-Roman” constructions. Any sign that this is likely—e.g. the
discovery of a significant post-Roman object in connexion with such a site—
should be welcomed as an opportunity for close investigation. So little
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is known of “sub-Roman” material culture, that the slightest gain of
information will be valuable; and until more information has been gained,
archaeology can scarcely even approach the historical and social questions
which are so obscure yet so important in this period.
(f) The relation of inscribed stones of the period to sites whether of secular
or monastic establishments also needs examination. Not all remain in their
original locations, but the study of their setting should be valuable wherever
it can be found reliably attested (cf. also p. 110, for those in Wales, and p. 107
for Scotland). In the South-west the Maen Scryfa, and (though complicated
by a medieval re-cutting) the cross on Sourton Down, may be suggested as
examples likely to be rewarding.
(g) Finally, the particular significance of “Sub-Roman” Christian sites needs
no emphasis after what has been said of the matter both for Wales (p. 71)
and the South-west (p. 74). Their importance is great for the study not only
of early Celtic Christianity and monasticism, but also of the general material
culture of the age. In the South-west, one of the most urgent needs for research
is the examination, on a small scale, of one or more sites of larger monasteries
to check the results from that at Tintagel. An effort should also be made to
locate the actual sites of monasteries recorded in documents, particularly
in the eastern part of the area (e.g. St. Cyngar’s foundation at Congresbury,
Somerset). The “Doone’s Houses,” Brendon (Devon), which appears to be
monastic and may be connected with St. Cynwyd, would be a suitable example
for small-scale work. Full exploration of a hermitage (e.g. St, Helen’s, Scilly)
would also be a valuable undertaking.
D. ANGLO-SAXON ENGLAND
(Survey, pp. 75–8)
(a) Absolute Chronology
The Anglo-Saxon settlements in this country are dated from literary sources
to the fifth century A.D., but the ambiguities, omissions and contradictions in
those sources make the establishment of an accurate detailed chronology very
hazardous. It remains an open question, for example, whether, as some sources
state or imply, the first extensive inroads took place early in the century soon
after the removal to Gaul of the last Roman garrisons, or were delayed until
some date between 440 and 455 as the weight of the literary evidence suggests.
It may be doubted whether it will ever be possible for archaeology to
contribute substantially to the settlement of such questions as this, in view of
the difficulty of establishing a sufficiently close absolute chronology for
Teutonic antiquities. Most attempts hitherto made to fix the absolute dating
of these objects are insecurely based, either because they rest on historical
premises themselves no more than assumptions (e.g. that the Adventus
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Saxonum in Britanniam took place in 410 or 428 or 443 or 449 or later), or
because they attach an arbitrary time-scale to the various stages of a
typological series.
It would probably be a mistake to advocate intensive efforts to remedy this
state of affairs, unsatisfactory as it is. It should be remembered that in preRoman periods archaeologists do not reckon to be able to establish an absolute
chronology which will enable objects to be dated within twenty-five or fifty
years, and they are only able to attempt this in the Roman period because
literary evidence aided very powerfully by datable coins and inscriptions is
there to assist them. There is no reason why such precision should be expected
in the Migration period, where there are no coins and inscriptions and where
the literary sources do not themselves supply clear answers to the historian’s
questions. None the less a careful look-out should be kept for any material
which, either directly or indirectly, will help to establish an absolute
chronology for any class of Dark-Age antiquities.
(b) Relative Chronology
Archaeology can, however, be expected to throw light on many problems
in the relative chronological relationship of Anglo-Saxon settlements (a) to
Romano-British contexts, (b) to one another, (c) to those of the later Dark
Ages. A few words must be said on each of these.
(a) Relation to Romano-British contexts.—It is a well-known but none the less
remarkable fact that very few objects of demonstrably Anglo-Saxon character
have ever been found in a stratified context on Romano-British settlementsites. Whether this should be taken, however, as is often assumed, as proof
that the newcomers either made a clean sweep of the Romano-British population, or were so invincibly hostile to their culture as to keep their own settlements rigidly distinct, is doubtful. Indeed, the general paucity of AngloSaxon material from habitation sites of any kind, as distinct from cemeteries,
is clearly relevant to this problem, and it may be significant that cases of the
continuous use of the same or contiguous cemeteries are not uncommon.
Every opportunity should be taken to clarify the relationship between the
Anglo-Saxon settlers and the last phases of Romano-British civilization. In
particular the extent to which, if at all, barbarian settlement took place
during the Roman period needs investigation. The Saxon Shore presents an
obvious problem of this kind. Haverfield’s view that the official use of this
phrase does not mean that Saxon settlements were already established on the
south and east coasts in the fourth century has been generally accepted, but
no systematic attempt to test it archaeologically has been made. It remains
true that a number of sites in East Anglia and Kent, including at least one
Saxon Shore fort, have produced chance finds of pottery which seems to
combine Roman and barbarian features. Whether such material belongs
chronologically to the Roman or the Saxon period is however quite unknown.
H

114

SURVEY AND POLICY OF FIELD RESEARCH

(b) Relation of Anglo-Saxons to one another.—The main subdivisions of the
Anglo-Saxon peoples in this country are known from literary sources and
the traditional classification of Angles, Saxons and Jutes is broadly reflected
in the different cultural equipment of the various areas of settlement. In
particular, brooches and other metal-work distinctive of these groups have
been studied in some detail and permit the formulation of certain broad
conclusions as to their main Continental associations, as indicated in Chapter I.
But within these broad distinctions there are many obscurities to clear up.
The existence in Kent, for example, of two main elements within the “Jutish”,
cultural complex has been recognized, but their relationship is largely obscure,
partly because so many Kentish cemeteries were dug before the days of
scientific archaeology, with the primary object of unearthing the finer types
of jewellery and without any proper record of associated finds. It is probable
that much light might be thrown on the chronology and significance of the
different elements now broadly classified as Jutish, both by the complete
excavation of any fresh cemeteries that may be located in Kent and by the
re-examination of such known sites as may still retain any unexcavated
portions. Such work would also serve a useful purpose in setting the finer
jewellery in its proper context of association with the less spectacular facets
of the culture: it may be that too much attention has been given to these
jewels, and too little to the humbler associated objects, in the endeavour to
determine both the date and the connexions of the Jutish culture.
Another problem of some historical interest is to determine the chronological
relationship of the culturally Saxon and the culturally Anglian elements in the
southern and eastern Midlands. This relationship holds the clue to the early
history of Middle Anglia, and perhaps also to that of both the upper Thames
valley and East Anglia. At present two different views on this problem seem
to be taking shape, One, based mainly on discussion of the saucer and cruciform brooches, regards the Saxon elements in the culture of Middle Anglia as
primary, being dispersed thence, especially towards the Upper Thames, by
intrusive Angles who eventually came to dominate the whole of the eastern
Midlands. The other view, to which the pottery evidence seems to lend
stronger support, sees a primary Anglian settlement overlaid, but never wholly
dominated, by secondary Saxon invaders, the bulk of whom may have passed
on eventually to the Upper Thames, while others not only left strong traces
in Cambridge, Bedfordshire and Northants, but also westwards in Warwickshire and eastwards in Norfolk. The great cemetery of Caistor-by-Norwich
certainly illustrates this latter thesis so far as East Anglia is concerned, and it
is a matter of urgent importance that this vital type site should be published
as soon and as fully as possible. But the story in Middle Anglia, in so far as it
rests on ceramic evidence, is likely to remain obscure until one or more large
cremation or mixed cemeteries have been found and explored in that area
with the care and thoroughness which give Caistor its present unique impor-
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tance as a type-site for Anglo-Saxon pottery. Unfortunately the Nassington
cemetery, near Peterborough, which in happier circumstances might have
presented an ideal opportunity for such work, has been recently destroyed
without adequate observation and with the recovery of only an insignificant
part of the important evidence it must have once contained. 1
Similar analysis of the elements in the mixed Anglo-Saxon culture of the
Warwickshire Avon valley is also required: as is the exploration of early
cemeteries in the Mercian homeland on the Middle Trent, about the origin
of which very little is at present known.
The chronological and cultural links between the first settlement of Lindsey
and Deira on the one hand and that of Bernicia on the other, require further
examination. At present the archaeological evidence points to very early
Anglo-Frisian penetration of Lindsey and East Yorkshire,2 but there is little
in Bernicia to suggest that its settlement antedates much if at all the traditional
arrival of Ida in 547. Archaeological evidence bearing on the hint provided
by such names as Lindisfarne (settlers from Lindsey) that it was a secondary
settlement from the Humbrensian area would be very welcome.
(c) Relation to later Dark Ages. —Archaeologically the relationship between
the pagan period and the later Dark Ages is strangely obscure. Singularly
little material datable to the seventh and eighth centuries exists in our
museums although this was a period of increasing stability, economic progress
and material wealth. Apart from the grave goods of a few cemeteries, such as
that at Market Overton (Rutland), whose users seem to have continued
pagan burial customs far into the Christian period, most of what there is
consists of chance finds from street excavations in towns and is thus very
uninformative. England provides the greatest contrast in this respect with
the neighbouring parts of the Continent, the Low Countries, Northern France
or the Rhineland, where social conditions in the seventh and eighth centuries
may be supposed to have been not greatly different. In pottery, for example,
there are very few sites in the country which have produced a range of seventhcentury types comparable to those which adorn the shelves of every local
museum in the Low Countries or Scandinavia.
This is a gap which needs filling not only for its own sake but also to throw
light on several aspects of social history. We need to know far more than we
do about the date at which, and the means by which, the pattern of village
distribution in different parts of the country took its historic form. Nothing
is more remarkable than the lack of any apparently consistent relationship
between the distribution of pagan cemeteries and that of medieval villages.
Cemeteries, like the later villages, are commonly found in positions easily
1

Since these words were written the exploration of the Lackford (Suffolk) cemetery promises to assist in this
problem; but what is really wanted is a comparable site west of the Fens.
2
The large cremation-cemetery recently discovered at South Elkington near Louth should provide valuable
evidence for Lindsey.
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accessible by river valleys or Roman roads and in close proximity both to
running water and to light or medium agricultural soils. But the sites of the
cemeteries do not in most cases show any obvious connexions with those of
the medieval villages: they might as well belong to an entirely different
historical setting. Where are the settlements of the people to whom the
cemeteries belonged? Is the apparent dearth of pagan Saxon village sites as
compared with cemeteries due simply to the fact that the former continued
in occupation and so passed imperceptibly into the historic villages, while the
latter were normally abandoned at or soon after the conversion in favour of
the present churchyards? Or are these phenomena to be explained in some
other way?
Systematic examination of the few places where pagan remains have been
found within or in the immediate vicinity of medieval churchyards would
seem to be indicated as well as attempts to locate deserted pagan villages in
the neighbourhood of known cemeteries of that period. Excavation on sites
of villages known to have been abandoned during the Middle Ages would
probably yield illuminating results, particularly in the case of villages which
might be expected on toponymic or topographic grounds to have been
established in the earliest period of the English settlements.
It is worth noting that, in a certain number of instances, pagan Saxon
cemeteries have been found in more or less close association with the sites of
early Christian religious centres. Examples are Brixworth (Northants) and
North Elmham (Norfolk). It is eminently desirable to ascertain whether there
is more than an accidental association in any of these instances. Although it is
not strictly relevant to this section, it may be added that further exploration
of the sites of any of the seventh-century churches or monasteries might not
only increase substantially our scanty knowledge of the culture of that time
but also throw incidental light on the transition from pagan to Christian
England.
(c) Distrbution and Mode of Life
The Anglo-Saxon settlers were subsistence agriculturalists, and, while
their superior agricultural equipment enabled them before long to penetrate
the forests to an extent unknown before in Britain, their distribution in the
pagan period approximates closely, with certain notable exceptions, to the
distribution of the Romano-British rural population in the eastern half of
the country. Some of the exceptions to this generalization are probably more
apparent than real. Thus there is literary and toponymic evidence for a more
thoroughgoing occupation of Essex than the scanty archaeological remains
would suggest, and the same is true of southern Hampshire and the Isle of
Wight. Other blank areas probably reflect either alterations in physical
geography, making settlement impossible, as in the Fens, or the late date at
which it took place, as in Wiltshire and Dorset. But a more systematic study
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of all these areas is really necessary before the obvious explanation should be
accepted as the correct one.
The poverty and architectural squalor of such pagan village sites as are at
present known has already been mentioned in Part I. Such conditions were
no doubt prevalent among the rank and file of the settlers for many generations.
But it is hard to believe that they can have applied to the highest ranks of
pagan society. It is impossible to imagine a man of the type buried in the
Taplow barrow having no more adequate domestic amenities in life than
those provided by a wattled hut of the Sutton Courtenay model. There must
in fact have been “halls,” no doubt mainly of timber like that of Hrothgar
in Beowulf, at every royal or aristocratic centre, but no such structures have
ever been located. The obvious sites on which to seek them would be those
known from early literary evidence as villae regales, of which a considerable
number are mentioned by Bede or in early land-charters. Place-names may
also provide clues in this line of enquiry: for example, the numerous “Kingstons” (itself merely a translation in some instances of villa regalis), and other
compounds with King, some of which, as Kingston-on-Soar (Notts) or
Kingsdown (Kent), are the sites of pagan cemeteries.
Every opportunity should be taken of examining cemeteries and other sites
which may help to throw light on either the agricultural methods of the
newcomers or their relation to Romano-British agriculture or settlement.
Cases are on record in which it has been claimed that a cremation cemetery
overlies pre-existing ridge and furrow agriculture: similar claims have been
made in connexion with Kentish barrow cemeteries. In both types of case
the dating of the agricultural traces and proof of their relationship to the
burials is eminently desirable. Similarly in a good many places Anglo-Saxon
cemeteries are found in immediate proximity to Romano-British rural
cemeteries or settlements, but in few cases has it been established whether
such relationship is fortuitous or deliberate. The placing of burials in and over
ruined Roman buildings, for example, may be susceptible of various explanations but at best it illustrates a somewhat negative aspect of the continuity
of rural life. On the other hand the continued use of a Romano-British
cemetery, particularly where, as e.g. at Frilford (Berks), such a cemetery
was associated with a Roman and pre-Roman sanctuary of some sort, is
highly suggestive of deliberate fraternization with the existing local population.
A special aspect of this matter, which needs further work, is that presented
by the association of early pagan cemeteries with certain Romano-British
towns. This is a phenomenon which, on present evidence, seems to be limited
to the east coast and the northern Midlands, or, broadly speaking, to the
traditionally Anglian areas of settlement, except that there are traces of it in
Kent. While there is evidence for early cemeteries, large or small, at or very
near York, Ancaster, Cambridge, Leicester and Caistor-by-Norwich, nothing
of the sort has hitherto been observed at Verulam, London, Silchester,
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Winchester or Chichester, which lie, equally with the northern towns, within
the region likely to be affected by primary Anglo-Saxon settlement. It is
certainly surprising that this association of cemeteries with Romano-British
towns should apparently be closest in the parts of England settled by invaders
who were least influenced, as the prevalence of cremation in these cases
indicates, by Roman civilization. It has recently been suggested that the
Anglo-Saxon communities which used these cemeteries may have originated
not in the normal way but in mercenary or federate settlements called in, as
the literary evidence suggests was the case in some parts, to protect the urban
population of sub-Roman Britain against the Picts and Scats. Archaeological
investigations cannot be expected to provide any evidence having a direct
bearing on this suggestion, but it should at least be possible to say whether
these particular cemeteries are likely to have originated as early as this
hypothesis would require, and whether their distribution is in fact limited to
the areas indicated above.
(d) Burials and Ceremonial Structures
The general characteristics of Anglo-Saxon burial customs, whether by
inhumation or cremation, have been dealt with above, and there is no need
to emphasize the very important part which the study of cemetery material is
bound to play in the future, as it has in the past, in expanding our knowledge
of the age. In this connexion it is important that complete cemeteries should
be excavated. Nearly all lines of statistical investigation of the considerable
bulk of known Anglo-Saxon grave goods are at present gravely compromised
by the fact that the material under scrutiny is a totally inadequate and often
quite arbitrary selection from that which the sites in question once contained
or may still contain. It is, for example, impossible to discuss with any degree
of confidence the significance of “the flight from cremation” in different
parts of England without some reliable figures of the proportion of burnt and
unburnt burials from the cemeteries in those parts, and without knowing,
within each cemetery, the spatial and chronological relation between burials
of different types. Similarly, it is impossible to draw any satisfactory conclusions as to the date of origin of a cemetery or as to the Continental connexions of those who used it, when, as in so many cases, only half a dozen urns,
or as many fibulae, are available for study out of the many hundreds of each
which it must have contained. The full publication of such a cemetery as
that of Caistor-by-Norwich where, in spite of much destruction, the particulars
and relative positions of over 500 grave-groups have been recorded, is bound
to throw a flood of new light on many problems of the period—aesthetic,
religious, social and political—which are at present quite obscure. The
importance of excavating complete cemeteries in Kent and Middle Anglia
has already been stressed above, and the same is true of every part of the
country settled in the pagan period.
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There is little need to stress the desirability of examining with all modern
resources and skill any barrows suspected of containing aristocratic burials
of the Anglo-Saxon period. The Sutton Hoo ship burial excavated in 1939
illustrates not only the extraordinary richness and variety of the treasures
which such princely interments may produce but also the amount of
valuable information which can be obtained from them by skilled treatment.
Very little is still known of the ritual accompaniments of pagan Anglo-Saxon
burial: their elaborate interments, few as they are that remain undestroyed,
provide the best chance of learning more. The remaining mounds at Sutton
Hoo itself are obviously of the highest importance, not least because, until
they have been excavated, the historical setting and significance of the finds
made in 1939 cannot be properly understood.
It has already been mentioned that no sites of pagan temples or ceremonial
structures have hitherto been recognized and practically nothing is known
archaeologically about the material surroundings of pagan worship. But
literary and place-name evidence points to a number of localities where
such structures seem to have existed. Goodmanham (East Yorks) was the
religious centre of Deira, and the not infrequent place-names containing the
elements heurh and weoh (image, temple, holy place) are clear evidence of
similar sites. A considerable number of the place names which include the
names of pagan gods, Woden, Thunor, Tig, etc., may also indicate temple
sites. In some cases names of heathen holy places are preserved in the boundary
marks of Anglo-Saxon estates described in land-charters or have survived as
medieval and later field names: this may make it possible to identify a site
very closely. It is much to be hoped that by following such clues it may one
day be possible to pinpoint and excavate an Anglo-Saxon temple.1
(e) Trade and Industry
Reference has already been made to the extent of foreign trade which is
evidenced by the contents of the Kentish cemeteries. Elsewhere such Continental contacts are comparatively rare and in the main limited to coastal
regions like Sussex and East Anglia or to aristocratic burials. The development
of independent fashions in metal-work and pottery from the starting point of
goods brought over in the early phases of the settlement also illustrates the
general isolation of English industry at this time. Many industries, such as
pot-making and textiles, must have been very local: while there are numerous
instances of the work of the same potter appearing in different vessels from
one cemetery, very few have so far been noticed of the same potter’s work
appearing in different cemeteries, and these are rarely more than a few miles
apart. As one would expect, metal objects being less breakable and more
specialized in manufacture, travelled further afield, and bronze brooches
1

Professor F. M. Stenton’s article in Trans. R. Hist. Soc. (fourth series), xx III
number of such clues and a map of recorded heathen names.

(1941), 1 – 24,

contains a
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apparently cast from the same moulds have been found in widely separated
localities. The extent to which artistic or commercial influence from one part
of the country influenced other parts is a subject which would repay further
study. The most obvious case is the echoing of features from Kentish jewellery
on the bronze brooches of the Saxon and Anglian areas. But there is doubtless
a good deal more to be learnt on these lines about the movement of trade and
commerce within sixth-century England.
Practically no information is at present available on the sources from which
Anglo-Saxon metal-workers drew the raw materials of their crafts. Bronze
was used freely in all areas and was not infrequently gilt or tinned. Supplies
of copper, tin, gold, lead and, later, silver must have been procurable. The
more obvious sources for such materials in the raw state were the western
parts of Britain and Ireland, which were of course beyond the political control
of the Anglo-Saxons at that time. Whether commercial contacts were early
developed in these directions, or whether Anglo-Saxon metal-workers were
mainly dependent on scrap metal of Romano-British origin, is at present quite
unknown. Iron was also used in quantity for knives, weapons and agricultural
tools: in this case deposits were available within the primary settlement area
but there is little evidence to show that they were worked in the pagan period.
Probably the main source of most metals was scrap from the ruins of RomanoBritish civilization.
It remains to add that the use of coinage, first of imported Roman and
Merovingian gold tremisses, and subsequently of the local issues of tribal
kings and bishops, based on these Continental models, seems to begin in the
seventh century, doubtless as a direct consequence of the increased commercial
contacts following on Ethelbert of Kent’s Frankish marriage, and the coming
of the Augustinian mission: its development is a feature of the Christian age.

