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SUMMARY

The saddleback hill now encircled by the earthworks of Maiden Castle was first occupied
by a Neolithic A population in the latter half of the third millenium B.c. The settlement,
on the eastern end of the hill, was surrounded by two parallel lines of interrupted ditch and
covered an area of about a dozen acres.

After a time this village was deserted, but shortly before the arrival of the Neolithic B
culture the site was straddled by a long barrow of unique immensity, 1,790 ft. in length.
In the eastern end of the barrow was a remarkable burial, that of a man whose body had
been extensively mutilated after death.

Vestiges of subsequent occupation extend into the Early Bronze Age, whereafter the hill-
top was abandoned until a mature phase of Early Iron Age A, approximately the end of
the fourth century B.C.

On the site of the neolithic village the Early Iron Age A folk built a single line of forti-
fication, with timber-revetted rampart of ‘wall-and-berm’ type, enclosing 15 acres. Of the
two entrances, the eastern was double, and overlooked a metalled place or market-place on
the flat slope beyond. Wooden cattle-pens were set up in this metalled area.

Subsequently, the main enclosure was extended to the western slope of the hill, with a
total internal area of 45 acres. At the western end of the new work a double entrance was
built, on the model of the original eastern entrance. Then or shortly afterwards a hornwork,
revetted with timber and stone, was built outside both eastern and western entrances.

The earthwork remained in the occupation of a considerable if squalid urban peasantry
until the middle of the first century B.C, when it passed suddenly under the control of a new
culture, here named ‘Wessex Early Iron Age B'. Outer lines of rampart and ditch were
now added and the main rampart was doubled in height, the conditioning factor being the
extensive use of the sling by the new-comers. This and other evidence point to southern
Brittany (the home of the Veneti) as a principal source, and suggest as a causative
circumstance the recorded clearance of that region by fulius Caesar in 56 B.C.

Later, approximately at the end of the first century B.C, the multiple earthworks were
enlarged to form the huge defensive system now wvisible. Later again, about 4D. 25, the
‘Castle’ was mastered by Belgic elements from south-eastern Britain. The main rampart
was slightly modified, and new cultural elements, including coinage, were introduced.

In or shortly after 4.p. 43 the Roman army of conquest, here led by the future emperor
Vespasian, stormed the fortifications, and a Belgic war cemetery within the outworks of the
eastern entrance is a vivid memorial of the event.

After the act of conquest, the population were suffered to remain in occupation of their
‘slighted’ stronghold for a quarter of a century, during which, in southern Britain, a Roman
economy gradually superseded the native, and Roman towns came into being. About 4.0. 70
the change was sufficiently advanced for the final transference of the townsfolk to a romanized



XX SUMMARY

environment, doubtless to Roman Dorchester, which appears to have been founded at this
time.

The site of Maiden Castle lapsed thereafter into pasture or tillage until, about 4.0. 370,
1ts eastern (and older) part was converted into a temple-precinct. A Romano-Celtic temple,
with an adjacent lodging for the priest, was built upon the hill-top, and a stone portal inserted
into the old eastern entrance. Sometime in the fifth-century this last episode came to an end,
and, save for an isolated Saxon burial of about 4.0. 600, subsequent usage has been limited
to the depredations of the farmer, the stone-robber, and the excavator.



INTRODUCTION

THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE EXCAVATION

HE excavation of Maiden Castle, Dorset, was initiated in 1934 for three main

reasons. First, although not the largest in area of British earthworks, the huge and
involved defences of the site have long been recognized as the most imposing of their
class; and it was felt that the time had come when this prestige should rest upon a wider
range of values than those inherent in complexity and magnitude alone. Secondly,
Maiden Castle stands in the midst of a region more prolific in major hill-forts than any
other in the British Isles. South of the Thames and between the Hampshire Avon and
the Exe—an area about go miles by 40 miles—the Ordnance map shows over seventy of
these sites still visible on the surface, and others are known to have been destroyed. Of
these sites, a number, notably in Wiltshire, had been ‘sampled’ to a greater or less extent,
and substantive work had been carried out in the east at Hengistbury Head and in the west
at Hembury Fort; but in the great central area, where Maiden Castle is the outstanding
monument, no methodical work on any considerable scale had yet been attempted.
A large and important cultural province thus remained unsystematized, and much miscel-
laneous material found here and there within its borders was devoid of scientific context.
The problem was one which found a natural focus in the great Dorset earthwork.

The third factor was of a more accidental kind. In 1934 the excavation of the Belgic
and Roman sites of Verulamium, undertaken four years previously by the Society of
Antiquaries of London, was for the time being reduced in scale by an acute uncertainty
as to the future of the site. A considerable quantity of trained and semi-trained student-
labour was thus released, and the Society was itself free to undertake some other major
project. Accordingly, in collaboration with the Dorset Natural History and Field Club,
and with the goodwill of the Duchy of Cornwall as owners of the site, of H.M. Office of
Works as its guardians, and of the successive tenants, Mr. Scutt and Mr. Child, the
Society projected a three years’ programme of excavation, to which a fourth season was
eventually added.

THE PERSONNEL

The work was carried out during the four seasons on a scale as nearly as possible com-
mensurate with that of the earthwork itself. It involved, therefore, the co-operation of
a large number of workers of whom only a few can here be named. Initially the direction
was placed in the hands of the late Mrs. Tessa Verney Wheeler, F.S.A., Lieut.-Col. C. D.
Drew, D.5.0., F.5.A., and myself. Mrs. Wheeler died after the second year, but every
one concerned with the work will always associate her inseparably with it, and this
volume is dedicated by her colleagues to her gracious memory.

To Lieut.-Col. Drew, in addition to his share in the archaeological aspects of the work,
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fell more than his share of its staff-work. He served as Hon. Treasurer of the excavation
committee and as general organizer of men and materials—no light task in view
of the extent which the excavation assumed. And both he and I would pay a special
tribute to our foreman, Mr. William Wedlake, whose knowledge, perspicacity, and out-
standing skill made him an indispensable colleague throughout the work in the field.

For the rest, something like a hundred assistants and students were associated with the
excavation during each. of the four seasons, and only those who served as supervisors or
in some other special capacity can here be named. Amongst these, grateful mention
must be made of Mrs. Aylwin Cotton and Miss K. M. Richardson, who acted as seconds-
in-command during the last two seasons; of Mr.  Huntly Gordon, who, with my son,
carried out most of the laborious task of contouring the site, and to the Ordnance Survey
which prepared a completely new survey of the camp for our benefit; of Mr. M. B.
Cookson, who carried out all the photographic work with. his customary skill; of Miss
Leslie Scott (Mrs. Peter Murray-Threipland), Miss Joan du Plat Taylor, Miss Margaret
Whitley, Miss Veronica Seton-Williams, Miss Nancy Champion de Crespigny (Mrs.
H. Movius), Miss M. Collingridge, Mr. John Waechter, Mr. and Mrs. Christopher
Goodman, Miss Delia Parker, Miss Ione Gedye, Miss Margaret Clay (Mrs. J. Lister),
Miss Rachel Clay (Mrs. A. R. Maxwell-Hyslop), and Mr. G. E. Kirk. In the important
work of interesting the general public, from which the major portion of the necessary -
funds was collected, a leading part was taken by Miss Margot Eates. For the detailed
examination of the ancient charcoals we have to thank Professor E. J. Salisbury, F.R.S.;
for an examination of soil-samples in various contexts we are indebted to Mr. A.
S. Kennard, Mr. J. P. T. Burchell, and Dr. F. E. Zeuner; in geological matters Dr.
Kenneth Oakley has liberally given his services; and in connexion with the prolonged
and detailed examination of the abundant skeletal material, Dr. G. M. Morant reported
on the human bones, and Dr. Wilfrid Jackson on the animal bones. Mr. Stuart Piggott has
very kindly written an introductory survey of the neolithic pottery, Dr. T. Davies Pryce
and Mr. J. A. Stanfield have dealt fully with the Samian pottery, Dr. Henrietta Davies has
examined and classified the shale-industry, Miss F. M. Patchett the querns, and Mrs.
Alison Young the loom-weights, whilst Mrs. Cotton and Miss Richardson have helped
constantly and invaluably in most sections of the report. Mr. B. H. St. J. O’Neil and
the Department of Coins and Medals at the British Museum have reported on the
numismatic material. Mr. J. M. de Navarro has added a valuable note on chronology.
Lastly, in the task of preparing the volume for the press I owe much to the inde-
fatigable help of Miss K. M. Richardson, Miss Beatrice de Cardi, and Miss Theodora
Newbould. \

FINANCE

The main facts relating to the collection of funds and their expenditure are worth
putting on record as an example of the economics of field-archaeology in 1934-7.
First, as to expenditure. A considerable factor in this connexion is the circumstance
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that all the costs of printing this Report, together with a few minor charges incurred
in its preparation, were borne subsequently by the Society of Antiquaries, and were
not the concern of the excavation committee. With this reservation, the approximate
expenditure was as follows: 1934, £944; 1935, £1,216; 1936, £1,363; 1937, £1,840.

Towards the total sum of £5,363 thus involved, the Society of Antiquaries contributed
L790, and about {3,307 were obtained as the result of the printed appeal circulated in
the spring of each year. The greater part of the remaining £1,266 was received in gifts
or in the form of profits on publications, etc., from members of the public who visited
the site, either individually or in organized parties, during the progress of the work. So
large a contribution speaks eloquently for the increasing interest of the general public in
archaeological discovery—an interest stimulated by many factors, amongst which the
local and national newspaper press deserves special praise. The press is not always accu-
rate and does not always emphasize those aspects of an excavation which are scientifically
the most important; but sympathetic help from the directors of excavation is the best
corrective of these failings, and may be regarded as a scientific no less than a social duty
on the part of the modern archaeologist.

But popular interest at long range is not enough, and the policy adopted at Maiden
Castle, as on some other sites, may be placed on record as successful in achieving its
aims. Under conditions of unobtrusive discipline, the general public were deliberately
encouraged to visit the site. Notices directed the visitor’s approach from the nearest main
road. He was told (by notices) where to park his car and where to apply for information.
Throughout the excavations it was the duty of an official guide-lecturer either to explain
the work to visitors or to organize reliefs of student-lecturers who, for regulated periods,
undertook this task, which, incidentally, provided for the students in question an admir-
able training in clear thinking and simple exposition. The public was not charged for
these services, but was invited to contribute to the cost of the work—a system which is in
practice both more democratic and more productive than a fixed tariff. And, finally, a
well-stocked post-card stall is as popular as it is profitable. Picture post-cards of the site
can be produced at a cost of little more than a halfpenny each and will sell readily at
twopence each. Interim reports of the work, produced at fourpence each, will sell at one
shilling each. (Approximately 64,000 postcards and 16,000 interim reports were sold
at Maiden Castle.) And trivial oddments such as beach-pebble slingstones, fragments of
Roman tile, Roman oyster-shells, scraps of surface-pottery, all marked in Indian ink
with the name of the site, sell readily for a few pence each,and, under proper control, are
an entirely justifiable source of income. In such multifarious ways can the present-
day public be drawn to contribute directly or indirectly to archaeological research.

WORK DONE AND WORK TO DO
In detail, the objectives of the excavation were threefold: (1) to investigate the struc-
tural history of the great fortifications which are now the distinctive feature of the site;
(2) to identify and correlate the associated cultures; (3) to explore the possibility of
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recovering some part of the town-plan. The first two of these objectives were achieved,
and are recorded in this volume. The third, save for certain general considerations, lay
beyond our reach, for reasons which are here worth emphasizing. Briefly they are these.
Excluding the underlying Neolithic—Early Bronze Age occupation, which was itself
prolonged and complex, the site was intensively occupied for some three centuries, with
a subsequent reoccupation of a part of it. The considerable accumulations of strata which
these processes entailed can generally be disentangled by the ordinary methods of modern
excavation; but not so the post-holes which represent the associated structures. Here and
there, particularly when combined with durable and distinctive floors, the layout of
individual huts can be distinguished and planned. For the most part, however, the
surface of the chalk is a palimpsest on which coherent individual groups of scars and post-
holes cannot be distinguished objectively. Chalk, exposed and trodden, wears down to an
astonishing extent; on the flanks of the castern entrance, for example, post-holes which
had originally been upwards of 2 ft. deep in the chalk had been worn to mere saucer-like
depressions or had even been completely obliterated. In such circumstances, the differen-
tiation of half-worn post-holes of earlier date from later post-holes which happen to occur
at the same reduced level presents one set of difficulties, whilst the unequal disappearance
and survival of early post-holes present another. In short, the most careful attempts at
differentiation and grouping have shown beyond doubt that, on a chalk site which has
been long and intensively occupied, the identification of individual huts, period by
period, over any large area is fraught with too much uncertainty for scientific use. Only
in a hill-fort which had been occupied for a relatively short space of time is the recon-
struction of a unitary town-plan likely to be feasible, and, of all sites, Maiden Castle is
as remote as possible from the ideal in this respect. At a guess, a site such as Hod Hill
near Blandford, Dorset—a site where pits and streets are still visible on the surface and
suggest a more or less uniform and simple occupation—more nearly fulfils the required
conditions.

On the other hand, if Maiden Castle failed us in this one regard, in another it provided
much which had not been expected. The remarkable and unanticipated neolithic phase
was a compensation for the deferment of the recovery of an Iron Age town-plan.

THE PLAN OF THE PRESENT REPORT

This Report falls into four main parts. The first part consists of a consecutive account
of the structural and cultural history of the site, with such details as are necessary to make
the main sequence clear, to establish it in a reasonably wide context, and to indicate lines
of evidence. The second part deals with each excavated area in detail and in isolation.
The third is concerned with the ‘finds’, and with such general matters of chronology and
typology as arise directly out of them. The fourth part is in the nature of an epilogue,
wherein, on the basis of the preceding sections, an attempt is made to estimate the Iron -
Age cultures of Maiden Castle in relation to the contemporary cultures of western
Britain. A certain degree of repetition from one part to another is inherent in this
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arrangement, but it is hoped that the interests of lucidity are served thereby. To the four
main parts are added appendixes by Mr. J. M. de Navarro dealing with the continental
chronology of the early La Téne period, and by Dr. Kenneth Oakley dealing with the
use of haematite in the colouring of certain of our Iron Age pottery.

One further point: throughout the Report I have generally used a precise and absolute
Iron Age chronology which s, of course, in great part conjectural or even controversial. It
isindeed fixed firmly at the one end by the Roman Conquest and, less securely, at the
other end by the beginning of the continental La Te¢ne I. But between those extremes
it is a variable quantity, though I have given some reason for recognizing a further fixed
point in 56 B.c. Whatever reception be given to that innovation, the succession of the
structural and cultural episodes of the site is now abundantly clear, and the dates chosen
by me may at any rate claim the virtue of a controlled sequence-dating. With all proper
reservation, they add legitimately, I think, to the clarity of my catalogue. The reasons
governing their choice are set forth below on pp. 30,189 ff., 204 ff., and 251. Tabulated,
the dates are as follows:

Maiden Castle Iron Age A, 300-56 B.C. -

Maiden Castle Iron Age B, 56 B.c.—A.D. 25.
Maiden Castle Iron Age C (with increasing admixture of Roman after A.p. 43-5),

A.D. 2§—70.

MAIDEN CASTLE, DORSET
UNEXCAVATED SECTIONS

NORTH




PART I
GENERAL SURVEY

1. PREVIOUS EXPLORATION

THE earliest reference to Maiden Castle appears to be that in the 1600 edition of
Camden’s Britannia, where it is conjectured to have been ‘a summer station or cam

of the Romans’. In 1635 a ‘licutenant of the military company in Norwich’ passed the
site and remarked that it was ‘a brave defensible Place . . . invironed on a spacious hill
with Double, and deep Trenches, which the Inhabitants thereabouts call the Mayden
Castle, but her virginitie long scaled and lost’.t Two years later a traveller, one Benjamin
Wright, on a journey from London to Cornwall made the following entry in his diary:

‘The fourth of August riding not a full mile from the townes end (Dorchester) we came upon
a highe grownde about a mile from us on the left hand mightie trenches one upon another treble
or more; the husbandmen in the fields told us it was called Maydencastle and had served for the
warres in owld times. This was the notablest of all the trenches we had seen in divers parts of
Hampsheer and Wiltsheer, whereof none of the inhabitants can say otherwise but that they were
for defence in time of the Romans, Saxons, Danes, etc. Alwaies neer these trenches you see divers
little mounts somewhat bigger and more even layde up with more art than windmill hilles. These
a gentilman of the countrie tolde us had some of them been digged into by the inhabitants with
hope to find Romane coyne, but finding nothing besides mens bones. . . .”2 ‘

In 1756 the earthwork was planned by Col. D. Watson and General (then Lieut.) W.
Roy, with a skill beyond the average of the day;? and Isaac Taylor’s map of Dorset, 1765,
includes a profile-illustration of it. For the rest, eighteenth-century archaeology contri-
buted nothing of interest to our knowledge of the site;* and it was not until 1865 that a
serious, if brief, attempt was made to consider structural details. In that year the Royal
Archaeological Institute visited Maiden Castle, and was addressed there as follows by the
Rev. William Barnes:s

‘There seemed to have been four gates, and the one by which they stood [clearly the western]
had had, as most likely had the others, stone gate jambs, the bases of which had been taken away
by a man then on the ground. The inner rampart had at one time something of a breast-wall of
Ridgeway stones, of which some few remained and many loads had, to the knowledge of living
men, been carried down to Martinstown for building. He pointed out a debased bank far east-
ward as the western boundary of the earliest camp and begged the members to observe the inbend-
ings of the inner rampart at the ends of this cross-bank. .. . The party then proceeded to a spot
where excavations had been made, by the permission of Mr. Sturt, at his expense by Mr. Cunning-
ton. The hole was about three feet deep and Mr. Cunnington explained that it was an ancient

Y Camden Miscellany, xvi (1936), 72. scale is 200 ft. = 1 in.

2 The diary (unpublished) is preserved in the Harleian 4 Unless Stukeley’s reference to the discovery of ‘a broad
MSS. at the British Museum, Harl. 6494. I am indebted to Roman sword’ there in 1688 be excepted.—Itinerarium
the kindness of Mr. Henry Collett for the reference. Curiosum (2nd ed. 1776), p. 162.

3 British Museum (King’s Library, K. XII, 20). The 5 Arch. Fourn. xxii (1865), 353.
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British hut-hole, but at the bottom were found two or three inches depth of ashes, also several sling
stones and pieces of pottery. An urn was found in the other camp, also a small drinking cup and
a piece of an ancient quern. . . . These were to be seen in the Museum, as also a piece dug from the
pit shewing the stratification of the ashes. Bones of various animals, and a piece of a human jaw-
bone, containing a tooth very much worn, were likewise discovered there. In the presence of the
party an excavator dug in the hole and threw up small pieces of pottery and bones. Mr. Cunning-
ton said that he had been led to these hut-holes by observing slight depressions upon the surface of
the ground, but there was great difficulty in making such researches, because the whole surface
had been ploughed over within the last hundred years.

In this account the number of entrances is wrongly computed, but all the other details—
notably the priority of the eastern end of the camp, the stone lining of the entrance, and
the limestone breastwork of the innermost rampart—accord with the results of the recent
excavations.

The account was, in substance, repeated by Mr. Barnes to the British Archaeological
Association, which visited the site in 1871.2 Mr. Cunnington referred to the extensive
removal of stones from the breastwork on the rampart and from the (western) entrance,
and exhibited a collection of pieces of pottery and iron he had discovered at the latter
place.

‘Amongst them was a spear-head and several coins, which it was conjectured belonged to the
time of Helena, Flavius, Julius and Valens. There was also a portion of an earthen vessel found
some years ago, about three feet below the surface, in a quantity of ashes and some pieces of
bone. . ..

‘Mr. Cunnington said there was a small tumulus here, which he opened and found a small
skeleton doubled up with a fibula. It was necessary to remove the earth to a depth of eighteen
inches before anything could be found. :

‘Mr. Barnes then pointed out an excavation which, at the wish of the Association, he had em-
ployed some men to dig there. .. . The most singular things found were the two combs now
exhibited.? They were made of bone, with the teeth cut at the edge of the end. Another comb was
previously found, very similar but rather more ornamented. . . . Two rings were also found there,
and what appeared to be part of a buckle. He had also found some spindle-whorls.’

The flattened tumulus referred to by Cunnington would most naturally have been
identified with that shown on the general plan (pl. 1) 2 hundred yards south-east of the
western entrance. ‘This tumulus shows signs of a central excavation. On the other hand,
in a communication to the Dorser County Chronicle on October 31st, 1865, Cunnington
refers to his excavation as follows:

‘At the East end of the Camp a small mound was dug into, and the first thing found was a
Roman fibula. A raised heap of rough flints was removed, and two feet below, a small pillar of
chalk about eighteen inches high, near which was an interment surrounded with large stones. The
body had been apparently buried in haste, head and feet together, and both legs broken.’#

1 The site is also recorded to have been under corn c. 1646, 2 Fourn. Brit. Arch. Assoc. xviii (1872), 99—102.
—A Prospect of the Most Famous Parts of the World (London. 3 Now in the Dorset County Museum.
1646: author unnamed), under ‘Dorcester-shire’. Furrows 4 Cited by C. Warne, Ancient Dorset (1872), p. 79.
still show clearly in air-photographs.
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Edward Cunnington, the Dorchester antiquary above referred to, repeated (though
with added inaccuracies) some of these various details in his manuscript note-book
(pp- 47-77), written many years afterwards and now preserved in the Dorset County
. Museum Library at Dorchester.

“The outer [sic]* vallum of Maiden Castle was protected by a stone wall, breast-high. The stone
pillars [sic] constituting the western gateway have been removed within the memory of man, as
affirmed by the personal affirmation of two old labourers, who were brought forward by the late
Rev. E. Ludlow on the occasion of the visit of the Archaeological Institute in 186 5. I had pre-
viously, whilst digging, discovered the stones forming their foundations.

‘Shortly after this visit explorations were resumed, resulting in the discovery of pottery, frag-
ments of weaving implements, querns, etc. The clay at the west end had been largely used in
making tiles, pottery, etc., on the spot; the remains of this pottery varying in some places 4 to g
feet in thickness. I have made and burnt exactly similar ware from the clay left in small heaps by
the potters. Fragments of weaving implements such as spindle-whorls—two made of human
bones—small wheels, loom-weights, etc., are sufficient to show that that art was carried on on the
spot. Many spaces, neatly paved with Ridgeway stones, occupy the part probably used for stables,
as Mr. Gough shrewdly suspected. A fragment of a quern made of tufa from Germany and the
large upper half of another formed of green-sand, precisely similar to those found at Pen Pits near
Gillingham, were turned out.’

Then follows the account of the partial excavation of the Roman ‘villa’ (temple) in
1882. Neither this account nor the plan which accompanied it was ever published, save
for a newspaper summary of the notes cited below (p. 131) in the section dealing with the
temple. The immediate result was to confirm the conviction, which controlled Cunning-
ton’s researches during his latter years, that the camp was Roman. Their more enduring
consequence was Thomas Hardy’s fantasy, ‘A tryst in an ancient earthwork’, in which the
charitable will recognize Cunnington’s earnest antiquarianism as the inspiration rather
than the true pattern.2

2. THE PRESENT NAME

‘Though the earliest record of the name ‘Maiden Castle’ in reference to this earthwork
is as late as 1600 (above, p. 6), “‘Maiden’ names were elsewhere current in the Middle
Ages, and the present example is likely therefore to be of respectable antiquity. ‘Maiden’
as a place-name component is, however, a term of doubtful and perhaps varying signi-
ficance. Attempts have been made to identify it with Celtic words as Mai-dun, with
alternative meanings of ‘city of the plain’, ‘big hill’, or ‘big city’. An orientalist, cited by
Warne, even sees in it ‘a corruption of Maidan, a word in India signifying a large open
flat space’! Let us turn to facts.

In the twelfth century the name Maiden Castle appears in reference to widely sepa-
rated sites. The earliest example, dating from the first half of the century, seems to be

! Cunnington doubtless means ‘the vallum forming the most of the successive ramparts.
margin of the camp’, for his reference is clearly to the inner- 2 Included in 4 Changed Man . . . and other Tales (1913).
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that in Geoﬁfrey of Monmouth’s British History (ii, 7), where Edinburgh is referred to as
Castellum Puellarum. At the same period (about 1142) the name is applied to
Edinburgh in the Registrum de Neubotle'; it recurs in connexion with the treaty of
Falaise, in 1174 and twice in the pipe rolls of 1175.2

The English form of the name is found in 1173 in a confirmation by Pope Alexan-
der III to St. Peter’s (later St. Leonard’s) hospital at York.3 The confirmation includes
‘in campis de Sextun (Saxton) tantum terre quantum habetur in Wdehuse (Woodhouse)
et terram que dicitur Maidencastell ex dono Roberti Pictaviensis’.# Mr. Charles Clay
observes: “The donor, Robert le Poitevin, was a tenant of the honour of Pontefract, of
which he held three knights’ fees in 1166. In his charter to the hospital he included
“preter hoc latus cujusdem montis versus orientem per vetus fossatum usque ad viam
venientem s(Pub) Saxt(una) et inde per quoddam spissum frutectum quod ibi descendit
in aquam”™.5 His son Roger confirmed his fathers gifts by a charter in the period
1175-86, and he describes this particular glft as “‘et latus cujusdam montis qui dicitur
Maidencastell eisdem metis sicut continenturin carta patris mei”.’¢ It seems probable that
the Maiden Castle of these charters was the entrenchment now known as Becca Banks,
which follows the north side of the Cock Burn towards Aberford, west of Saxton. This

“linear” or “travelling” earthwork shows in places a fine section with three ramparts and
two ditches.?

A variant of the name is found ¢. 1179 in the form Maydengathe or Maidengate in
reference to the Roman road northwards from Kirby Thore in Westmorland.?

These instances suffice to establish two things: first, that the name ‘Maiden’ was already
widely used in the twelfth century for constructions dignified by strength or antiquity;
and, secondly, that, whatever its origin, the name was already interpreted in a literal
‘sense, the Maidens being regarded as pue//ae and not merely as Celtic or Sanskrit abstrac-
tions. The latter inference does not itself, of course, rule out the possibility of ultimate
derivation from a Celtic source, but it at least carries the process back beyond the Norman
period and, in this country, beyond the reach of relevant records. The ‘castle’ names are
themselves unlikely to be pre-Norman; and we are left therefore with the late eleventh
and twelfth centuries as the probable period in which our older ‘Maiden Castle’ names
came into being. On the other hand, the allied name ‘Maiden Bower’ (OE. éur, ME.
bowre; habitation, abode) might equally be of pre-Conquest origin.

The ultimate diffusion of these names in Britain was a wide one. Itwill suffice here
to recall that, apart from Dorset, Maiden Castles occur in Fife,® Stirlingshire,®

! No. 17. For the date see A. C. Lawrie, Early Scottish 5 Ibid., no. 1562.

Charters (1905), p. 112. I owe this reference to the kindness 6 Ibid., no. 1563.
of Mr. Angus Graham. 7 V.C.H. Yorks. i, 57.

2 Bain, Catalogue of Documents relating to Scotland, nos. 8 R. G. Collingwood in Trans. Cumb. and West. Arch. .
141, 157. ‘ Soc., n.s., xxx (1930), 116.

3 I am much indebted to Mr. Charles Clay, for drawing ® Roy. Com. Anc. Mons. (Scot.), Fife, &c. (1933), no.
my attention to these Yorkshire charters. I12.

* Farrar, Early Yorkshire Charters, no. 197, from the  !° George Macdonald, Te Roman Wal/ in Scotland (1934),
Chartulary of St. Leonard’s. P 344

(o]
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Westmorland,! Cumberland,? Yorkshire,? and Cheshire;* whilst ‘Maiden Bowers’ are found
in Yorkshire,5 Bedfordshire,® and doubtless elsewhere. In most cases the works so
indicated are ‘camps’ of Iron Age type; but the Westmorland exampleis a tiny Roman fort-
let, the Topcliffe Maiden Bower (Yorks.), at any rate in its present state, and probably
the Falkirk Maiden Castle (Stirlingshire) are medieval, whilst the Saxton or Aberford
example may, as we have seen, have beena boundary-dyke. Some of the Maiden Castles
are marked by strong defences, but others are notably weak from a military standpoint.
The Fife example is a feeble work, with ‘nothing about it to suggest that it has been a
position of importance’, The little Maiden Castle at Grinton-on-Swale in the North
Riding cannot be described as a defensible work at all. It is not easy to isolate any charac-
ter of construction or position common to the whole class of ‘Maiden’ sites. What, then,
was the meaning of the term ?

In the Middle Ages the name as applied to Edinburgh (Castellum puellarum) was
seemingly explained by reference to a story of the lodging of Pictish princesses there
during their education.” It may be inferred that the origin of the name was then
entirely forgotten. The Oxford English Dictionary takes the view that ‘the appellation
Maiden Castle . .. given to Edinburgh probably did not originally mean “virgin
fortress” (i.e. that has never been taken), since such an interpretation would be difficult
to equate with the Latin form of the name’. The dictionary proceeds to suggest that ‘the
sense may possibly be ““a fortress so strong as to be capable of being defended by maidens”;
there may have been an allusion to some forgotten legend. Cf. the equivalent German
name Magdeburg.’

If Magdeburg means, as it appears to mean, ‘Maiden Castle’ or ‘Maiden City’, then
the name is carried back in Germany to the ninth century.® This takes it behind the
romantic antiquarianism of the twelfth century, and perhaps slightly reinforces the possi-
bility suggested above that our ‘Maiden Bower’ names at least may in some cases be of
pre-Conquest derivation.

Farther afield, seeming analogies to our Maiden Castle names are not lacking. Dr.
Malcolm Burr draws my attention to the Byzantine fortress of Avret Hissar or MNwouxé-
kaoTtpo which carries the name to Macedonia, and recalls the legend whereby it is tradi-
tionally explained®—a legend doubtless with no greater authority than that of the Pictish
princesses at Edinburgh, although it happens to agree in essence with the explanation
preferred in the case of Edinburgh by the Oxford English Dictionary. Again, without

I Roy. Com. Hist. Mons. (Eng.), Westmorland (1936),
p. 215.

2 A. Hadrian Allcroft, Earthwork of England (19o8),
PP- 99> 136, 138.

3 V.C.H. Yorks. ii, 65.

4 Liverpoo! Annals of Archaeology and Anthropolegy, xxii,
97, and xxiii, 101.

5 V.C.H. Yorks. ii, 40.

6 Camp near Dunstable; and Allcroft, op. cit., p. 99.

7 Camden’s Britannia, 1607 ed., p. 689; Sir William

Brereton, Bart., Travels in Holland, the United Provinces,
etc., 16341635 (Chetham Soc. Publication, 1894), p. 10I.

8 1 am indebted to Professor F. M. Stenton for this
information. I also owe to Professor Stenton the assurance
that, in Britain, there seems, on the other hand, to be no cer-
tain pre-Conquest example of any name belonging to the
‘Maiden’ class.

9 See Malcolm Burr, S/ouck Hat (1935), pp. 264—5, and
frontispiece,
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emphasis reference may be made to a number of small ecclesiastical settlements in northern
Syria which bear the name Qasr-e¢/-Banat, and date from the fifth century and later. The
best known example stands by the road from Aleppo to Antioch, and consists of the ruins
of a church, a khan or hostel, and a sort of pele-tower which rises in the midst of the
group. The Arabic name means ‘the castle of the maidens’.? The only other possible
link with our Western series may be found in the fact that the little roadside colony would
form a natural place of refuge for travellers or pilgrims, and so may, on a small scale, have
fulfilled a function of our prehistoric earthworks. Whether the name was transplanted
from Europe to Syria in the Middle Ages, or whether indeed it has quite a different
origin, are difficult problems, for which evidence is not at present available; but it has
been noted as equivalent not merely to the Castrum Puellarum of the Crusaders but even
to the Dur-baniti of cuneiform texts.?

In summary, the ultimate origin of the name ‘Maiden Castle’ is uncertain, and no
attempt to derive it from Celtic or other originals is of substantive value. ‘Maiden’ place-
names were fairly common in England in the twelfth century, and appear to go back at
least to the ninth century in Germany. In the twelfth century the components of the
name were taken at face value, and in one instance an ‘historical’ episode was invented
in explanation. If the name was originally applied to ancient strongholds, it was (as is
natural enough) extended subsequently to non-military enclosures, causeways, and, occa-
sionally, to earthworks of medieval date, although in the latter cases the possibility of an
earlier fortification on the same site may be borne in mind. To suggest the possibility
that, in origin, the name implied a refuge for women in time of war would be merely to
add one more guess to the many already in the field.

3. THE ANCIENT NAME

The conventional identification of Roman Dorchester with the Durnonovaria (alterna-
tively Durnovaria) of the 12th Iter of the Antonine Itinerary is doubtless correct in spite
of some error in the existing texts. Along the route between Sordiodunum (Old Sarum)
and Isca Dumnuniorum (Exeter), Durno(ne)varia is placed at a distance of §1 Roman
miles from the latter place and can, on this basis, be no other place than Dorchester.
From Durno(no)varia to Sorbiodunum, via the unidentified Vindogladia, the distance is
given as 20 miles and is therefore rather more than 20 miles too short for Dorchester—
Old Sarum. The identification of Dorchester with Durno(no)varia accordingly breaks
down on this side unless we assume an error in the figures or the omission of a complete

I J. Mattern, A travers les villes mortes de haute Syrie
(1933), p. 67, describes the site, but wrongly renders the
name as ‘Le chiteau des religieuses’. At the same time, he
admits the total lack of evidence that any of these sites was
occupied by nuns or female recluses. There is indeed little
likelihood that such was the case, and some other explanation
of the name is clearly needed.

2 See R. Dussaud, Topographie historigue de la Syrie antique

(]

et medidyale (Paris, 1927), p. 231. Mr. Sidney Smith, to
whom I have referred the matter, urges caution in the
association of Dur-baniti with this problem. The name is
that given in a text of Ashurbanipal to a place in the Delta.
It may be a translation of an Egyptian name which meant
‘Walled town of the free-born lady’. On the other hand, it
may be a Vo/k:etymo/ogze which has turned some set of
Egyptian vocables into an Assyrian-looking name.
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stage. That there is in any case an error in the Iter is shown by the fact that its total
distance exceeds the sum of its stages by 10 miles; and the probabilities point to the
Durno(no)varia—Vindogladia—Sorbiodunum section as the main source of the trouble. On
general grounds—the unlikelihood that a walled town of the size of Dorchester would be
omitted from the Itinerary, and the absence of rivals for the identification Dorchester=
Durno(no)varia along the line of the Iter—there can be no reasonable hesitation in accept-
ing the equation without further discussion.

Durno(no)varia is a Celtic name! and, although that fact does not in itself perhaps
prove the existence of a pre-Roman town of the same name hereabouts, the possibility
that Roman Durnonovaria was the lineal descendant and successor of a pre-Roman
Durnonovaria is worthy of consideration. On this supposition, topography would lead .
us to seek in the earthwork of Poundbury or Pommery the forebear of the Roman city.
Poundbury, a formidable work of Iron Age date enclosing some 15 acres, occupies
a plateau on the north-western outskirts of Dorchester, and was doubtless placed there,
like Dorchester itself, by reason of the proximity of a natural crossing of the Frome,
Here, if anywhere, we might expect to find the claimant to the name Durnonovaria in
pre-Roman times. On the other hand, excavation in 19392 has shown that, though main-
tained as a fortification both in Iron Age A and in Iron Age C, Poundbury was never
permanently occupied. It was a shell, a sort of ‘cold harbour’, where caravans might
perhaps on occasion camp out for the night, where assemblies might be held, where
doubtless the neighbouring villagers might find refuge in emergency or combine to
control the crossing. It may be doubted whether so discontinuous a usage would give
sufficient prestige to a place-name to induce its transference to the relatively populous
Roman town which ultimately sprang up on the neighbouring ridge. Maiden Castle,
though more than 2 miles away upon the downs, must have contributed largely to the
population of the new Roman town and must indeed have conditioned its foundation. It
might on general grounds therefore be supposed to have bequeathed its name to its
Roman successor. '

What was that name? Here Ptolemy has been thought to supply a hint. He omits
Durnonovaria but, on the other hand, names AoUviov (Dunium) in the same region as the
one city apparently worthy of mention in the territory of the Durotriges. After cata-
loguing the cities of the Belgae, he proceeds:?

TouTwv 2°&Tré Avopddv kai peonpPpias AoupdTpryses, &v ois oA AoUviov . ..o mvp Yy

‘To the west and south of these (the Belgae) are the Durotriges, amongst whom is the city of
Dunium, longitude 18°, latitude §2° 40'.

Dunium was long ago identified with Maiden Castle,* and the identification was ap-
proved by the county antiquary, Warne, who remarked that Maiden Castle

I Its meaning is arguable, and a discussion of the possi- 429.
bilities is omitted as irrelevant to the present Report. See 3 C. Miiller, Ptolemy (1883), i, 103.
Collected Papers of Henry Bradley (Oxford, 1928), p. 92. 4 'W. Baxter, Glossarium Antiqguitatum Britannicarum (2nd
2 Directed by Miss K. M. Richardson for the Society of ed., 1733), p. 109; E. Petrie, Monumenta Historica
Antiquaries, and published in Antig. Fourn. xx (1940), Britannica (1848), i, map of Britannia Romana.
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‘has been considered by competent authorities to be the Aotviov of Ptolemy, from its agreement!
with the position laid down by that geographer. A few antiquaries have thought that Ptolemy
refers to Dorchester, but I think there cannot be a doubt that Maiden Castle is the place signified,
the British word in its Greek form being so applicable to the position of this grand earthwork,
while the Latinized Durnovaria clearly identifies Dorchester with its watery situation; and indeed
it is very doubtful whether it had become a Station at the time Ptolemy wrote, which was soon
after the subjugation of the Durotriges.’

Warne’s pronouncement is cited in full because it perhaps more nearly hits the mark
than Warne himself can have realized. Ptolemy observed and compiled mainly in the
second quarter of the second century, but his knowledge of the remoter parts of the
‘inhabited earth’ was derived for the most part from his predecessors, notably Marinus,
whose foruit may be ascribed to the latter part of the first century a.p.3 That these
earlier authorities were dependent rather upon the reports of coastwise traffic than of any
accurate itinerary of the interior of the island is indicated by the relative exactness of the
coastal survey in comparison with that of the inland towns.+ This fact in itself supports
an early basis for Ptolemy’s Britain; and the general picture is that of an essentially pre-
Flavian map brought roughly and incompletely up to date in the Flavian period, in or
about the time of Agricola’s governorship. But the excavations here described have now
shown that Maiden Castle, structurally the pre-eminent city of the Durotriges, remained
continuously in occupation until the Flavian period, whilst on the other hand,
such evidence as is at present available from Roman Dorchester suggests that that
city existed scarcely, if at all, before the Flavian period (below, p. 67). The omission of
the new and immature town of Dorchester-Durnonovaria from the Flavian cartographer’s.
compilation and the retention of the imposing traditional c/ef-/iew of Maiden Castle—
Dunium would, in these circumstances, be a readily intelligible proceeding.

Thus an incidental result of the recent excavations has been to strengthen the supposi-
tion that Maiden Castle is the Dunium of Ptolemy.5 But before heralding too eagerly this
identification as an addition to the very few named sites in pre-Roman Britain, it is salu-
tary to reflect that Dunium is probably not a place-name at all in the strict sense of the
term. There can be no doubt that Ptolemy’s AoUviov is merely the Celtic dun-on, repre-
sented by the Irish dun and the Welsh din, cognate with the English zun, later ‘town’.
That being so, it may be inferred that the usage of the word Dunium in reference to
Maiden Castle is comparable with that of ‘the City’ for the city of London, or oppidum
(Livy) for the city of Rome, and was an implicit tribute to the dominance of the site
rather than a formal place-name. Whether that be the case, and, if so, what the actual and
particular name of the dun was, cannot now be known; the rival claims of Poundbury to
Durno(no)varia in pre-Roman times, however unimpressive, cannot be summarily

I This ‘agreement’ is roughly relative to the position of 5 I am indebted to Mr. C. E. Stevens for urging upon me
known sites named by Ptolemy and is not of course absolute.  the bearing of the new evidence upon the old identification—

2 Ancient Dorset (1872), p. 77. which, incidentally, he had himself recently supported (Eng-

3 Kubitschek, in Pauly-Wissowa, Rea/-Encyclopidie, x, lish Historical Review, lii, 1937, p. 203) before this evidence
2058-9, s.v. Karten. was forthcoming.

4 See Henry Bradley in Archaeologia, xlvii (1885), 379 ff.
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dismissed, and, in the presence of that rival, Maiden Castle cannot safely claim to have
endowed the modern county with its name.* A

4. THE SITE

It is inevitable that any description of Maiden Castle shall begin with Thomas Hardy’s
picture of the site. ' ,

‘At one’s every step forward it rises higher against the south sky, with an obtrusive personality
that compels the senses to regard it and consider. The eyes may bend in another direction, but
never without the consciousness of its heavy, high-shouldered presence at its point of vantage. . . .
The profile of the whole stupendous ruin, as seen at a distance of a mile eastward, is clearly cut as
that of a marble inlay. It is varied with protuberances, which from hereabouts have the animal
aspect of warts, wens, knuckles, and hips. It may indeed be likened to an enormous many-limbed
organism of an antediluvian time . . . lying lifeless, and covered with a thin green cloth, which
hides its substance, while revealing its contour. . . .2

More prosaically, it may be remarked that, in its developed form, Maiden Castle ex-
tends to the natural limits of a saddle-backed hill of the Upper Chalk, and encloses two
low knolls. ‘The eastern knoll, which marks the site of the earlier and smaller camp and
of its neolithic predecessor, is the lower (434 ft. above O.D.), but the ground falls away
from it rather more suddenly than in the case of the western knoll and it is accordingly
the more commanding—hence the priority of its occupation. The western knoll (444 ft.)
is separated from it by a declivity only a few feet lower than the knolls themselves ( pl. 1).
In all directions, the ridge slopes steeply enough to give local dominance to the site with-
out undue inaccessibility: indeed, it is to-day easy in dry weather to drive a car up into
the interior through the western entrance. The outstandingly imposing character of
Maiden Castle is derived from the vastness of its construction rather than from the altitude
of its position.

To the west, the outlook for a mile or more is largely blocked by the adjacent Hog
Hill, which rises to a similar height (438 ft.); whilst a mile away to the south, towards the
sea, the horizon is formed by a long chalk ridge (550 ft.), on the reverse slope of which
is the Lower Purbeck outcrop whence the building-stone of the camp was derived (below,
p- 34)- To the north and east the view is more extensive, and when rain is in the air the
Needles, 40 miles away, shine out at the limit of a rolling wooded landscape of great
beauty. o

Onyits island in the chalk downland, Maiden Castle lies comfortably and possessively
amidst the successors of its ancient cornfields. It is possible indeed that actual vestiges of
the ancient fields can still be detected in a rough meadow close beside the Marconi wire-
less station, a mile to the north-west of the castle. Here, in 1937, Major Allen photo-
graphed from the air (pl. Lxx) a number of small square fields, lying at an angle with the
modern field-boundaries and equating in character with the ‘Celtic’ (Iron Age and
Romano-British) fields wherewith Mr. O. G. S. Crawford has made us familiar. Whether

! For the connexion between Durnoparia and Dorset, see > From ‘A Tryst at an ancient Earthwork’ (1885), pub-
Collected Papers of Henry Bradley (1928), p. 92. lished in 4 Changed Man . . . and other Tales (1913).
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these particular fields are of Maiden Castle or of Roman Dorchester, they are at least of
the type which we may suppose to have existed hereabouts in pre-Roman times.

Thus comfortably ensconced amongst their farm-lands, the Iron Age citizens of Maiden
Castle seem, from the discovered relics, to have had but little use for distant commerce
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(below, p. 381). Itis not surprising therefore that the actual position of their city suggests
in itself a certain aloofness from arterial traffic. Natural lines of trackway follow the high
ridge a mile to the south, or the lower ridge a mile to the north, where prehistoric and
Romano-British travellers alike must have followed an obvious route from the direction
of Eggardon to the crossing of the Frome at Dorchester (fig. 1 8). Between these high-
ways, sufficiently controlling both but dependent directly upon neither, the castle is
eloquent of a rural urbanity which contrasts sharply with the cosmopolitanism of a har-
bour site such as Hengistbury. Geographically, economically, and militarily, it domi-
nates its territory from the security of an easy self-sufficiency.
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In a wider context, Maiden Castle lies almost centrally in a belt of country some go
miles broad, extending from the Avon in Hampshire to the Exe in Devon, and forming
both geographically and culturally a single reasonably coherent province of Iron Age
Britain. To the north this province was bounded roughly by the upper Thames, the
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western Cotswolds, and the Somerset plain, and its southern limit was of course the
English Channel. Within that area are stretches of forest or woodland (Gillingham
Forest, Blackmore Forest, Marshwood, and others) and considerable areas of broken
heath-country, but none of these natural barriers was sufficiently continuous to bar the
casy circulation of Iron Age cultures. And the great tracts of chalk downland, giving
place towards the west to the relatively open greensand of the Devon border, offered
ample scope to the elementary agricultural economy upon which urban and village life
were alike based throughout the phase with which we are mainly concerned. This great
south-western hill-fort area has been inaccurately but conveniently dubbed ‘Wessex’ in
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modern archaeological literature, and in the following pages the term is used in this
applied sense, without close reference to its historical connotation.

IMAIDEN CASTLE DORSET: STRUCTURAL SEQUENCE (EXCLUDING LATE ROMAN)
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Within this Iron Age ‘Wessex’ are more than seventy hill-forts of appreciable and often
considerable size. Indeed, a merely summary indication of them upon the map (fig. 2)
cannot fail to impress upon the observer the magnitude of the urban development which
they represent, and the relatively advanced social and political condition which they

D
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imply. Amongst them, Maiden Castle is both typical and exceptional; typical by virtue
of its position and general character, exceptional by virtue of the vastness and elaboration
of its defences. Of these various aspects of the site more will be said later. Here it will
suffice to observe that, whilst no uniformity of culture can be predicated in respect of any
extensive area of Iron Age Britain, Maiden Castle may be expected, by its character and
position, to provide a key to the Iron Age problems of a great part of prehistoric Wessex.
"T'o the north in the Cotswolds, to the west in the Cornish peninsula, to the east in eastern
Hampshire and Sussex, other influences are brought to bear, and other archetypes must

be sought.

5. THE NEOLITHIC SETTLEMENT AND THE ‘LONG MOUND’ OR
‘BANK BARROW’ (¢. 2000 B.c. or earlier—. 1500 B.c.)

As a result of excavation, however, the archaeology of the site of Maiden Castle must
now be carried back far beyond the beginning of the Early Iron Age. In 1934 a section
through the original western rampart of Maiden Castle (site A) revealed a flat-bottomed
neolithic ditch and three contemporary neolithic pits. In 1937 the clearance of the
original western entrance of the castle (site R) exposed a southern continuation of this
ditch together with another, parallel to it and 5o ft. to the westward. The latter showed
an interruption or ‘causeway’ of normal neolithic type, 20 ft. broad; the absence of an
equivalent opposite causeway across the inner ditch ruled out the likelihood of a neolithic
entrance at this point. In the same year a further stretch of the inner ditch was identified
to the north of site A. The inner ditch of this system was 8—12 ft. broad and 5 ft. deep,
the outer was about 7 ft. broad and also 5 ft. deep. Both were very irregularly cut.

Meanwhile, in 1935—6 two similar neolithic ditches had been discovered beneath and
between the two main portals of the Iron Age eastern entrance (sites F and G), the outer
ditch again with a slight interruption at one point. Their size, interval, and position
- suggest strongly that they should be equated respectively with the two ditches farther
west, and that the whole series represents, therefore, a double-ditched neolithic enclosure
corresponding in general outline with the earliest Iron Age enclosure, i.e. comprising the
eastern knoll of the two now encompassed by Maiden Castle. Nothing but very costly
excavation at a number of points under the main Iron Age rampart—a procedure always
liable to be frustrated by the wide and deep Iron Age quarry-ditch within the line of the
rampart—could establish beyond all doubt this structural connexion, but the connexion
is here assumed, with the implication that the enclosed area of the neolithic settlement was
upwards of 10 acres. :

Outside, i.e. east and south-east of the more easterly neolithic ditches, five neolithic
pits were found here and there beneath the Iron Age outworks. ‘

In the aggregate, a length of some 250 ft. of these neolithic ditches has been completely
cleared, and their cultural associations may be regarded as securely established. The.
inner (and larger) ditch was by far the more productive, and in every case the lower half



THE NEOLITHIC SETTLEMENT 19

of its filling contained relics exclusively of Neolithic A1 of that south-western type
which has been recognized at Hembury? and Haldon3 in eastern Devon, at Holdenhurst
in Hampshire* and elsewhere, with some affinities in Northern Irelands and northern
Britain. The characteristics of this culture are described elsewhere in the present Report
(p- 137). Here it will suffice to note its affinities in north-western France, and to observe
the instructive fashion in which, living under generally similar if more primitive condi-
tions, the neolithic settlement of Maiden Castle anticipated the Iron Age settlement not
merely in its local topography but also to some degree in its line of approach from
overseas. Like the Iron Age immigrants, the neolithic folk were downland farmers,
whose agriculture is represented for us by saddle-querns® and whose herds of large
long-horned cattle, sheep, and pig may be compared with the smaller short-horns, sheep,
and p1g of the Iron Age.

The ‘Atlantic’ affinities of the earlier neolithic culture at Maiden Castle are emphasized
also by one object which is of sufficiently outstanding importance to deserve a special
mention in this introductory summary. That object is a fragment of a chalk figurine,
found in a Neolithic A context in one of the pits under the outworks of the Iron Age
eastern entrance. Though individual in detail, this figurine must be related to that
widespread Atlantic-Mediterranean complex of ﬁgurlnes or idols which has its roots in
Hither Asia and its most northerly outlier at Avebury (Windmill Hill), Wiltshire.?

The gradual filling of the inner or main ditch of the neolithic settlement, at first by the
weathering of the unserviceable vertical sides and later by hearths and occupatlon-earth
had reduced the line of entrenchment to a broad shallow depression, little more than a
quarter of its original depth, before the first sherds of Neolithic B pottery appeared upon
the scene. Even so, this new pottery was at first exceptional in the predominantly A
culture; indeed on site A, Neolithic B was entirely absent save for a petit tranchet deriva-
tive in the topmost layer, which is elsewhere of the Early Bronze Age. In the neolithic
ditch as shown in pl. x1, Neolithic B occurs in but not below layer 3 of the seven layers
there shown, and a similar relationship between Neolithic A and B was observed on the
very productive site R.

Within the area enclosed by the d1tch-systcm, the neolithic surface had been com-
pletely wrecked on all explored sites by intensive Iron Age occupation, save under the
eastern part of the Long Mound (see below). Here, where the mound had ensured im-
munity from the Iron Age pit-diggers, a number of ‘neolithic cooking-pits came to light

! §. Piggott’s classification in Arch. Fourn., Ixxxviii (1931),
73 .

2 Dorothy M. Liddell in Proc. Devon Arch. Expl. Soc.
1935 and earlier.

3 E. H. Willock, op. cit. ii (1936), 244.

+ §. Piggott in Proc. Prehist. Soc. iii (1937), p. 1.

5 Sherds from County Antrim published by C. Blake
Whelan, Proc. Roy. Irish Academy, xliv, Section ¢ (1938),
I31.

6 Actual wheat, abundant in Iron Age levels, is represented

only by impressions on pottery in the neolithic deposits at
Maiden Castle; Hembury, on the other hand, produced
neolithic wheat (Proc. Devon Arch. Expl. Soc. 1933, p. 180).
See below, p. 374.

7 Mr. Alexander Keiller kindly tells me that a fragment
apparently of a figurine, also of chalk, was found on the
neolithic site of Windmill Hill, Avebury. More recently, a
figurine is reported from Grimes Graves, Norfolk. The
nearest continental examples are those found at Fort
Harrouard, south of Rouen (see p. 182).
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(pl. 1v), with a considerable surface-spread of Neolithic A occupation. No definite
neolithic hut-plans, however, had survived in the area dug.

The abundance of material alike in the ditches and their enclosure would appear to
indicate a fairly prolonged Neolithic A phase, undiluted by Neolithic B or other culture.
In 1937 a clue was obtained as to the fate of this early occupation. Under the neolithic
Long Mound, shortly to be described, the Neolithic A occupation-layers were sealed by
a dark seam which the excavators knew as the ‘neolithic turf-line’, Samples of this ‘turf-
line’ were subsequently analysed by Dr. Frederick Zeuner at the University of London
Institute of Archaeology, and his report is a fresh exemplification of the value of analytical
investigation. He observes that, on the basis of the content of calcium-carbonate (which
in this case enables one to distinguish between naturally developed soils and soil-like
occupation-layers), the stratum in question was ‘a natural weathering soil, formed under
a cover of woody vegetation. This would mean that the hill was practically abandoned
by man at the time.’ _ :

This hint is important. It may be inferred that the gradual but almost complete
obliteration of the ditch-system was followed by a migration of the villagers, or of a
majority of them, before the next great structural event in the history of the site. That
event was the building of a prodigiously long mound, 6o ft. wide and no less than
1,790 ft. in length, right across the filled-up western ditches. The mound was flanked on
both sides (north and south) by a flat-bottomed ditch, 12—15 ft. broad and some 6 ft.
deep. The mound was planned in two straight stretches: the break in the line occurred
at a slight dip in the contour and was clearly due to the anxiety of the builders to make
the fullest possible use of the higher contours. In fact, the mound begins and ends exactly
on the 430-ft. contour-line—the highest extensive contour on the ridge.

This almost incredible earthwork will be described more fully below (p. 86), and only
a few further details can be noted here. At neither end do the flanking ditches return, but
at the eastern end (the western is hopelessly mutilated by the Iron Age quarry-ditch)
there are four neolithic post-holes which suggest a slightly concave revetment across the
end, comparable with the arrangement indicated by the concave trench-line at the eastern
end of the Skendleby long barrow.! Here and there along the sides, on the inner margins
of the ditches, were neolithic post-holes, but, owing to Iron Age mutilation of the fringes
of the mound, a search failed to establish definitely the existence of continuous flanking
palisades. Centrally within the eastern end was a ‘ritual pit’ containing a mass of Neo-
lithic A pottery, limpet shells, and minute fragments of animal bone.? Also on the central
axis, and 7o ft. within the eastern end, was an astonishing human burial, which was
clearly a primary feature of the mound. :

‘The burial will be described in detail by Dr. Morant (below, p. 344). Here it will
suffice to note that the skeleton was that of a man, 25—35 years old, with an extremely
long skull (cephalic index about 70), and a height about 5 ft. 4 in. But although all the
significant bones were present and the elbow-, knee-, and ankle-joints were in articula-

I C. W. Phillips in Archaeologia, Ixxxv (1935), 86. 2 For similar pits in long bafrows, see Phillips, op. cit., 88.
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tion, the limbs and the head had been roughly hacked from the body shortly after death,
and three fruitless attempts had been made to obtain access to the brain by circular
incisions. In Dr. Morant’s words, :

‘since the cutting of the base of the skull was the most extensive, it must be supposed that this was
attacked last. The abandoned attempts to make holes in the frontal and occipital regions were
probably made first, followed by the excision of the left parietal. When it was realized that the
hole made was not large enough for the purpose in view, the head was placed face downwards—
it is conjectured—in soft earth, which favoured the preservation of the face, and the wide trans-
verse cut across the occipital base was made. This broke the base of the skull into pieces and forced
some of them into the palate. The opening made was then large enough to remove the brain,
which was taken away with some pieces of the base of the skull adhering to it, which would account
for their absence. It must be supposed that the vault of the skull collapsed in the concluding stage
of the operation’ '

—for the fragments were found in a scattered heap under one of the legs.

Those are the main facts: the body of a man in the prime of life was butchered at the
time of death, and a special effort was made to extract the brain. Further, the mutilated
body was given a place of honour in the longest ‘long barrow’ yet discovered. What is
the explanation ?

At this point, we leave fact and embark perilously upon conjecture. The practice of
cutting a hole in the skull to scrape out the brain for eating is familiar, for example, in
New Guinea;! and the custom of ceremonial cannibalism, in various forms and degrees,
for the purpose of ensuring the reincarnation of human souls or the transmission of the
virtues of the deceased can be widely exemplified.? Some equivalent custom, which
might include not merely the eating of the brain but also the cooking of parts of the body
for the purpose of eating the flesh or of drinking the broth in which human flesh has been
stewed, is not unthinkable in neolithic Britain. How far we may believe the allegations of
Diodorus and Strabo that certain of the Britons and, in particular, the Irish, still practised
cannibalism in the first century B.c. is doubtful enough, but more than one archaeologist
has sought to identify traces of the custom.in remains of the Neolithic and Early Bronze
Ages. Thurnam and Mortimer on several occasions believed that fragmentary skulls and
other bones were vestiges of the practice;? and in the colder light of the advancing
twentieth century Dr. Cecil Curwen has recognized traces of it in the neolithic camp of
Whitehawk.4 It is at least tempting to suspect an element of cannibalism in the curious
ritual of the Maiden Castle burial, but it must be admitted that proof is not forthcoming
‘and that the real interpretation may be very different. Dr. Morant himself prefers to
draw attention to a pre-Columbian custom in Michigan. On the site in question, human
remains ‘

‘were found in pits in one of the enclosures. ‘‘Bundle burials”, re-articulated and partial skeletons,

1 C. A. W. Monckton, Some Experiences of a New Guinea 3 Thurnam in Arch. xlii (1869), 185, 191, &c.; Mortimer,
Resident Magistrate (1921), p. 284. Forty Years’ Researches (1905), pp. xxiv, Ixv, 21, 41, 127;
2 e.g.]J. G. Frazer, Golden Bough: “The Magic Art’, i, 106  and T. Rice Holmes, Ancient Britain and the Invasions of
(Australia), and “Spirits of the Corn and of the Wild’, i, 156  Fulius Caesar (1907), pp. 112, 268.
(the ‘drinking’ of the dead in the valley of the Amazon). 4 The Archaeology of Sussex (1937), p. 81.
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perforated skulls, and grooved and perforated long bones show that the bodies have been deli-
berately mutilated before they were reduced to skeletons. Early descriptions of an elaborate Indian
rite connected with the periodical reburial of the dead are referred to, and these mention the erection
of lodges in connexion with it. The conclusion is that the Huron type of burial ceremony is illus-
trated by the Younge site.

‘In 1937 Dr. R. E. M. Wheeler discovered a mutilated human skeleton of neolithic date at
Maiden Castle. The skull had been posthumously trephined, as were most of the Michigan crania,
and its base had also been cut through for the apparent purpose of removing the brain, while their
bases were left intact. In spite of this difference, the parallel suggests that it may not be necessary
to conclude that the English specimen provides evidence of either anthropophagy or malicious
intent,’!

In the 600 square yards of the eastern part of the Long Mound that were cleared to the
natural chalk during 19367, one other neolithic burial was brought to light—that of two
children, about 6 and 7 years old, buried in a crouched position head to foot some 10 yds.
south-east of the mutilated adult. A pygmy vessel of simple Neolithic A form (fig. 29, 50)
was buried by the shoulder of one of the skeletons. This double burial may also have
been primary, but the surviving fragment of the overlying mound was here too thin
for certainty. A third burial, 8 yds. farther east, was intrusive and of Saxon date (see
below, p. 78). .

The state of preservation of the Long Mound raises points of minor interest. The flank-
ing ditches, which had been filled nearly level by the Iron Age, were riddled with Iron Age
pitsand post-holes. The easternmost third of the mound itself, on the other hand—i.e. that
part which was included within the enclosure of the earliest Iron Age camp—was entirely
free from Iron Age occupation and had clearly been respected by the Iron Age. citizens,
as burial-mounds normally were when chance included them in an Iron Age settlement.>
But the western two-thirds, cut off by the earliest Iron Age ditch and so excluded from
the enclosure, was destroyed during the Iron Age and suburban pits (or pits belonging
to the early extension of the camp) were built into it. Apparently its detachment from
the eastern limb and its extra-mural position were enough to rob this western section of
the awe which the eastern end continued to inspire. It was not until the Roman period
that the latter began to suffer. Certain it is that by the latter half of the fourth century—
a few years earlier, perhaps, than the adjacent temple—the eastern end had been reduced
to its present lowly level, with only a foot’s depth of the actual structure of the mound
surviving; for a metalled road, associated with Gloria Exercitus and Urds Roma coins and
late New Forest ware was then built diagonally across the southern half of it. Only at one
point, where it had been incorporated in the western rampart of the earliest Iron Age
camp and had thus defied the Roman plough, was the mound still standing to the height
of about 5 ft., which was doubtless its average at the time of the first Iron Age settlement.
It was at this very point, by a happy chance, that the mound overlay the inner neolithic

' G. M. Morant, reviewing E. F. Greenman, T#e Younge 2 Cf. the long barrow in the camp on Hambledon Hill,
Site: an Archaeological Record from Michigan (University Dorset, or the round barrow in Poundbury, Dorchester.
of Michigan, 1937), in Man, April 1938, p. 54.
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village ditch, thus presenting a succession of neolithic structures and strata which is
unique.

'Ic‘lhe bearing of this structural succession upon the history of the related neolithic
cultures will be considered later, in connexion with the pottery (p. 139). Here it may be
observed that the culture associated with the mound, like that of the underlying settle-
ment, is exclusively Neolithic A. But the building of the mound was followed, appa-
rently at a very short interval, by the arrival of Neolithic B. In a typical section across
the ditches of the Long Mound (fig. 15), the deep layer of rapid silt, i.e. the crumbled
chalk from the vertical sides of the ditch, contained (apart from fragments of antler-picks
and occasional flint flakes) only scattered sherds of Neolithic A pottery. The central dip
of this silt was almost everywhere covered with a hearth which also produced no other type
of pottery, and showed incidentally that the Long Mound ditches were, almost from the
outset, used as a convenient shelter for kitchen fires or their débris. Then followed succes-
sive infillings, clearly derived for the most part from the slipping sides of the mound and
coincident, perhaps, with the decay of a lateral palisade-revetment. These infillings
showed occasional occupation-surfaces,and high up in them, alongside Neolithic A sherds,
occurred the first rare sherds of Neolithic B. Then, when the ditch was practically full
and survived only as a slight groove, came two continuous and well-marked occupation-
layers associated with AC and B Beaker, scraps of Neolithic A and B, and rare sherds of
grooved ware and food-vessel. The overlaps of these various wares was certain, and it is
further noteworthy that the food-vessels are of the collared variety which would normally
be included in the Middle Bronze Age (see below, p. 144).

The cultural succession at Maiden Castle may thus be expressed in the following
formula: Neolithic A—Neolithic A+ B—slight Neolithic A+ B+dominant Beakers (of
Abercromby types AC and B)+collared food-vessels+scraps of grooved ware. That
succession is consistent in a large number of sections and is beyond doubt.

Incidentally, a constant feature is the sudden impact of the evolved Beaker complex
(mixed Abercromby types AC and B), alike decisive in quantity and coinciding every-
where with a definite occupation-layer. It would appear to have arrived in a fairly ad-
vanced stage, and it lasted until the abandonment of the site early in the Middle Bronze
Age.

Similarly, in the uppermost filling of the old neolithic settlement ditches, save where
these were covered by the Long Mound, the mixed neolithic and Early Bronze Age
cultures are associated with the terminal deposits. (The settlement ditch actually under
the Long Mound, on the other hand, was of course Neolithic A throughout.)

It remains to consider the nomenclature of this extraordinary structure which I have
called the Long Mound. Most of its features are roughly comparable with those which
may be found in one or other of the British long barrows. Its preposterous length, how-
ever, has made me reluctant to use the conventional term in referring to it. That length
was obviously conditioned in part by the length of the ridge on which the mound stood,
and the term Ridge Barrow or Ridge Mound had suggested itself as applicable. On the
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other hand, the closest analogy—a mound only 6oo ft. long but otherwise of (super-
ficially) similar dimensions and character, on Martin’s Down in the parish of Long Bredy,
7 miles west of Dorchester’—does not extend to the full length of the ridge on which it
stands and could not therefore be fairly called a Ridge Barrow; and another apparent
example, slightly longer, east of Came Wood in the parish of Broadmayne near Dor-
chester, occupies a part but not the whole of the highest portion of a ridge. I have accord-
ingly used the more colourless term of Long Mound, which serves to differentiate the
structure from the normal long-barrow groups but at the same time implies affinity with
them. On the other hand, the equally suitable term ‘Bahk Barrow’ has been suggested by
Mr. O. G. S. Crawford in a published note on the Maiden Castle example and the other
two Dorset analogies.> Incidentally, Mr. Crawford draws attention to other possible
analogies in Schleswig-Holstein (for example, three about 8 miles south-east of Schles-
wig), but, until the type has been more adequately explored or even recognized, dis-
cussion of possible connexions between Schleswig and Dorset is premature.

In summary, the characteristics of the Long Mound or Bank Barrow as a type may be
classified as follows:

1. The length is greater than that of the normal Long Barrow.

2. The site crowns a ridge or some considerable part of it.

3. The sides are parallel and the mound or bank is of uniform height.

4. The parallel side-ditches do not return round the ends.

5. A burial or burials underlie the mound. .

6. If the Maiden Castle example is typical, they are associated with a late Neolithic A
culture.

6. THE BRONZE AGE HIATUS
(¢. 1500 B.C.—¢. 300 B.C.)

At the close of the Early-Middle Bronze Age phase at Maiden Castle, turf grew undis-
turbed over the filled neolithic ditches and pits (sites A, F, G, L, R). Dr. Frederick
Zeuner observes, on the results of chemical analysis, that the horizontal dark layer which
separates them from the earliest Iron Age occupation ‘is a brown-earth soil developed on
a sub-soil rich in chalk. It evidently means a gap in the occupation and a covering of the
hill with woods.” Not a sherd of late Middle or Late Bronze Age pottery was found
during the excavations, and the only relic ascribable to these periods was a fragmentary
looped bronze spear-head of late Middle or early Late Bronze Age date (¢. 1000 B.C. in
the conventional chronology). This spear-head (fig. 53) was recovered in 1936 from the
filling of one of the trenches dug in 1882 by Cunnington on site L, so that its strati-
graphical position is unknown; but it must obviously have been lost by some Bronze Age
hunter or traveller, and has no more significance than a modern cartridge-case. Its-isola-

I O.8. 6-in. map, 1903 ed., Dorset XXXIX, S.W. Owing of Neolithic Wessex, although he and I now feel no doubt as
to its exceptional length, Mr. O. G. 8. Crawford cautiously to its authent1c1ty
omitted the Martin’s Down ‘long barrow’ from the O.S. map 2 Antiguity, xii (1938), 228.
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tion merely serves to emphasize the desolation of the hill-top throughout the epoch.
Evidence is indeed accumulating to show that the downlands were normally thus deserted
during the thousand years or more that elapsed between the Early Bronze Age and the
Ultimate Bronze Age. They were used doubtless for traffic, and extensively for burial.
In the western part of Maiden Castle can still be traced the remains of a flattened round-
barrow, and the surrounding ridges are encrusted with similar mounds. Stukeley’s re-
mark! that the spot ‘for sight of barrows, I believe not to be equalled in the world’ is
scarcely an exaggeration. But traffic and burial do not, in this instance, imply the imme-
diate proximity of occupation. Whatever the actual character and position of the Bronze
Age settlements, it is increasingly clear that they lay elsewhere than on the downs—
presumably in the valleys, where later occupation has been most intensive and destruc-
tive.2 There, strung out along more or less tenuous and intermittent stretches of riparian
gravel, we may imagine the Bronze Age villages anticipating in their general character
the villages of the Anglo-Saxon settlers of the sixth century a.p.; and it may be pertinent
to recall how, at Bourton-on-the-Water in Gloucestershire, Bronze Age pits and a Saxon
hut are recorded from the same gravel-pit.3

Until natural science, collaborating with archaeology, has produced further concrete
evidence as to tree-growth, climate, and water-level in Bronze Age Britain, it is impos-
sible to estimate how far this drastic displacement of population was primarily conditioned
by cultural factors and how far by purely environmental factors. The two potentialities
are of course closely interrelated, but one or other of them was presumably dominant, and
we cannot place this long phase of prehistoric Britain in proper perspective until we can
determine which. An obvious explanation was at one time available in the climatic
sequence elaborated by Blytt and Sernander, whose dry ‘Sub-boreal’ included the period
in question, and would, in the present context, readily explain the valleyward drift of our
Bronze Age population from the waterless uplands. More recently, continental investi-
gators have found reason to discard this part of the Blytt-Sernander scheme, but the

whole matter is in a very controversial stage, and Dr. Zeuner has very kindly supplied the
following note on the subject.

“The Climate of the Sub-boreal Phase of the Postglacial.

“The term “Sub-boreal phase” is used for a supposed dry, continental episode intercalated
between the humid and more oceanic Atlantic and Sub-Atlantic phases of the Postglacial. This
interpretation goes back to the work of Blytt, Sernander, and others, in Sweden, and their scheme
of a fourfold climatic change after the last glaciation (i.e. Boreal, Atlantic, Sub-boreal, Sub-Atlantic)
was widely adopted and applied for years. Whilst the existence of the Boreal phase is beyond
doubt, the value of the Sub-boreal has been discussed more recently, and a number of serious
workers on the Continent are at present inclined to omit it completely, saying that there were a

! Itin. Cur. (1776), p. 163. tion of valley-gravels should at present be so much scarcer than
* Compare on this point the instructive remarks by Sir is Iron Age occupation of them. Oxfordshire seems likely,
Cyril Fox in Arck. Camb. Ixxx (1925), p. 288. Itis sur- however, to do something to fill the gap.
prising that actual evidence of Middle Bronze Age occupa- 3 Antig. Fourn. xii (1932), 279.

E
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cool-continental, a warm-continental, and a temperate-oceanic phase only, the postglacial optimum
of temperature falling at the later part of the second phase, about 7000 B.c. (Bertsch, 193 5).

“The chief argument in favour of another continental phase at about 2500-1000 B.C. is the
presence of a supposed weathering horizon in the peat-bogs, the so-called Grenztorf, which is
explained as the result of drying-up and atmospheric weathering of the peat. More recently, the
suggestion has been put forward that the Grenztorf was formed under the influence of excessive
humidity (Bertsch, 193¢; Erdtman, 1928); the peat was drowned, so to speak. Numerous workers,
therefore, use the term *“Sub-boreal”” merely as a chronological one indicating the time, but not the
climate, and in many recent publications the question of the Sub-boreal climate is entirely left aside.

‘In fact, it has to be admitted that a Sub-boreal dryer phase cannot be proven by pollen-analytical
or other botanical methods for numerous localities in South Germany (Bertsch, 1935) and the
lowlands of South-east Germany (Silesia, Stark, 1936) as well as the region between these two
districts (compare, however, Grahmann’s paper quoted below), and it is not recognizable in many
of the pollen-spectra of peats from the British Isles (Erdtman, 1928; Woodhead, 1929; Godwin,
1933)-

“Nevertheless, an interruption of the growth of peat-bogs is shown in some places by a horizon
of stumps of trees, as for instance in certain bogs in the higher levels of the Sudeten Mountains
(Stark, 1936, p. §62), and also in several districts of the British Isles (Erdtman) where it consists
of Pinus silvestris (Scotch Fir). Since this tree was very rare in Britain in Atlantic and Sub-Atlantic
times, the presence of those stumps suggests that, in certain places at least, a short drier phase was
intercalated which can be correlated with the Sub-boreal. Moreover, Raistrick and Blackburn
(1932) have found pollen-analytical evidence for a dry Sub-boreal phase in the North Pennines.
They say that the dominance of alder all through the Atlantic, and its replacement by birch in the
Sub-boreal, give strong support to the idea that the Atlantic was a period of wet climatic conditions,
and the Sub-boreal a relatively drier period.

‘Furthermore, archaeological evidence is distinctly in support of a Sub-boreal drier phase. In
many districts swampy and peaty places were occupied by man during this time, places which
obviously did not offer a ground solid enough for erecting huts or houses before and after that
period. Grahmann (1934) reports that the flood-plains of the rivers in Saxony were inhabited
during the Bronze Age, “which was not possible after the beginning of the Sub-Atlantic Iron Age,
the increase of precipitation resulting in frequent inundations”. Brooks (1 922) also strongly
supports the theory of a post-Atlantic dry-continental phase. He only puts it somewhat earlier
than is usually the case, correlating it with the end of the Neolithic.

‘Summarizing one can say that although the Sub-boreal dry phase is not confirmed everywhere
by pollen-analysis, the temporary interruption in the growth of peat-bogs, their stump-horizons,
a certain number of pollen-spectra as well as Bronze Age settlements in places which were too wet
before and after, are hardly mistakable evidence for slightly drier conditions during that time.

“With the exception of the Sub-boreal, the climatic phases of the Postglacial find a satisfactory
explanation in the fluctuation of solar radiation in connexion with the retreat of the Scandinavian
ice-sheet and in the gradual submergence of the North Sea. It is, therefore, interesting to note
that the general subsidence in the area of the North Sea in Postglacial times was interrupted, or
replaced by a slight emergence, at 1800—1200 B.c. (Overbeck, 1934) which left its traces in the
peat-sections of North-west Germany and also of the Fenland (Godwin in Clark, 1933). It is
unknown whether this upheaval was sufficient to lower the water-tables in the soil in certain areas
so that changes in the vegetation took place; but even if one would accept this as an explanation
for open country in districts not far from the coast, it would not hold good for those districts of
Central Europe which are distant from the sea. And yet Grahmann reports a local lowering of the
water-table in a Saxonian peat-bog of 1-3 metres. Brooks supposes that the influence of the up-
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heaval was a more general one, and that it was sufficient to produce geographical changes which
had an appreciable effect on the climate in the direction of continentality.

“Thus, the climatic significance of the Sub-boreal is, at present, somewhat obscure. The conti-
nental geological literature contains all possible views, and the general tendency is to minimize the
importance of the Sub-boreal. 17 is, however, impossible 10 refute the evidence brought forward in
favour of a slight drying up and an increase of the area of open lands between 2 500 and perhaps about
1500 B.C., i.e. during the late Neolithic and Early Bronze Ages.

‘The climate of the time when the Bronze Age was replaced by the early Iron Age was typi-
cally oceanic in character, as is abundantly shown by pollen-diagrams. In many parts of Central
Europe, for instance, the beech, a tree requiring an oceanic climate with mild winters and a fair
amount of rainfall, then spread rapidly and reached its maximum extension. It has since lost some
of its area in Sweden and Poland, so that the climate seems to have become slightly more conti-
nental recently. It is thus probable that the early Iron Age (about 1000 or 800 B.c. onwards) was
the wettest period of the Postglacial and, in any case, more humid than the preceding centuries.’

Literature referred to in the above note.

K. Bertsch, Der deutsche Wald im Wechsel der Zeiten (Tiibingen, 1935%).

C. E. P. Brooks, The Evolution of Climate (London, 1922).

G. Erdtman, Geol. Féren. Stockholm Firhandl. 1 (1928), 123.

H. and M. E. Godwin, in Clark, Anz. Journ. xiii (1933), 281.

R. Grahmann, Mizt. aus dem Osterlande, xxii (Altenburg, 1934), 38.

F. Overbeck, Abh. Naturwiss. Ver. xxix (Bremen, 1934), 48.

A. Raistrick and K. B. Blackburn, Trans. North. Naturalists' Union, i (1932), 79.
L. Stark, Botan. Fahrbiicker, 1xvii (1936), 493.

T. W. Woodhead, Journ. Ecol. xvii (1929), I.

From Dr. Zeuner’s summary it will appear that British archaeology need not yet
- despair of the ultimate emergence of some insular equivalent of, or substitute for, the old
‘dry Sub-boreal’, and of being able to attach therefore to our Bronze Age valleyward
drift that explanation which would most easily fit it. On general grounds, it is indeed not
unlikely that evidence valid in continental Europe may require considerable modification
in the British Isles. Variations in sea-level and equivalent variations in the level of the
water-table would be expected to have a more drastic influence upon human distribution
on the island than on the continent, and might well operate independently of climate as
a motive for the depopulation of certain areas. When our upland peats have received the
same scientific attention that our lowland peats have recently received, we should be in
a better position to judge the involved factors in the problem. Unfortunately, our down-
lands are unproductive of material for pollen-analysis, and the evidence of mollusca is
full of pitfalls, even if it be in theory acceptable as a criterion of climate.! '
On all grounds, whilst these various possibilities must be borne in mind, it is necessary
at present to suspend judgement as to the cause or causes for the undoubted fact—the
transference of population from the downlands in the course of the Middle Bronze Age.

T At the best, the tendency of mollusca to accumulate in  in any case retain most moisture; and must considerably
ditch-fillings concentrates them in those spots which would reduce their sensitiveness to climatic (or equivalent) changes.
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7. THE FIRST MAIDEN CASTLE: (i) THE CULTURAL SETTING
(Fig. 3, Iron Age phase I, ¢. 300 B.c. and after)

Whatever be the ultimate determination of the ‘Sub-boreal’ problem, there is general
agreement that the Early Iron Age coincided with a phase of damp sub-Atlantic climate,
which on the one hand rendered the downland more readily habitable than at the present
day, and on the other hand tended to discourage valley settlement. The latter statement
is indeed one which has sometimes been over-emphasized: for in many parts of England
evidence for village life on the valley-gravels in the early Iron Age is not lacking. It is
true, however, that, in the cultural conditions that prevailed during the developed Iron
Age, scattered strips of gravel in wooded and marshy valleys no longer provided adequate
scope for an increasing agricultural population. If a moister climate now facilitated the
repopulation of the downs, progressive immigration and a developed agricultural system
demanded the spaciousness which they above all could afford. The main theme of the
Early Iron Age in southern Britain is thus the gradual filling-up of the downs and equiva-
lent open tracts until, in the last century before the Roman Conquest, they appear to have
reached the point of saturation.

The process was, as might be expected, a gradual one. On Park Brow, on New Barn
Down, and on Plumpton Plain, all in Sussex, have been found the remains of Late Bronze
Age farms or small villages associated in at least two cases with square or oblong fields of
‘the so-called Celtic type. These settlements are not equipped with any formidable defen-
sive system; and their peaceful rusticity is shared by the earliest Iron Age type-site, at All
Cannings Cross farm, on a slope of the downs near Devizes. These and other downland
settlements extending from the latest phase of the Bronze Age into the earliest phase of
the Iron Age are the handiwork of small groups of immigrants who arrived from the
opposite shores of the Channel during a period which may be ascribed approximately to
the seventh or sixth to early fourth centuries B.c. They have the aspect of small agricul-
tural colonies established at a time when land was plentiful and disputation pro-
portionately rare.! The culture and origin of the settlers, in so far as is relevant to the
present problem, are discussed below (p. 185).

The next phase in the social adjustment of the new downland population is represented
perhaps by Figsbury Rings near Salisbury—one of the earliest known sites in Britain to
which the name ‘hill-fort’ can properly be applied. Excavation? has shown, on the one
hand, that the defences of this earthwork were twice repaired and, on the other hand,
that the enclosure was never intensively occupied. Similarly, the recent exploration of
Poundbury, near Dorchester, has revealed a complete absence of permanent occupation
within the Iron Age A defences. The natural inference is that these fortifications were

! Some of them were doubtless stockaded, like the early 2 M. E. Cunnington in Wilts. Arch. Mag. xliii (1925), 48.
(Iron Age A) settlement on Meon Hill, near Stockbridge, A relative date for Figsbury, on the system here adopted,
Hants (Miss Dorothy Liddell, Proc. Hants. Field Club, xii, would be the middle or second half of the fourth

127, and xiii, 7); but a stockade can scarcely be regarded asa  century B.c.
fortification in the hill-fort sense.
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maintained merely as refuges for the inhabitants of open villages in the adjacent country-
side. This inference requires verification from other sites, but it may well be found that
as the population increased, partly perhaps in consequence of peaceful agricultural
conditions and partly as the result of continued immigration, an increasing risk of friction
found expression in the construction of refuge-camps of this kind.

Subsequently, as the downs filled up and the definition and protection of ‘property
became increasingly urgent, the open villages, with or without their focal refuges, were
reinforced by the fortified towns, of which Maiden Castle is our type. In detail, the
circumstances under which the earliest Iron Age towns came into being cannot now be
recovered, however ingeniously we may interpret the hints provided by archaeology.
But on general grounds it may be supposed that the construction of fortified ‘hill-cities’
marked a vital stage in the social and political development of the country-side. A forti-
fied city was not built in a day; its building involved a disciplined concentration of effort,
and its existence was a perpetual symbol of co-ordinating authority. It implied a special-
ized and stratified society in which, presumably, the aristocratic traditions of the Celtic
tribal structure found expression and at the same time acquired a stability not altogether
native to them. It marked the true beginning of citizenship as a substantive element in
the development of civilization in Britain.!

The economic basis of this new citizenship, if Maiden Castle may be taken as typical,
was agricultural and local. Reference has already been made (p. 15) to the aloof posi-
tion of the Maiden Castle site in relation to natural traffic-routes. Consistently, almost
the whole of the cultural equipment of the place is of local origin. Occasional scraps of
coral and of haematite and a few bronze brooches mark the limit of obviously imported
material. Clay was available on the site. Iron could be found 3 or 4 miles away. Eco-
nomically, the city would indeed appear to have been at least as self-contained: as any
market town of pre-industrial England. Only when, at rare intervals, some foreign
usurper appeared upon the scene was the horizon of Maiden Castle lifted beyond its
downland setting. The contrast with Hengistbury, on the foreland of Christchurch
harbour, is in this respect worthy of remark. Hengistbury has revealed traces of foreign
contacts which are absent from Maiden Castle; but whether these are accidents of its
coastal position or whether they represent a significant commercial element in its eco-
nomic make-up can scarcely be determined without the excavation of other hill-towns
within its orbit. There is at least no evidence at present for the inland penetration of
foreign trade on any considerable scale along the Hampshire or Dorset coast during the
Wessex Iron Age.

The cultural setting wherein this progress from village to city took place is obscure in
many of its details but is gradually emerging in outline. The evidence upon which our
knowledge of it is based is largely ceramic, and will be discussed below in connexion with
the Maiden Castle pottery (p. 185). Here it will suffice to observe that in Wessex the
process, in its latter stages at least, was carried through by possessors of an ‘ultimate

! For the implication of the terms ‘city’ and ‘citizenship’ as applied in this Report to Iron Age Britain, see below, p. 68.
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Hallstatt’ culture which is now familiar under the name of ‘Iron Age A’—the name given
toitin 1931 by Mr. C. F. C. Hawkes.! This culture, under pressure perhaps from the
rich ‘Marnian’ folk who entered north-eastern France about the end of the fifth century
B.C. (p. 189), reached Britain through groups of immigrants who landed at various points
along the southern and eastern coasts between Lyme Bay and the Wash. The western
group with which we are here concerned is readily distinguished by its habitual use of a
red haematite coating for some of its better pottery (p. 190), a trick which in Britain
bears no relation to the geological distribution of haematite ore and is here therefore a
definite cultural criterion. The immediate point of departure of this group along the
continental coastline has not yet been identified, but both geographical and geological
probability—haematite scarcely occurs east of Caen—would suggest the Cétes du Nord,
Manche, or Calvados. More remotely, the culture has affinity with the ‘Jogassian’ (the
late Hallstatt culture represented at Les Jogasses, near Epernay, Marne) and the ultimate
Hallstatt of the middle Rhine (p. 188).

Within what may be called the ‘haematite’ province of the British Iron Age A pottery,
the Maiden Castle sub-group is peripheral and probably somewhat later in initial date
than the Hampshire-Wiltshire series represented at Hengistbury Head and All Cannings
Cross. Accordingly, in the interim reports on the Maiden Castle excavations I was
tempted to describe the All Cannings Cross culture as ‘Iron Age A1’ and the Maiden
Castle culture as ‘A2’. This subdivision I have now abandoned. Whilst the dominant
‘situla’ type of vessel appears at. Maiden Castle in a more decadent form than at All
Cannings Cross and might in itself represent a phase of devolution from the latter, the
accompanying haematite-coated bowls at the two sites represent different traditions and
imply a continental divergence which cannot at present be calculated securely in terms
of a common time-scale. It is safer, therefore, here as in other aspects of the British Iron
Age, to adopt a geographical rather than a chronological nomenclature, and to speak of
‘All Cannings Cross A’ on the one hand and of ‘Dorset A’ or even ‘Maiden Castle A’ on
the other. This does not rule out the possible priority of the Hampshire-Wiltshire group
but avoids prejudgement of it. '

If, however, an absolute chronology be demanded for ‘Maiden Castle A’, certain
factors demand consideration. Above all, it may be laid down as an axiom that, whilst in
duration a naturalized provincial culture may differ materially from that of its homeland,
its initial date may safely be estimated in terms of the latter. Now the Iron Age A culture
is essentially an offshoot of the Hallstatt tradition, but its dominant metal form, the
brooch, is that of La Téne I, and it cannot therefore have started for our shores before
the beginning of that phase, i.e. (on current estimate) before the latter part of the fifth
century B.C. Nor, in accordance with our axiom, can its arrival have been much later
than the continental date for the earliest of these associated La Téne forms; and, when the
Maiden Castle brooches are discussed in detail (p. 251), it will be seen that the earliest
brooches found at Maiden Castle, as elsewhere with Iron Age A material in Britain, may,

U Antiguity, v (1931), 60 ff.
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on the normal continental chronology, be ascribed to the beginning of the fourth century
B.c. Approximately at that time, therefore, Iron Age A reached Britain; and, during the
lifetime of these earliest brooch-forms, it found its way to Maiden Castle. If full weight
be given to the late and devolved appearance of the bulk of the pottery on that site, the
end rather than the beginning of the fourth century may be preferred for the date of
initial Iron Age settlement there. Accordingly in the present report the year 300 B.c. is
used as a working date for the beginning of Maiden Castle.

More certainty on this point could be claimed but for a further factor which will also
receive due attention in connexion with the brooches and pins from the site (see below,
pp- 251 and 381). That further factor is the intense conservatism of the A culture when
once it was established 77 partibus. It will be seen that a whole phase of the continental
Iron Age is practically absent from the Wessex sequence; that La Tene I there passed
almost without transition into La Téne III, that devolving and localized forms of the
earlier phase lingered on until the first century B.c. Whilst therefore the earliest La
Tene I brooches on Iron Age A sites in Britain give a genera/ date for the first arrival of
the culture, they cannot be used for the close dating of any particular site within the
fourth to second centuries B.c. True, new forms were derived from old forms during
that long period; but always a supernatural longevity must be suspected in the case of
individual brooches, and these never occur in sufficient quantity to set such doubt at rest.
It is perhaps a consolation, however improper a one, to reflect that the detailed chrono-
logy of so unenterprising and self-centred a culture is not of primary moment in the

history of Man.

8. THE FIRST MAIDEN CASTLE: (ii) STRUCTURAL

The interval between the first arrival of the Iron Age A folk and the construction of
the earliest fortified towns in southern Britain was at least not long enough to enable the
colonists to forget their Hallstatt traditions of fortification. These included the reinforce-
ment of the earthen rampart front and back to give it the semblance of a vertical wall;
and, as a corollary, a berm or platform was interposed between the outer face of the wall
and the inner lip of the ditch in order to give an adequate bearing for the outer revetment.
The principle was that of classical fortification, and, save for the larger size of the ditch
normal to ‘barbarian’ works, there was little difference between the defensive system of
the first Maiden Castle and that, for example, of the Roman fortress at Haltern.! In
central Europe the standard Iron Age examples of this wall-and-berm construction are
the ramparts of the Goldberg and the Lenensburg in Wiirttemberg, both excavated by
Dr. Gerhard Bersu.? These examples are of late Hallstatt date and may thus be regarded
as representing the forebears of our own ultimate Hallstatt or Iron Age A ramparts at
Hollingbury in Sussex? and now at Maiden Castle, with simplified variants at Cissbury

! For the reconstructed Haltern (Westphalia) fortification, 3 Cecil Curwen, Antig. Fourn. xiii (1933), 162. ‘Caesar’s
see J. H. Holwerda, Nederland’s Vroegste Geschiedenis (1925), Camp’ on Wimbledon Common, Surrey, produced evidence
p- 154, fig. 52. of a similar rampart-construction, together with Iron Age

2 Fundberichte aus Schwaben, xx (1912), and xxi (1913), A pottery, in 1937.
36.
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in Sussex! and in the inner camp of Yarnbury.? On the continent, the general type (reno-
vated, perhaps, by fresh classical contacts) survived to the end of the first century s.c.,?
but all the British examples, known or suspected, are of Iron Age A and of Early or
Middle La T¢ne date.

The first Maiden Castle, then, was a fortification in the full Hallstatt tradition, built
early in—though not perhaps at the outset of—the Iron Age A phase, at a date which is
not likely to have been far removed from 300 B.c. Its internal area was some 16 acres,
comprising the eastern of the two knolls which mark the present extended site. Its ram-
part was a wall of earth and chalk 12 ft. wide, retained front and back by timbering
anchored to tall 10-in. posts set approximately at §-ft. intervals. The original rampart
survives to a maximum height of 8 ft. (site G, pl. x1) and, to judge from the volume of
its wreckage, was formerly 10—12 ft. high. At the back it was reinforced by a low bank,
rising to a height of 4} ft. In front, a berm or platform 610 ft. wide separated rampart
and ditch. The latter, best represented on site H (p. 122), was 5o ft. wide and 20 ft.
deep, measured from the surface of the natural chalk. The outer slope was steeply cut
and its lower part was precipitous.# The inner slope was somewhat less abrupt and, on
site H, showed two ledges deliberately cut for the purpose, apparently, of enabling the
constructors to pass up their baskets of excavated chalk for the building of the rampart
above (pl. Lxxvi).

This original Maiden Castle had two entrances. The western, identified for the first
time in 1936 (site R), was found to have been mutilated almost beyond recognition after
its disuse subsequent to the extension of the camp. Sufficient evidence remained, how-
ever, to show that the causeway interrupting the ditch had been 47 ft. wide, and that a
double gate had barred a passage 19 ft. wide between the timber-revetted ends of the
ramparts (below, p. 127). ' '

More remarkable by far was the eastern entrance which, even from the outset, com-
prised two separate portals. No other camp of any period in Great Britain is closely
comparable in this respect, and it is evident that the structural elaboration which was
eventually to give Maiden Castle a position of pre-eminence amongst all works of its
kind owed more than alittle to the nameless engineer who planned its early nucleus (fig. 4).
The two portals were lined with massive palisades which held the abutting ends of the
rampart and defined the approaches. Opposite the ends of the ramparts were gates—in
each case, either a single gate 14—15 ft. wide or a double gate without central stop. No
clear evidence of guard-rooms was forthcoming, but the inner flanks had been much
disturbed by pits, and all that can be said is that, if guard-chambers did form a feature of
the original plan, they were quickly demolished. Externally, between the portals the
line of the main ditch was continued by a short detached length of ditch of somewhat

I Curwen and R. P. R. Williamson, A#tig. Fourn. xi 'W.Buttler, in Germania, xx (1936), 173.

(1931), 22. 4 This shape is apparently characteristic of ditches of Iron
2" M. E. Cunnington, #ilts. Arch. Mag. xlvi (1934), 209  Age A. It is found, for example, in the ditch of the A en-
and pl. 1. closure at Woodbury, near Salisbury.

3 e.g.in the Late La Téne camp at Bensberg, near Cologne.
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smaller dimensions. Beyond the ditch a wide area, extending at least 100 yds. from the
gates, was carefully paved with a layer of flint-metalling which had apparently been
rolled into the puddled surface of the natural chalk, thus acquiring something of the
consistency of cement (pl. Lxxxv).

Before the advent of the next structural phase, this external metalled area was partially
occupied by timber enclosures formed by driving close-set posts into a series of narrow
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trenches cut through the metalling (pl. cx1x). The surviving or accessible vestiges of these
corrals or pens are very incomplete, but enough remains to show that they had no direct
structural connexion with the gateway. They were doubtless intended for sheep and
cattle, perhaps in connexion with extra-mural markets held on the metalled place.

It was, however, before the metalling had suffered noticeably from traffic that the
structural elaboration of phase II of the gateway was carried out (fig. 5)—though whether
before, contemporaneously with, or shortly after the westward extension of the camp is an
undecided point (below, p. 39). The addition consisted of an outwork or barbican built
partially across the p/ace and designed both to restrict access to the gates and to incor-
porate permanent flanking enclosures. The barbican was formed by running two nearly
straight stretches of rampart and ditch at an angle of about 40 degrees with the main
defences, with a new double entrance, devoid of permanent gates, between their termi-
-nals. This claw-like outwork was constructed on the same wall-and-berm principle as
F
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the original rampart, with a difference in detail; between the 10-in. upright timbers, set
at s-ft. intervals along the outer face of the rampart, the revetment consisted, not of
timber-sheathing or wattle, but of dry-built limestone walling (pls. xc and xcr). In this
feature the rampart of the barbican excelled in quality that of the main work, and the
explanation is easy enough to see. The timber-and-wattle revetment of the main rampart
represents the utilization of immediately adjacent material by the builders when they
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first arrived on the site; the timber-and-limestone revetment of the added outwork repre-
sents the secondary exploitation of more remote material after the essential main rampart
had been completed. The limestones are derived from the Lower Purbeck outcrops near
Upwey, over 2 miles from Maiden Castle, and, although they are individually smaller in
size than those subsequently used on the site (below, p. 45), their transportation at least
implies no anxious haste on the part of the builders. The average thickness of the stones
is about 2 in., and their general dimensions resemble those of rather large Roman bricks.
The rampart to which they belonged survived beneath later Iron Age work to a maxi-
mum height of 6} ft. and is unlikely ever to have been more than a foot or two higher.
The berm associated with this rampart had been largely mutilated during the recon-
struction of Iron Age B (below, p. 109), but its original width was about 7 ft. (pl. xcr, B).
The ditch was found in its original form under the two lateral causeways built across it
in Iron Age B; it had been steep-sided, with a width of 23 ft. and a depth of 124 ft., and
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at one point it showed a constructional ledge on its inner slope comparable with those
noted above on site H (p. 32). The precise arrangement of the ditch opposite the new
entrances cannot now be known owing to the later remodelling, but the former presence
of a detached portion of ditch between them, as at the main entrance, is likely (below,

p. 109). v
The upright timbers and intermediate stonework are carried round the flanks of the
two portals of the barbican, thus on the one hand, completely separating the two roads
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Fic. 6. Blackbury Castle, Devon. (A. Hadrian Allcroft, Earthwork of England.)

within it and, on the other, forming two lateral triangular enclosures. Admission to these
enclosures was provided by gaps at their innermost corners, beside the main ditch; but
the worn condition of the chalk at these gaps (which coincided with the main approaches
of the developed Iron Age B plan) removed evidence for or against the existence of
actual gates within them. It may be supposed that the triangular enclosures replaced the
fenced pens of phase 1 and were used for corralling cattle.

Analogies for the plan of this barbican-entrance are hard to find. The nearest approach
to it is the entrance of Blackbury Castle, Southleigh, east Devon, which shows a similar
triangular outwork (fig 6);' and the same feature in a less regular form seems to be
incorporated in the western entrance of Old Oswestry, Shropshire.2 The date of both
these earthworks is unknown. '

Of the town within the lines of these early defences, only a little can at present be said.

A street, worn hollow in the chalk and intermittently patched with metalling, has been
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