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PREFACE

This Report records the results of two seasons’ exploration, lasting in all for about thirteen
weeks, in northern France during the summers of 1938 and 1939, with minor excursions.in
1954~6. It contains an analytical list of ninety-three fortified enclosures, mostly hill-forts,
of Early Iron Age type, with detailed accounts of our excavations in five of them. On the
basis of this work, three groups of enclosures are isolated and discussed, with special reference
to the Caesarian campaigns which in various ways they appear to illustrate. To the docu-
mented pottery from the excavations is added a.miscellaneous assemblage of unclassified
material from museums as a partial indication of the scope of the general problem and the
extent of present ignorance. An appendix surveys the French muri Gallici to which our
excavations contributed two new examples, respectively in Brittany and western Normandy.
The arrangement of the Report is illogical but, it is hoped, convenient. Certain of the con-
clusions which have been drawn from the material have been placed at the beginning, instead
of being reserved for their properly secondary position at the end. It is not intended thereby
to overemphasize their importance; such value as may be claimed for the Report lies primarily
in the excavations and field-survey which follow. But we have thought that a preliminary
recension may help the inquirer, however provisionally, through some of the complexities of the
main bulk of the evidence, which is by its nature a catalogue rather than a coherent review.
R.E. M. W.

1956 ) ' K. M. R.






INTRODUCTORY NOTE

leagues and students to Brittany and Normandy. Most of us had been engaged during

the preceding years upon the excavation of Maiden Castle and two adjacent hill-forts
in Dorset, and it had become increasingly clear to us that, whatever the insular contribu-
tion, we could not place the results of our work in a sizeable context without some
examination of the material—structural and other—across the Channel. Geologically
and geographically, the granite outcrop of Cornwall and the chalk downs of the southern
counties were an extension of the identical formations of northern France, and there was
reason to suppose that cultural links between the two regions in the active period with
which we were dealing (approximately the third century B.C. to the first century A.D.)
would be proportionately significant. A preliminary reconnaissance, carried out on our
behalf by Miss Leslie Scott (now Mrs. P. Murray Threipland, F.S.A.) in 1935, showed,
on the one hand, that the supposition was likely to be well founded and, on the other,
that in the absence of classified material we should have to seek it ourselves.

Accordingly, in the winter of 1936~7 Miss Scott, Mr. C. A. Ralegh Radford,
V.-P.S.A., and I carried out a further rapid survey from the Manche to the Atlantic
coast. This survey enabled us to define areas of research and, for the first time, to appre-
ciate incidentally the close affinity of type between the cliff-castles of southern (partly
Venetic) Brittany and those of our own south-western coastline. This similarity accorded
with historical probability but had not been adequately considered in an archaeological
context. In the course of our work at Maiden Castle I had come to the conclusion that the -
multiplication of lines of defence at that and other sites had resulted, as indeed one might
expect, from the introduction of new and foreign modes of attack; and now in the whole
of north-western France it was at once apparent that only in southern Brittany was the
same phenomenon emphatic. It became therefore one of our main aims to test this ob-
servation by further ground-survey and by selective excavation.

Subsequent negotiations may be summarized. The Society of Antiquaries of London
became the patron of the project and contributed liberally from its Research Fund. The
Leverhulme Trustees twice added handsome contributions, and the University of Lon-
don Research Fund made a useful grant. The Ministere des Beaux Arts in Paris gave its
blessing, largely on the kindly intervention of M. Raymond Lantier and Dr. Claude
F. A. Schaeffer, both Honorary Fellows of the Society of Antiquaries. The formidable
stumbling-block of the compulsory .insurance of a large State Forest in Brittany against
the risks of fire during an excavation was ultimately overcome by a Lloyds underwriter
with a sense of humour. By the end of our last season’s work at Maiden Castle in 1937 the
new enterprise was ready.

IN the summers of 1938 and 1939 Miss Richardson and I took a large party of col-
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The whole operation was carefully planned from the outset. With suitable rotation, our
large party was split into two sections. On the basis of an uncritical list of earthworks
compiled from literary sources, the countryside was divided into areas, and these areas
were allotted individually to small teams of investigators who examined the listed sites
and sought others by local inquiry. At short intervals these teams reported back to head- |
quarters, and where necessary their work was followed up by further investigation. In
that way Brittany and most of Normandy were covered systematically in a pioneer
fashion. I have no doubt that sites, and even important sites, were missed, but the resultant
picture may be regarded as reasonably representative. Such work, on modern standards,
had not previously been undertaken.

The remainder of the party, normally under my direction, undertook a limited excava-
tion on sites chosen as likely to be relevant to our immediate problem or in other ways
typical of distinctive categories. Five sites in all were sampled in this fashion, and the
motives for their choice may be indicated at the outset. They were as follows.

1. The Camp &’ Artus at Huelgoat, in the centre of Finistere, is of pre-eminent size in
a region where enclosures of the kind are normally small, as befits a rocky terrain
of very moderate fertility. It must havé been nearly central in the territory of the
Osismi of northern Brittany. Furthermore, in a region of single-ramparted earth-
works, the Camp d’Artus had in part a secondary line of defence which, however
sketchy, seemed to bring the site more nearly within the scope of one of our pri-
mary problems—that of the source of our own multivallate gppida.

2. The Chatellier, Le Petit Celland, Manche, lies on the western fringe of Normandy,
inland from Avranches. The region was perhaps in the tribal territory of the Venelli
or, less certainly, of the neighbouring Ambibarii, but we have no firm knowledge
of the disposition of the Caesarian tribes hereabouts. The site is a notably strong
one, and, like the Camp d’Artus, has slight vestiges of an outer line at one point.
It was known to have produced relics, particularly Gaulish coins; and these various
facts, combined with the dominance and manifest distinction of the place, decided
us to investigate it.

3. Kercaradec, Penhars, southern Finistére, is a small multiple enclosure on a hill-top
near Quimper, within or adjoining the ancient territory of the Veneti. It had every
appearance of being an inland version of the multiple promontory-forts which mark
the south Breton coastline and recall those of Cornwall. Its small size and deter--
minedly multivallate plan differentiated it sharply from the Camp d’Artus and the
Petit Celland Chitellier. It seemed likely to be a characteristic south Breton work
of the kind ascribed by Caesar to the Veneti. Owing to circumstances, the excava-
tion here was of a slighter character than at the other four sites, but yielded evidence
of interest. ‘ :

4. The Camp du Canada, Fécamp, Seine-Inférieure, is a noteworthy coastal site in
Normandy, opposite Sussex and within the tribal area of the Belgic Caleti. Its great
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landward defence, with massive in-turned entrance and broad flat-bottomed ditch
of a distinctive Normandy type found also in Kent (Oldbury), together with its
accessibility from a good harbour on an otherwise rather inhospitable coast, made
its date and character matters of manifest importance. '

s. The Catelier or Chétllier at Duclair, overlooking the Seine in Seine-Inférieure, lay
probably within the tribal territory of the Belgic Veliocasses. It is a somewhat more
complex site than the Camp du Canada, but incorporates the distinctive in-turned
entrance, high rampart, and flat-bottomed ditch characteristic of the latter. Oppor-
tunity was taken here to supplement the Fécamp results and so to place this remark-
able Normandy group in a clear category (p. 8). Sixteen examples of the type
have been identified between the valleys of the Seine, Somme, and Aisne.

On all these five sites, excavation was carried out upon a set plan. Our limited purpose
was to ascertain () the character of the defences, (#) their date, and (¢) whether the en-
closed area had been occupied for some considerable time or merely as a temporary
refuge. Work was accordingly limited to a section or sections through the defences; to
the uncovering of one or more gateways, where, if anywhere, the builders or users were
likely to have left informative material; and to a sufficiently widespread sampling of the
interior to indicate intensity of occupation. The excavation of large areas lay beyond
our scope.

These unambitious excavations and the more ambitious field-survey which lay behind
them may, I think, be claimed to have carried the knowledge of the north French
" material an appreciable stage beyond the point at which we found it. Structurally, certain
of the earthworks are beginning now to fall into useful categories, and a pioneer effort has
been made to date characteristic examples. It is only fair to state that the difficulties
which have confronted us, both in the field and in the subsequent collation of the results,
have been formidable. Whilst our French colleagues have at every turn assisted us in our
rather extravagant project, and our gratitude to them cannot be adequately stated, it
must be admitted that French archacology has not in the past taken any very active
interest in the sort of problem with which we were concerned. The information with
which we set out was of the flimsiest. Where information professedly existed at all, it was,
more often than not, wrong. This difficulty need not be further elaborated, save in so far
as it will re-emerge from the review which follows. Suffice it that French archaeology
has pursued other objectives.

More serious has been the mutilation of the results of our work by the War of 1939.
The latter stages of our enterprise in 1938 had been uneasy enough. Day after day in that
September the cathedral bell of Avranches had tolled its mournful tocsin; in response,
day after day successive classes of the reserve had left their fields and workshops and had
stumbled into the market-place with their bundles and their womenfolk about them. In
the unreal respite which followed, work was resumed with half-minds. On a Friday
morning in mid-August 1939 I suddenly handed over to Miss Richardson, and on the
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following day was engaged upon an alien task in London. Miss Richardson and her col-
leagues hastily, but with great skill, rounded off the unfinished work, and the last mem-
bers of my party reached England on the eve of the declaration of war. Subsequently,
with the help of Miss T. M. I. Newbould and Miss Richardson, I jotted downa few addi-
tional notes in the intervals of active service. And only now, fifteen years later, have
Miss Richardson and I been able to turn back to those notes and such field-records as
have survived, the freshness of the work all gone from our minds. We will make of them
what we may, well aware how much that was in our thoughts at the time has vanished
beyond recovery.

In fact the records of the five excavations are tolerably intact. What is missing is much
of the museum—work—drawmgs and notes—and some of the details of the ﬁeld-survey
of unexcavated sites. That loss is a considerable one, and weakens this Report in what
should be a primary contribution. But if the gazetteer is less ample than it should have
been, it is at least an appreciably better index of the material than any hitherto published.

A word must be said as to the personnel of the two expeditions. With Miss Richardson
and myself was closely associated Miss T. M. I. Newbould, who shouldered much of the
administration. From many others, the following names recur to my memory amongst
those of senior colleagues: Mr. C. A. Ralegh Radford, F.B.A., V.-P.S.A., Mr. J. B.
Ward Perkins, C.B.E., F.B.A., F.5.A., the late Mr. P. Murray Threipland and Mrs.
Murray Threipland, F.S.A. (Miss Leslie Scott), Mr. Huntly S. Gordon, F.S.A., Mr.
J. S. P. Bradford, F.S.A., Mr. W. P. D. Stebbing, F.S.A., Mr. A. H. A. Hogg, F.S.A.,
Mr. S. H. Cruden, F.S.A., Mr. Robert Stevenson, F.S.A., Mr. A. L. Rivet, F.S.A., Mr.
Dudley Waterman, Mr. Timothy Crosthwait, Mr. John Reid-Dick, Miss Margaret
Collingridge (Lady Wheeler), Miss Albinia Gordon (Mrs. Gell), Miss Margot Eates,
and Miss Eve Dray (Mrs. J. Stewart). Mr. William Wedlake was throughout in charge
of the principal working-gangs of diggers and was in the fullest sense a colleague; and
Mr. M. B. Cookson was the expedition’s experienced and resourceful photographer.

Subsequently, Professor P. R. Giot and Dr. J. B. Colbert de Beaulieu have been con-
sulted on various pomts and have collaborated with the utmost generosity; and Mrs. Ruth
Daniel has helped in the preparation of some of the maps.

The present Report is divided into three parts. Part I dealsin anticipation synthetically
with certain aspects of the material; it isolates three main categories of earthwork, and
attempts to place them in the historical perspective of the Caesarian period. Part II, the
main body of the Report, sets forth the material evidence, consisting of a factual account
of our five excavations, a gazetteer of sites, and a bibliography, with a few supplementary
notes on pottery recorded in museum-collections. The third part is an Appendix in which
Mrs. M. Aylwin Cotton, O.B.E., F.S.A., has laid us under a deep debt by assembling
the evidence relating to the type of defence which Cacsar specifically defines as the murus
Gallicus. R.E.M. W.
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PART I
SYNTHESES

I. THREE CATEGORIES OF EARTHWORK IN
NORTHERN FRANCE

Report, three distinctive categories can now be usefully isolated. In part,

these categories were in contemporary use, but differences of structure, culture,
and function cut across such historical unity as they may possess. They are here desig-
nated by the names of typical sites, two of which were examined by the present expe-
dition whilst the third was explored with some skill nearly a century ago. They are
respectively the major tribal oppida of the ‘Petit Celland’ series, cliff-castles of the
‘Castel Coz’ series, and Belgic earthworks of the ‘Fécamp’ series. Their characteristics
are as follows.

QMONGST the ninety-three earthworks described or listed in the main body of this

() Tribal oppida of the ‘ Petit Celland’ series (map, pl. 1)

Of the five sites, hereafter described, on which excavation was carried out in 1938-9,
the Chitellier at Le Petit Celland near Avranches (Manche) in western Normandy pro-
vided the clearest evidence of date (p. 42). The abundant Gaulish coins of the Caesarian
epoch, the limited occupation, the unfinished character of the defences, the burning of
the main gate, and the impressive size, combine to indicate that the work was a reaction
to the events of 56 or, less probably, 51 B.c, In the former year, it may be recalled, Caesar
staged his main attack on north-western Gaul. Whilst he himself with his main force
dealt drastically with the Veneti of southern Brittany, his general Q. Titurius Sabinusled
three legions to victory against a confederacy of tribes from Normandy and the Cotes-
du-Nord under the supreme command of Viridovix, chief of the Venelli, who occupied
the Manche. The Petit Celland oppidum must have lain at the core of this episode. The
great stone obelisk, newly risen upon the hill of neighbouring Avranches to commemo-
rate General Patton and his American armour, reminds us of the enduring mastery of
nature which, in A.D. 1944 as in 56 B.c., focused a crucial and lethal struggle upon this
arterial passage between the highland and the sea. In 51 B.C. tribes of Brittany and Nor-
mandy again rose, this time under Belgic leadership; but the brief campaign was fought
farther east and south than Avranches, and the Petit Celland is alien to the picture. The
significant date for our gppidum is 56 B.c.

The method of fortification adopted by the engineers of the Petit Celland was essen-
tially that of the murus Gallicus described by Caesar (see p. 159), save for a fatal variation

B. 7370 B



2 HILL-FORTS OF NORTHERN FRANCE

at the main gateway where vertical timbers in the wall-face must have assisted the final
conflagration. At another of the excavated sites, the Camp d’Artus at Huelgoat (Finis-
tere), the murus Gallicus was again employed and the defences might there be used as a
standard example of the type. On direct evidence the date of the Camp d’Artus is less
substantially defined than is that of the Petit Celland; but (1) the general presence of no
more than a single uniform though discontinuous occupation-layer which, incidentally,
produced a Gaulish coin of the first half of the first century B.c. and pottery bearing a
partial analogy with, that of Le Petit Celland (125 miles away), and (2) the violent de-
truction of the south-east gate soon after construction, are significant pointers. No less
significant is the great size of the enclosure (775 acres) which, as du Chatellier remarked,
is unapproached in Finistére—or indeed in western Brittany. This magnitude is not im-
posed tactically by the size of the ridge which the camp occupied, for in fact, as we shall
see, the western defences are carried down the hill-side, with some loss of command. The
deliberate intention therefore was to shelter a considerable concentration of tribesfolk
and their food-animals. With all allowance for the presence of silver-lead ores in the
neighbourhood, it is impossible to suppose that a region so rigorously barren as the
granite massif of central Finisteére can have supported economically a population large
enough either to inhabit permanently so extensive an area or even to find commensurate
use for it as a convenient occasional refuge. Exceptional military or political factors must
be adduced. The camp reflects some abnormal occasion when the scattered population
of alarge region was rallied in emergency under strong central discipline. The devastating
Cimbric invasion of Gaul in the closing years of the second century B.c. may be recalled,
but need not detain us; this obscure spot, sheltered as it must have been by its re-
moteness if not by the resistant barrier of the Belgae to the east (B.G. ii, 4), has no place
in that setting. The Caesarian campaign of 56 B.c., when the Veneti stirred their neigh-
bours to active resistance, is the natural context and is here accepted as such. In origin, we
regard the Camp d’Artus as the focus of the Osismi or Osismii in that year, leaving the
secondary work within its northern end to some minor resurgence such as that of 51 B.c.
It is not likely that these two great fortifications were the only reaction of the kind in
north-western France to the lively events of 56 B.c. In fact, we are beginning to recognize
something of a tribal pattern in the disposition of the major oppida throughout the region
(map, pl. 1). Starting westwards from the Seine frontier of the Belgae (who had ideas of
their own and must be dealt with separately, p. 8), we have first the Lexovii, who have
bequeathed their name to Lisieux and must have included eastern Calvados in their
dominion. Their chef lieu is not in doubt; immediately west of Lisicux, near the village
of St. Désir and the farmstead of La Motte is the largest oppidum of northern France,
something like 400 acres in extent. Excavation is said to have shown that its rampart,
like those of the Camp d’Artus and the Petit Celland, was a murus Gallicus. West of the
Lexovii, an area including Caen and Bayeux is not securely allotted on the tribal map,
but it contains one fairly notable oppidum near its western fringe, at St. Jean de Savigny
near St. Ld. This is a promontory camp about 14 acres in extent (smaller than the
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remainder of this series) with a steep stone-faced rampart, though whether a murus
Gallicus has not been ascertained. West again, the Manche, which certainly included the
formidable tribe of the Venelli or Unelli, has an obvious focus in the Grand Montcastre,
an oppidum of some 40-50 acres west of Carentan. At the south-western end of the
Manche, in the Avranches gap, stands our Petit Celland (4 5 acres) with its murus Gallicus,
rallying-point perhaps of Caesar’s Ambibarii or Ptolemy’s Abrincatui.t .

The Breton peninsula, west of a line from the Bay of Mont St. Michel to the mouth of
the Loire, held five tribes: the Redones, Curiosolites, Osismi, Veneti, and Namnetes
(alias Samnitae). The last, as Strabo notes (4. 2. 1), bordered on the Loire; and, if we
concur in identitying both the Sena of Pomponius Mela and the Gabaion promontory of
Ptolemy with the Ile-de Sein or the Pointe du Raz, we have the authority of both authors
for placing this landmark within the territory of the Osismi. For the rest, the positions of
the tribal boundaries can be, and have been, argued to and fro without prospect of
finality.? In general it is fair to say that the earlier ecclesiastical dioceses of northern
France reflect the cantonal system which the Roman administration took over from the
pre-Roman tribes. But in Brittany there is a good historical reason why the equation
between diocese and tribe does not work. The British immigrations of the latter part of
the fifth century cut clean through the historical tradition, and, when the situation clari-
fies itself again in the ninth to eleventh centuries, there are no fewer than nine dioceses
in the peninsula. Amidst so much fragmentation there is now no possibility of resurrecting
the five pre-Christian tribes. Without disputation, therefore, it must suffice here to equate
the Veneti roughly with the Morbihan, the Osismi with Finistére and perhaps the
western part of the Cétes-du-Nord, and the Redones with Ille-et-Vilaine, leaving the
Curiosolites between them and the Osismi, always with the proviso that this is geo-
graphical guesswork, not history.

Nevertheless, even thus vaguely three of these Armorican tribes fit readily into our
scheme of centralized tribal defence. T'wenty miles south of Avranches, in the western
fringe of the Forét de Fougeres and within any potential area of the Redones (whose
name survives in Rennes), are the bulwarks of an emplacement of some 5o acres, again
with a stone-faced (murus Gallicus?) rampart (pl. xLvii, B, and fig. 31). But, even more
obviously than at the Petit Celland, its lines were never completed The rallymg tribes-
men presumably arrived too late or too untidily upon the scene.

I These identifications are very uncertain ; see Rice Holmes,
Caesar’s Conguest of Gaul (1911), pp. 366, 499. To assume
that the diocese of Avranches represents a tribal or sub-tribal
area is a fair guess, but no more. The best evidence for such
a unit is the Petit Celland itself. The Abrincatui in particular
have been vaguely equated with the modern Avranchinais;
certain Gaulish coins from the region, bearing a bearded
head, have even been attributed to Ptolemy s tribe. But there
is no sound evidence whatever for a coinage of the Abrincatui.
See J. B. Colbert de Beauheu, ‘L’Attribution controuvée
d’un monnayage gaulois aux “Abrincatui”’, Revue belge de
Numismatigue, xcvi (Brussels, 1950), 27.

2 For arguments prior to 1911, see Rice Holmes. For a
more recent discussion, with references, see Fr. Merlet, ‘La
formation des diocéses et des paroisses en Bretagne’, in Mém.
de la Soc. d’Histoire et d’drcée'alogze de Bretagne, xxx (Rennes,
1950), 5—61; ibid. xxxi (1951), 137-72; P. Merlat, ‘Notice
sur la limite sud-est de la cité des Osismes’, in Annales de
Bretagne, 1952 (Rennes), fasc. 1 and 2, pp. 93~105; Fr.
Merlet, ibid., pp. 105—9; and, above all, P. Merlat in Paulus
Real-Encyclopidie, Bd. VIII, s.v. ‘Veneti’. The last is a new
and comprehensive review of the evidence relating to this
tribe.
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For the rest, of the Osismi with their Camp d’Artus we have already spoken. The
other predictable tribe was that of the Veneti. Here history tells a plain story: the Vene-
tian oppidum was the Venetian fleet, and no land-refuge on a tribal scale need be sought.

Of the Namnetes by the Loire nothing can be said in the present context without
further fieldwork. There remain on the one hand the Curiosolites and, on the other hand,
one notable earthwork not otherwise allotted: that of Guégon, 7 miles west of Josselin,
some 60 acres in extent. The work is outstanding in this part of France and can scarcely
have been less than a tribal stronghold. It would be pleasant to ascribe it to the Curioso-
lites, who have no rival refuge, and probably it would be correct to do so. But there is no
evidence whatsoever as to where the western boundary of that tribe lay; the assumption
that it coincided with the neighbouring River Oust! is pure speculation.

With this one uncertainty, the principle is consistently valid from the Seine to the
Atlantic: that, under the threat of Roman conquest, the tribesmen of each tribe rallied
to a central point which, if not already fortified, they proceeded to arm on a formidable
scale. And in at least three instances (the others have not been tested) the method chosen
was that of the murus Gallicus which, outside Belgic Gaul, seems suddenly and significantly
to have become the standard anti-Roman device.

(6) Cliff-casties of the ‘Castel Coz’ series (map, fig. 1)

We turn now to the cliff-castles along the Atlantic coast of Finistére and Morbihan,
grouping them under the name of Castel Coz (p. 109). Castel Coz itself (pl. xLv), on the
rugged southern coast of the Bay of Douarnenez, was probably not within the tribal area
of Caesar’s Veneti. But it is typical of the cliff-castles along the southern and western
shores of Brittany, it was the first to be explored, and it has long been known to English
readers: three adequate reasons for attaching its name to the series.

Before considering the historical and tribal context of these works more closely, let us
review the archaeological picture. It is at the same time clear and individual. From La
Baule at the mouth of the Loire, through the Morbihan and western Finistere as far
north as Ploumoguer west of Brest, headland after headland, whether thrusting into the
stormy seas of these parts or commanding the flanks of more placid estuaries, is barred by
one, two, or three lines of bank and ditch across the landward approach. In all, ten ex-
amples with a single defence and ten with multiple defences? were visited by our expedi-
tion, and there are doubtless others. Local differences do not mask the fact that these
bleak refuges present a unitary problem. For refuges they manifestly were, the tiny
refuges of a folk whose livelihood lay scattered upon the sea rather than focused on the
land. Their builders were of no mind to crowd into sprawling oppida tricked out for siege;

I e.g. Fr. Merlet, Mém.de la Soc.d’Histoire et &’ drchéologie  no. 6 (St. Avé, near Vannes), although this, like Kercaradec
de Bretagne, xxx (1950), 23. (p- 54), has all the characters of our multiple cliff-castles and

2 Excluding the second example catalogued under no. 33, overlooks the lower rcaches of the river. Sites in Jersey and
although this may have had multiple defences like its fellow Guernsey.should probably be added, but were not visited by
under the same number; and excluding also the more inland  our expedition (p. 102).
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in the whole of this 2oo-mile stretch of coast and coastal hinterland there is no fortress
remotely comparable with those which occupied our previous section. If rallying there
had to be hereabouts, it was a rallying of ships, not of sappers. If wealth had to be secured
in time of crisis, it was lugged on shipboard, not sunk into the ground; the hoards of
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tribal currency which elsewhere in Brittany and Normandy mark the Roman conquest
scarcely occur in the Morbihan, whose traders had nevertheless been famous above all
for their enterprise. Venetian wealth in 56 B.c. perished with the Venetian fleet.
These cliff-castles are essentially of the Atlantic, the eyries of deep-sea sailors, places
where families could be stowed away whilst the younger menfolk were at sea. For the
most part their sullen crags, d’un effet grandiose et impressionant, are suspended in an
enduring sea-mist between the mournful screaming of the sea-birds and the relentless

I So J. B. Colbert de Beaulieu, ‘Une énigme de la numis-  Mém. de la Soc. d’Histoire et &’ Archéologie de Bretagne, xxxiii
matique armoricaine: les monnaies celtiques des Vénétes’,'in ~ (Rennes, 1953). _
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crashing of the breakers. Strangely enough, and yet emphasizing their exclusiveness and
tallying with Caesar’s account, many of them have no good landing-place within easy
reach. Only north of the Bay of Douarnenez a change becomes perceptible; there the
harsh Atlantic begins, however hesitantly, to tune itself to the gentler harmonies of
the Channel, and open stretches of sand begin to interrupt the wall of rock. Adjoining the
cliff-castle of Lostmarc’h near the northern entrance to the Bay (pls. xLv1 and xrvi, a),
casemates of Hitler’s West Wall and a line of concrete ‘dragons’ teeth’ proclaim the
accessibility of a plage which on a summer’s day is alive with bathers. Thereafter the
coastline becomes intermittently but increasingly accessible, its privacy gone. Signifi-
cantly, the little castles of our discreet kind gradually cease, until they reappear at long
range on the cliffs of Jersey, Guernsey, Scilly, and Cornwall.
The character of these refuges, in so far as the evidence reveals it, will be indicated in
the Gazetteer (pp. 102 ff.), but a few of their more salient traits may be anticipated. The
type-site, Castel Coz at Beuzec-Cap-Sizun in the canton of Pont-Croix, was examined in
1869 with a skill in advance of the time, and scraps from the site can be seen in the
Government Archaeological Museum at Penmarc’h (St. Guénolé) near Pont-I’Abbé.
Like most others of the series it is small, about 2 acres of rugged headland cut off by
three ramparts, of which the innermost, fronted across the promontory by a stone wall,
is carried round thesides in reduced form. Three outer lines, not necessarily of the same
. date, also bar the approach. The interior is packed with hut-floors; some, as their pottery
shows,! must have been medieval, but others produced an assortment of Early Iron Age
wares whereof a typical selection is here illustrated (fig. 24, 1-15). Amongst the latter are
forms comparable with some of our own ‘South-Western B’ of the latter part of the Early
Iron Age. Other finds from Castel Coz included more than a hundred sling-stones.
Eight miles west of Castel Coz a similar cliff-castle, known as Castel Meur, was sum-
marily explored in 1889. Here an area of some 5 acres, containing many hut-floors, is
barred by three lines of bank and ditch (pl. xL1v). Pottery comparable with that of the
Iron Age from Castel Coz is stored with the du Chatellier collection at the museum of
St.- Germain-en-Laye, together with ‘javelin-points, swords, sickles, daggers, an iron
helmet, numerous flint-points, stone pendants, beads, part of a gold bracelet, strikers,
sling-stones, and mill-stones’—surely material worth resurrecting from long storage!
For the rest, excavation—and that on a small scale—has been limited to the seemingly
allied site of Kercaradec, withdrawn slightly from the coast near Quimper and the Odet
estuary (p. 54), and to the maritime sites on the Ile-de-Groix and Belle-Tle-en-Mer (pp.
106 and 103). Incidentally, all these sites produced sling-stones. Inadequate though these
explorations be, they accumulatively stress the resemblance between the Breton works
and those of Cornwall. Much of the description of Castel Coz, for example, might be
applied to a site such as Trevelgue near Newquay. The stepped stone rampart of Ker-
caradec is almost identical with that on Gurnard’s Head in Penwith, where likewise wheel-

! Note by P. R. Giot, ‘Un type de céramique antique inédit de Cornouaille et d’ailleurs’, in Annales de Bretagne, lxii
(1955), 202-13.
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turned pottery and sling-stones were found (p. 5 5). Even an archaeologist unacquainted
with the sufficiently familiar historical background would scarcely hesitate to recognize
the affinity between the Cornish and the Breton series. With the added testimony of
Caesar and Strabo, the affinity becomes significant and unassailable.

In a series of well-known passages, Caesar gives a vivid sketch of the Veneti of southern
Brittany and their habitat. “The positions of their strongholds were generally of one kind.
They were set at the end of tongues and promontories so as to allow no approach on foot,
when the tide had rushed in from the sea—which regularly happens every twelve hours—
nor in ships, because when the tide ebbed again the ships would be damaged in shoal
water’ (B.G. iii, 12). When pressed, the occupants of these strongholds ‘would bring
close inshore a large number of ships, of which they possessed an unlimited supply, and
take off all their goods and retire to the nearest strongholds, there to defend themselves
again with the same advantages of position’. Their ships were of massive oak, flat-bot~
tomed, with high bows and sterns and leather sails, and were readily manceuvred in the
shoal-waters of the coast. The tribesmen ‘knew that on land the tracks were intersected
by estuaries and that our navigation was hampered by ignorance of the locality and by
scarcity of harbours, and they trusted that the Roman armies would be unable to remain
long in their neighbourhood by reason of the lack of corn’ (B.G. iii, 9). The picture of a
rugged coast inhabited by small mobile groups of sea-folk with a limited agriculture is
complete, and is the exact counterpart of the archaeological evidence. The extension of
that picture to Cornwall follows equally from the historical sources. The Veneti, says
Strabo (Geog. 4. 4. 1), ‘were ready to hinder his [Caesar’s] voyage to Britain because they
were already marketing there’. And Caesar himself records that, when his attack upon
the Veneti was impending, ‘they sent to fetch auxiliaries from Britain, which lies oppo-
site those regions’ (B.G. iii, 9). This intimate relationship between the Veneti and the
accessible parts of Britain in the pre-Caesarian era, combined with the similar topography
of the Cornish and Breton coasts, provides the perfect context for that identity of habitat
and fortification which the archaeological evidence has demonstrated. On both sides of
the Channel the Veneti and their friends clung largely to small promontories and de-
fended themselves with the sling (incidentally, a singularly appropriate weapon for sea-
" fighting)! and, often enough, with the defensive counterpart of the sling-missile—a
multivallate barrier designed to keep the attacker at maximum range. One of us has else-
where suggested that it was the sling-using Veneti who first introduced the multivallate
idea to Britain, perhaps in the second century B.c.? The wheel-turned and polished
pottery from Gurnard’s Head hints at the possible emergence of more detailed cultural
links when the material both from our Cornish cliff-castles and from those of France is
better known. .

A minor question, already touched upon (p. 3), is that of the extent of the Venetian
territory in Caesar’s day.3 Caesar himself attempts no definition. Strabo, writing half a

T Arch. Fourn. cvi, Supplement (1952), 75. 3 All previous discussions of this matter are superseded by
2 Wheeler, Maiden Castle, Dorset, pp. 48 56. P. Merlat in Paulys Real-Encyclopadie, s.v. “Veneti’.
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century after Caesar, mentions the Veneti first amongst ‘those Belgae who live on the
ocean coast’ (Geog. 4. 4. 1), a statement which adds lInaccuracy to vagueness, for the
Veneti were never Belgae in any sense of the term.! Ptolemy, writing about a.p. 150
largely from first-century sources, places the Veneti north of the ‘Samnitae’ and south of
the Osismi, whose southern boundary, he affirms, reached the Gobaean promontory,
identified with the Pointe du Raz. This promontory Pomponius Mela in the first century
appears also to include in Osismian territory. But the Samnitae, who, according to
Poscidonius (Strabo, Geog. 4. 4. 6), dwelt in the neighbourhood of the Loire estuary, are
probably an ancient misreading for the Namnetes, who are placed in the same neighbour-
hood both by Strabo himself (4. 2. 1) and by Polybius (34- 10. 6), so that we are carried
no farther. The original shape of the diocese of Vannes, did we know it, might have
helped; but the chaos of the fifth century lies between us and certain knowledge (above,
P- 3)- On a conservative reading of the literary authorities, it may be averred that
Venetia lay somewhere between the Guérande peninsula and the Pointe du Raz, whilst
towards the north the map proclaims the east—west massif of the Black Mountains as the
obvious if undefined frontier with the Osismi of Finistére.

Whether in the hey-day of their commercial activity, prior to §6 B.C., the Veneti were
restricted closely to this limited and, on the west, somewhat artificially defined region
may be doubted. Both Strabo and Ptolemy’s authorities long post-date Caesar’s savage
revenge upon the tribe, when he ‘put the whole of its senate to the sword and sold the
rest into slavery’. It is fair to assume that the domineering Veneti had not been over-
popular with their neighbours; Caesar hints as much.z It is equally reasonable to suppose
that these neighbours, who did not incur the full violence of Caesar’s wrath, took the
opportunity of encroaching upon devastated Venetia, with or without Roman encourage-
ment, and that it is therefore a reduced Venetia that is reflected in the geographical tradi-
tion and perhaps in the early diocese of Vannes. But there is no positive evidence of this.-
We must be content with Caesar’s testimony that the Veneti ruled the seas hereabouts and
had ‘as tributaries (victigales) almost all those whose custom is to sail that sea’.3 And,
amplifying history, the cliff-castles such as Castel Coz and Castel Meur, with others as
far north as the Pointe de Kermorvan west of Brest, sufficiently imply that the folk of
those parts shared the way of life ascribed by Caesar to the Veneti. Whether nominally
independent or not, they may be thought to have lain within the Venetian sphere of
influence.

(¢) Belgic earthworks of the ‘Fécamp’ series and some others (map, pl. 1, and fig. 2)

Whilst the Belgae of Britain have received a fair share of archaeological attention since
the publication of Sir Arthur Evans’s classic paper on the Aylesford cemetery in 189o,
their kinsmen in Gaul have scarcely been studied on or in the ground in modern fashion.

T It is possible that Strabo had at the back of his mind the in 57 B.C. (B.G. i, 9).

temporary alliance between the Veneti and Belgic maritime 2 B.G. i, 8, 1-2.
tribes (the Morini, the Menapii, and possibly the Ambiani) 3 Ibid.
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The skilful review of the available evidence by Hawkes and Dunning in 1930* found no
commensurate echo across the Channel. What has subsequently been done there relates
mainly to eastern Belgica where, in Brabant and Holland west of the Yssel, F. C. Bursch
has usefully defined four groups of pre-Roman Iron Age pottery.> These groups are
dominated by the Dutch Hallstatt urnfield tradition, imperfectly modified by sub-
Marnian elements, particularly the pedestal, within the last two centuries B.C.—l.€.
during the phase of active coherence that marked the Belgae of protohistory.? But,
though this composite craftsmanship, accompanied by the rite of cremation, was cer-
tainly representative of an appreciable part of Gallia Belgica, it was by no means peculiar
to the Belgae. It has a recognizable affinity, for example, with the contemporary pottery
from the cremation cemeteries of the Wetterau, far away to the south-east across the
Rhine.# As often, there was no close approximation hereabouts between political and
cultural boundaries, and a ‘Belgic culture’ par excellence, if it existed at all on the Con-
tinent, still remains to be isolated.

In one respect, however, and in a limited part of Gallia Belgica, we were able to identify
a characteristic which seems to have been peculiarly Belgic. Belgica as a whole, it may be
recalled, was bounded by the Rivers Matrona and Sequana, the Marne and the Seine,
and by the lower Rhine.s How far it spread to the south-east is less clear. There, on the
Moselle and the Rhine, lay the Treveri, whose political affinity is ambiguous. They are
nowhere specifically included amongst the Belgae, but the fact that their German charac-
teristics are stresseds implies at least that they were not regarded as a purely Germanic
folk. Generally, the valley of the middle Meuse and the northern foot-hills of the Eifel
massif may be said to have constituted the south-eastern flank of the Belgic area.

Of this territory, some 200 miles from east to west and about the same average distance
from north to south, our expedition explored only the western portion, extending as far
eastwards as Arras and Reims. Within that region, however, it succeeded in recognizing
a distinetive type of oppidum as characteristic of certain of the Belgic tribes, and in asso-
ciating with this type a scatter of potsherds which, if nothing else, serve to emphasize the

need for further work of this kind.
' The oppida in question we have classified as the ‘Fécamp’ type, from the Camp du

I “The Belgae in Gaul and Britain’, Arck. Fourn. Ixxxvii
(for 1930), 150—240.

2 ‘Onze Urnenvelden’, in Oudheidkundige Mededeelingen,
n.r., xxiii (Leiden, 1942), 48 ff.

3 For a valuable discussion of the Belgae of an earlier phase,
see C. A. R. Radford, ‘Contributions to a Study of the Belgae’,
in Proc. Prehistoric Soc. xxi (1955), 249 ff.

4 H. Schénberger, ‘Die Spitelatenezeit in der Wetterau’,
in Saalburg Fahrbuck, xi (Berlin, 1952), 71 f.

5 Caesar, B.G. i, 1. Strabo, writing half a century after
Caesar, places the Belgae between the Rhine, the Loire, and
the ocean and includes the Veneti amongst them. This state-
ment, in so far as it conflicts with Caesar’s account, cannot
stand as serious evidence. It may be that Strabo was misled

by the fact that certain of the Belgae rallied to the aid of the
Armoric tribes in 56 B.c. -

6 B.G. viii, 25 (Hirtius). Rice Holmes, pp. 394-5, is
inclined to the view that the Treveri should be included
amongst the Celtae rather than the Belgae. U. Kahrstedt
seems to group them with the Belgae, but does not discuss
the matter. ‘Methodisches zur Geschichte des Mittel- und
Niederrheins zwischen Caesar und Vespasian’, in Bonner
Fahrbiicker, cl (1950), 65. On etymological evidence a Gallic
or Celtic (as against a2 German) bias is also inferred by W.
Jungandreas, ‘Die Treverer zwischen Germanen und Kelten’,
in Trierer Zeitschrift, 22 Jahrgang (1953), 1—14; but this
writer does not discuss the Belgic as distinct from the Celtic
aspect. ‘
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Canada at Fécamp where their specific features were first recognized in 1939 (p. 62).
The characters of the type are these: (2) a preference for commanding promontories,
which are cut off by a huge rampart, 20-30 ft. high, and a broad, flat, or bluntly rounded,
canal-like ditch, with steep external side sometimes reinforced by a small counterscarp
bank (fig. 2); and () formidable entrances often flanked by bold in-turns of the main
rampart. In the region explored these fortifications were sometimes sited upon a subseil
in which clay-with-flints was a dominant element; though it is very speculative to sup-
pose that this water-holding subsoil was deliberately sought for the purpose of ensuring
surface-reservoirs (see p. 65). Of more obvious significance is a tendency to include easy
access to the sea or a main river; three of the sites are on the coast, the remainder are on
arterial valleys.

These combined traits have not been found south or west of the Seine valley, but they
are represented by not less than nine sites in the Department of Seine-Infericure, two in
the northern fringe of Eure beside the southern bank of the Seine,’ two in the valley of
the Somme, and at least three in the valley of the Aisne. Neither in Calvados nor in Eure
away from the Seine valley, be it emphasized, do they occur at all. Investigation to date
suggests that their distribution is limited by the valleys of the Seine, Somme, and Aisne,
and that they were characteristic of the Veliocasses, the Caleti, the Ambiani, and the
Suessiones (see map, pl. 1)—the first three, it may be recalled, being amongst the tribes
which fought to the end in 51 B.C.2 .

The sixteen sites already recognized are listed as nos. 61, 62, 63, 65, 67, 70, 71, 72,
73, T4y 755 77, 795 85, 86, and 87 in our Gazetteer (pp. 120 ff.). They are at St.
Samson-de-la-Roque in the canton of Quillebeeuf; at St. Pierre d’Autils in the canton of
Vernon and at Vernon itself (Eure); at Bracquemont in the canton of Dieppe (Seine-
Inférieure); at Caudebec, Duclair, and Fécamp (S.-1.); at Heugleville-sur-Sci€ in the
canton of Longueville (S.-1.); at Incheville in the canton of Eu (8.-I.); at Sandouville
in the canton of St. Romain (S.-1.); at Veulettes in the canton of Cany (8.-1.); at Lier-
court-Erondelle in the canton of Hallencourt (Somme); at La Chaussée-Tirancourt in
the canton of Picquigny (Somme); at Pommiers (Aisne) near Soissons, Muret-Crouttes
12 miles south-east of Soissons, and Ambleny west of Soissons. Perhaps of all these sites,
the Cité de Limes on the coast at Bracquemont, near Dieppe, is the most obvious chal-
lenge to English eyes: a fine open place, rapidly succumbing to the sea but still full of
potentiality, certain to repay a properly equipped expedition with cross-Channel problems
in mind. Typical profiles of the series are illustrated in fig. 2; see also pls. xLvIII-L.

In date, the two sites explored by us overlapped the advent of Roman things in Nor-
mandy and the type was clearly therefore in use in the second quarter of the first century
5.c. Additional evidence is provided by old excavations at Pommiers, where something
like 2,600 Gaulish coins indicate a concentrated occupation in the first half of the first
century B.c. How much earlier the type of fortification began cannot be affirmed without

I It was long ago observed by Hawkes and Dunning that as the north side of the Seine valley was Belgic’. Op. cit.,
‘below the neighbourhood of Les Andelys the south as well  p. 222. 2 B.G. viii, 7 (Hirtius).
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more excavation. Its dominating character is consonant with Belgic invention, and the

Belgae had arrived in these parts and developed a strong federal consciousness there
before, alone of the Gauls, they successfully resisted the incursions of the Cimbri and
Teutones in 113~101 B.C." The possibility that some at least of the Fécamp series began
as a reaction to this episode must be borne in mind; but a Caesarian context fits much of
the evidence that is at present available. Incidentally, muri Gallici are seemingly very
rare in the Belgic area, and the high dump-ramparts and wide, blunt ditches of the
Fécamp series may well have been the Belgic counter to the Roman siege-engine—
individual in character as was the Belgic habit. It may be recalled that when Caesar
attacked Noviodunum, the rallying-point of the Suessiones in 57 B.c., he was unable to
storm it ‘because of the breadth of its ditch and the height of its rampart, although its
defenders were few’ (propter latitudinem fossae murique altitudinem paucis defendentibus
expugnare non potuit); and Noviodunum may well have been the Pommiers oppidum of
our series.2 Caesar clearly regarded the scale of the Noviodunum defences as abnormal.

A feature of these specifically Belgic oppida is their considerable number in the area
examined. Unlike the large, isolated oppida farther west, where we have recognized some-
thing like a system of isolated focus-points for tribal concentration (above, p. 2), the
Belgic series is multiplied freely within the appropriate tribal areas and was clearly there
a normal expression of the Belgic military tradition. As remarked above, four tribes—the
Caleti, Ambiani, Veliocasses, and Suessiones—are now known to have possessed, between
them, at least sixteen gppida of the distinctive type, many of impressive size; and when
Caesar asserts that Galba, king of the Suessiones, was reported to have twelve oppida
within his tribal area and to have promised 50,000 men-at-arms to the resistance,? major
works of our sort (among others) were clearly in question. A part of the outstanding
potential of Gallia Belgica lay in this developed scheme or habit of large-scale fortifica-
tion in depth.

An interesting ‘hang-over’ of the type was identified in 1938 at Oldbury in Kent.+
There Mr. Ward Perkins found a similar flat ditch and abnormally high rampart, the
latter with an external stone cresting as at Duclair. The associated culture was Belgic and
was dated by its discoverer to the eve of the Claudian invasion of A.D. 43. If this dating is
correct,’ it would appear that, nearly a century after the Roman conquest of Normandy,
the old tradition of Belgic engineering was still sufficiently alive to re-emerge in Belgic
Britain at another time of major crisis. _

- A note may here be added on certain other major French oppida within the Belgic
enclave. Outside the Somme—Seine area, dominated, as we have seen, by the ‘Fécamp’
type, is a series of notable oppida, mostly on conventional hill-top or promontory sites but
lacking the Fécamp differentiae and possibly, at a guess, of pre-Belgic origin. Such are

! B.G. i, 4; Strabo, 4. 4. 3, and 5. 1. 8; Livy, Epiz. 63 3 B.G.ii, 4.
and 67. 4 J. B. Ward Perkins, Archaeologia, xc (1944), 139.

2 See below, pp. 139 f.,, and J. B. Colbert de Beaulieu’s 5 Mr. Ralegh Radford suggests the possibility of a some-

analysis of the Pommiers coins in Revue Archéologigue, vi, what earlier date, and this would more easily link up with the
fasc. 3 (1955), 260-70. French evidence. Proc. Prekistoric Soc. xx (for 1954), 6.
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the camp on the Mont César near Beauvais (no. 81), which has a good claim to have
been the precursor of Beauvais as the chef lieu of the Bellovaci; ‘Vieux Laon’ at
St. Thomas between Reims and Laon (no. 89); the ‘Camp de César’ at Avesnes
(no. 92); the ‘Camp de César’ at Etrun near Arras (no. 93), probably the chef lieu
of the Atrebates;! and the hill-fort which contains the village of Vermand, west of
St. Quentin, and in its place-name preserves, it seems, a memory of the time when
it was the cef lieu of the Viromandui (no. 91). All these are marked by defences on a
grander scale than is normal west of the Seine valley, and suggest a more determined
and practised pugnacity, stimulated presumably by a larger abundance of covetable
wealth within the compass of the great rivers. But the outstanding site of this part of
France is of another kind (no. 88). It lies on flat alluvium beside the River Aisne 11 miles
north-north-west of Reims and is calculated to have been no less than 275 acres in extent.
It is known today as ‘Vieux Reims’, and the name is a proper tribute to the manifest
distinction of the place. Mutilated by the Aisne canal, flattened by intensive agriculture,
and quarried for its sandy subsoil, its traceable remains still indicate a site remarkable
alike for size and situation. It is probably to be identified with the Bibrax where, in
57 B.C., Caesar rescued his allies the Remi from the Belgic confederacy which had in-
vested them.? The site owes nothing to contour, though on the north, west, and south the
River Aisne and its little tributary the Suippe supplemented its artificial defences in an
appreciable measure. It was clearly, however, the proximity of the Aisne as an arterial
route that determined the location; a factor emphasized in the nineteenth century by the
canalization of the river and its continued use today for a considerable traffic. The
notorious prosperity of the Aisne-Marne region in the La Tene period was based upon
trade no less than upon farming, and sites such as Vieux Reims must have approached
more nearly to a comfortable urban condition than did the average hill-settlement of the
period. _

Riverside sites such as Vieux Reims constitute, indeed, a distinctive and significant
class amongst the Iron Age earthworks of the richer regions of eastern France and beyond.
A smaller but noteworthy example occurs just outside our maps, at La Cheppe, 8% miles
north-east of Chilons-sur-Marne and 25 miles south-east of Reims.3 Here a rivulet, the
Noblette, too small for traffic but useful as a guaranteed water-supply and as a slight
additional protection, clasps a part of two sides of an imposing gppidum, roughly oval on

I Has ‘Etrun’ any etymological affinity with ‘Atrebates’?

2 Alternative sites for Bibrax have been proposed, notably
Beaurieux farther west in the Aisne valley and the ‘Vieux
Laon’ above mentioned. (See summary by Rice Holmes in
Caesar’s Conguest of Gaul, pp. 398—400; but Rice Holmes
does not exhibit any first-hand knowledge of the terrain and
clearly did not know of ‘Vieux Reims’.) Beaurieux may be
dismissed, in the absence of evidence on the ground or of any
special appositeness. ‘Vieux Laon’ is a stronger candidate, but
cannot rival the immense site of ‘Vieux Reims’ as a probable
tribal focus. Napoleon III identified a large Caesarian camp

33 km. to the west of the latter at Mauchamp, north of the
river. Rice Holmes makes something of Caesar’s (alleged)
assertion that the Remic stronghold was 8 miles from his
camp. But Caesar does not say this; he affirms (B.G. i, 6) that
the stronghold was 8 miles from the bridgehead camp of his
lieutenant Sabinus, which was south of the Aisne and is likely
to have been near the principal crossing hereabouts, at Berry-
au-Bac: i.e. in fact 7 or 8 km. from ‘Vieux Reims’ by any
feasible route.

3 See Caylus, iv, 392—5, pl. cxx; Déchelette, p. 475;
Fourdrignier, p. 173; Letaudin, p. 189; Savy, p. 224.
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plan and upwards of 5o acres in extent. The site and its environs are perfectly flat, but the
absence of local command is compensated by the immense size of the defences, which
still rise to 15 ft. above the interior and about 30 ft. above the present bottom of a huge
V-shaped ditch, the latter omitted only where the rivulet renders it unnecessary. The
camp is known alternatively as ‘Vieux Chilons’ and ‘Le Camp d’Attila’, and was doubt-
less the chef lieu of the rather shadowy little tribe, the Catuvellauni, who are not men-
tioned by the earlier classical authorities but are thought to have occupied the territory
represented by the diocese of Chilons, and may have been tributaries of the Remi.r
Certainly, if (as may be presumed) this tribe was the parent of the Catuvellauni of Hert-
fordshire, we may recognize in the steep defences of Vieux Chélonsa fitting prototype for
those of our Wheathampstead. .

Other flat ripuarian sites, outside the Belgic territories, occur to the mind: the vast
Manching, for example, in Bavaria (see p. 213), the La Tene settlement itself, possibly the
trading-station of Chilons-sur-Sa6ne,? less clearly the famous Avaricum (Bourges), the
outline of which has not been determined but presumably included the slightly rising
ground upon which the cathedral now stands at the junction of the Yévre and the Auron
(see p. 199). It is the natural fate of these low-lying sites to suffer more readily from
subsequent building and cultivation than those on the remoter hill-tops, but their ancient
importance may well have been in inverse ratio to their present impressiveness. To repeat,
they would appear to represent the gppidum on the way to the urés.

I Rice Holmes, p. 468. The site of the camp is marked on 2 Déchelette, Manuel, iv, 444—5.
the Michelin 1/200,000 map, no. 56.



II. JULIUS CAESAR AND ARCHAEOLOGY IN
NORTHERN GAUL

to the campaigns of Julius Caesar between 57 and 51 B.c., and in anticipation the
equation may be presented briefly in historical narrative.

It may be recalled that by the end of 58 B.c. the greater part of central Gaul had signi-
fied submission to the Roman invader. During that year the Celtic tribes had in fact faced
a dilemma: their eastern flank had been threatened by swarming hordes of Swiss and
Germans, their southern limits were the camping-ground of Caesar’s legions. Of the two
threats, the former was in some sense the more awesome, involving, as it did, not merely
defeat but obliteration; on the other hand, few save those in the immediate path of the
Helvetian and German invaders were prepared without hesitation to welcome rescue in
the shape of Roman exploitation. The most faithful of Caesar’s mid-Gaulish allies, the
Aedui, were themselves of two minds, although their official attitude remained one of
collaboration. It is an idle thought that Vichy lies within their former territory.

Caesar’s victories successively over the irrupting Helvetii and the Germans of Ariovistus
left him as the ostensible champion of Gaul and as its impending master. But not yet was
Gaul in a mood for submission, whether to the Romans or to the Germans. Indeed,
Caesar’s triumph in the Centre was a new challenge to the North. The Belgic tribes
between the Seine and the Rhine now banded together to resist him as, half a century
earlier, they had combined with unmatched success to resist the invading Cimbri and
Teutones. In the spring of 57 Caesar, returning from Italy to Besangon with fresh troops,
found, as usual, dissidents or ‘collaborators’ amongst his foes: this time the Belgic border-
tribe the Remi, whose name remains in Reims. But, save for the one friendly salient, the
Belgae were solid against him. Levies from the constituent tribes were ‘assembled in one
place’ to a total, it was averred, of nearly a quarter of a million fighting men. The
extravagance of this estimate does not belie the magnitude of the threat. The Bellovaci,
round about Beauvais, were ‘predominant in valour, influence and numbers’; and today
their greatest oppidum, on an isolated and commanding hill known as the Mont César,
8 miles south-east of the city, is their most manifest memorial. The neighbouring Sues-
siones, whose former territories round Soissons ‘included twelve gppida’,! now provided
the Belgic commander-in-chief in the person of their king, Galba. The Nervii, Atrebates,
Ambiani, Morini, Menapii, Caleti, Veliocasses, Viromandui, Atuatuci, Condrusi, Ebu-
rones, Caerosi, and Paemani all rallied to the Belgic standard and promised substantial
contingents. Of them only the Caleti, the Veliocasses, the Viromandui of Vermand, and
(in part) the Ambiani, the Nervii, and the Atrebates of Etrun came within the scope of

EA RTHWORKS and episodes in this Report will in a number of instances be related

! Amongst them presumably Pommiers, Muret-Crouttes, Montigny-I’Engrain, Ambleny, and Vieux Moulin.
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our survey, but, within those limits, the archaeological picture can be described as one of
vigorous tribal effort. Three of the tribes are marked by an individual type of oppidum
which certainly existed at this time, though whether actually built in this emergency is
less certain: the type which we have named after Fécamp, marked by a notably high
rampart, a broad shallow ditch, and normally an in-turned entrance (p. 8). Of these
‘Belgic’ works, ten have been identified in the tribal area of the Caleti and the Veliocasses,
and three in the incompletely explored kingdom of the Ambiani, whose name survives
in Amiens, with two or three more near Soissons itself. The peculiar expanse of their flat
ditches and the mighty ramparts which tower above them might perhaps be explained
as a device for neutralizing the siege operations of the mechanized legion rather than as a
barrier to normal tribal forays; in other words, they may have been a Belgic equivalent
to the muri Gallici of Celtic Gaul. Caesar may indeed, as we have observed above, have
had a defence of this sort in mind when he remarked that his failure to storm Noviodunum -
(probably Pommiers), chief city of the Suessiones, during the campaign now in question
was due to the notable width of its ditch and helght of its rampart (propter latitudinem
fossae murique altitudinem—B.G. ii, 12).

Having the territory of the Remi with their headquarters at ‘Vieux Reims’ (Gui-
gnicourt) as a firm base for supplies, and with promised aid from the Aedui, Caesar
marched upon the massed forces of the Belgae and met them somewhere on the northern
bank of the Aisne, within the bounds of the Remi and probably in the vicinity of Berry-
au-Bac (p. 13). A difficult battle led to the utter dispersal of the brave but motley multi-
tude, and, without taking breath, Caesar hurled his legions across the borders of the
ncighbouring Suessiones. After the false start already mentioned, he overwhelmed their
principal oppidum, Noviodunum, in the vicinity of Soissons, and the victory was swiftly
followed by the surrender of the Bellovaci and of the Amb1am who lay next athwart the
lower Somme. A pause followed. Beyond the Ambiani to the north-east, between the

- Scheldt and the Sambre, were the Nervii: an austere folk, as Caesar tells us, independent,
fierce, and of great courage. To them were now joined the Atrebates and the Viro-
mandui, whilst the Atuatuci were on the move in support. In the valley of the Sambre
Caesar confronted his new enemies with his usual speed; and in a dozen chapters (B.G. ii,
17-28), unsurpassed for their clear and vivid action, he has immortalized one of the most
ferocious battles of his career. The result was to ‘bnng the name and nation of the Nervii
almost to utter destruction’; so much so that to the pitiful remnant of the tribe Caesar
was able to display a measure of mercy such as did not always follow his hard-won vic-
tories, and ‘bade them keep their territory and oppida’.

He adds an interesting note on the Atuatuci or Aduatuci who were on their way to aid
the Nervii but returned home on receipt of the news. This small tribe straddled the middle
Meuse and was in fact a relict of the Cimbri and Teutones on their famous southward
march at the end of the second century B.c. They thus constituted a Germanic enclave
in the eastern fringe of Gallia Belgica. Now, pursued in their withdrawal, they ‘aban-
doned all their oppida and castella and gathered all their goods into a single oppidum out-
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standingly fortified by nature. On every side of its circumference it looked down over the
steepest crags, and on one side only was left a gently sloping approach, not more than
200 ft. in breadth. This place they had fortified with a twofold wall of great height
(duplici altissimo muro), and at this time they were setting stones of great weight and
sharpened beams in the wall’ (B.G. ii, 29). The meaning of the phrase duplex murus has
been disputed; it is scarcely a likely expression for ‘two lines of defence’, but whether it
means rather a composite rampart, or one with a stone facing front and back, is impossible
to say. The general picture of a strong ‘promontory camp’ is, however, clear enough. |

Whilst he was dealing with this ultimate resistance in the far north-east of Gaul, Caesar
was not oblivious to the situation in the west. Armed with the high prestige of the recent
victories and escorted by a single legion, Publius Crassus was sent to secure the formal
submission of the tribes of Brittany and western Normandy. For the moment the Veneti,
Venelli, Osismi, Curiosolites, Esubii, Aulerci, and Redones, ‘the maritime states which
border upon the Ocean’, saw fit to yield. The legions went into winter quarters in the
neighbourhood of the Loire, whilst Caesar himself returned to Italy and was acclaimed
with unprecedented honours in Rome.

It seemed that Caesar’s primary task in Gaul was now completed. His own words are
unequivocal (omni Gallia pacata); embassies from across the Rhine, offering hostages and
obedience, prove that his estimate of the situation was shared by the barbarian world; the
fifteen days’ supplicatio is the testimony of Rome. But, although Caesar does not yet make
this clear, one enterprise lay immediately upon his mind: the subjugation of that ill-
known reservoir of revolt, the island of Britain. The community of political and com-
mercial interests between the two shores of the Channel was familiar to him, and his
work was manifestly incomplete until those interests were equally vested in Rome. There
is some circumstantial evidence, which has been skilfully analysed by Mr. C. E. Stevens
in relation to the political situation at Rome,! that already during the winter and early
spring of 57-56 B.c. preparations were afoot for the invasion which in the event had to be
deferred until the late summer of 55. The headings of the evidencerelevant to the present
context are these.

In the winter of 57-56 the Veneti of the Atlantic coast took the first step in a wide-
spread revolt by detaining officers sent by Crassus to collect corn amongst them for his
troops. The reason, as Strabo (not Caesar) tells us (Geog. 4. 4. 1), was that Caesar’s
intentioén to invade Britain was already known to them, and they feared the loss of their
market there. It may be that Crassus had already carried out a reconnaissance of the
western approaches towards Cornwall and its tin-mines, if we follow Mommsen and others
in identifying the Publius Crassus of Diodorus Siculus (Geog. 3. 5. 11) with Caesar’s
legate, and the Cassiterides, which Crassus visited, with Cornwall and the Scilly Isles.?

I In “The Bellum Gallicum as a Work of Propaganda’, at this time have had in mind a double invasion of Britain,
Latomus, Revue d’études latines, xi (Brussels, 1952), 8 ff. by the ‘Venetic’ route at the western end of the Channel and
2 Discussion by T. Rice Holmes, Ancient Britain (Oxford, by the ‘Belgic’ route at the eastern.
1907), pp. 483 ff. Stevens, loc. cit., suggests that Caesar may

B. 7370 C
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It may also be that, as Mr. Stevens gives ingenious reason to suppose, Caesar had already
taken steps to collect shipping along the Channel coast for the transportation of his expedi-
tionary force. Be these things as they may, there is no doubt that now, early in 56, the
coastal tribes from Brittany to the Low Countries became anxiously aware, in one way
or another, of their impending loss of the freedom of the Channel and came out with
determination under the Venetian standard. The Veneti themselves ‘fortified their oppida,
gathered corn thither from their fields, and assembled as many ships as possible in Vene-
tia’; their allies, as Caesar tells us, included not merely the Namnetes of Loire-Inférieure,
the Osismi of Finistere, the Lexovii of Calvados, the Ambiliati (possibly the Ambiani of
the Somme), and the Belgic Morini, Diablintes, and Menapii, but also auxiliaries sum-
moned from Britain. In brief, the Channel powers were suddenly aflame; there was no
longer question of an invasion of Britain in the year 56; and though, if we may believe
Mr. Stevens, Caesar as a politician deliberately glossed over the breakdown of his plans,
he at least as a soldier confronted the new situation with urgency and wisdom.

His first task was to prevent the revolt, already wide enough, from spreading. He sent
his second-in-command, Labienus, with a force of cavalry to show the flag amongst those
Belgae who had not yet committed themselves, and then amongst the Treveri and along
the Rhine. Crassus was dispatched into Aquitania to prevent the possible reinforcement of
the rebels from the south-west. Sabinus with three legions was sent to the Cétes-du-Nord
and the Manche to divide the rebel alliance; no doubt the burning of the Petit Celland
oppidum marks his passing. And Decimus Brutus the younger was ordered to prepare a
fleet on the Bay of Biscay, whilst Caesar himself marched with a land force against
Venetia. The impeccable strategy of this great scheme is a tribute alike to Caesar’s genius
and to the astonishing accuracy of the geographic knowledge available to him, compre-
hending as it did 150,000 square miles of almost uncharted country.

The outcome of the contest is familiar, but its reflection in archaeology deserves further
emphasis. Both the preparations for the struggle and its cataclysmic result have left
tangible and sometimes vivid remains on or in the ground. One region only is notably
barren of such evidence: the homeland of the Veneti themselves. Their cliff-castles and
related fortifications, little explored though they be, may be supposed not infrequently to
date back to the second century B.c. or earlier and to be the prototypes of the similar
works established by Venetian agents or their British partners in the Cornish peninsula.
The recorded dominance of the Veneti in cross-Channel trade sufficiently explains and
proves this. But of the Caesarian episode itself scarcely a hint remains, so far as is known,
on Venetian soil. Here there is no great fortified rallying-point, no sudden discharge of
hoarded wealth. And the reason for both these omissions is plain to see: the rallying-point
and principal refuge was the Venetian fleet (into which sua deportabant omnia—B.G. iii,
12), and that was shattered beneath the eyes of Caesar and his legions off the Morbihan
coast (above, p. 5). From that complete and final defeat, with its sequel of massacre and
slavery,! ‘very few [Venetian] ships reached land in the gathering darkness’. A scatter

I ‘He put the whole of their [the Venetian] senate to the sword, and sold the rest of the men as slaves.” B.G. iii, 16.
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of seemingly Venetian coins in the territories of adjacent tribes has been attributed to
these few survivors in their headlong flight.! A sudden spread of alien pottery-types and
methods of fortification in south-western Britain about this time has been ascribed to
refugee chieftains and their followers from Brittany and, in particular, Veneti under the
stress of Caesar’s drastic vengeance.? This probability, if that be not too strong a word, is
of considerable insular interest as providing a potential time-point in our south-western
archaeology. But beyond these likelihoods all is dark.

Outside the Venetian area, in the regions where Caesar’s lieutenants were conducting
individual campaigns, a more positive picture presents itself. Attention has already been
drawn (p. 2) to the tendency of the major gppida to group themselves in a tribal pattern.
Huelgoat, Guégon (Josselin), St. Désir (Lisieux), and others proclaim themselves by
their location and by their egregious magnitude as places.of tribal assembly. Into some
such place must have crowded the Atuatuci when, in the year 57, they abandoned their
minor fortifications and concentrated their whole tribal strength on to a single fortified
promontory (above, p. 16). Other tribes in emergency doubtless did the same thing; the
general evidence for the procedure has been considered earlier in this Report and need
not be amplified here. But a particular aspect of it deserves brief discussion.

Three of these focal oppida—Huelgoat, the Petit Celland, and St. Désir—have been
partially excavated and shown to have been defended by muri Gallici of the kind clearly
defined by Caesar. The bonding of a stone-faced wall by isolated stages of interlocked
timbers was a device, as Caesar tells us, which minimized the risk of fire and withstood the
battering-ram (et ab incendio lapis et ab ariete materia defendit—B.G. vii, 23). If this
Gallic variant of the timber-laced ramparts characteristic of Early Iron Age Europe was
in fact devised specifically to counter the battering-ram it must be regarded as a reaction
" to Roman methods of attack and is not earlier therefore than Caesar’s campaigns. That
this was so is suggested by other evidence. No murus Gallicus is known in Gallia Narbon-
ensis, which became a Roman province in 121 B.C.; a fact which, without undue empbhasis,
is consistent with a later origin for the type. Indeed, no murus Gallicus has anywhere been-
proved to have been built before the Caesarian epoch, whilst some of them, including our
Petit Celland and probably Huelgoat, are shown to be of that time. Mrs. Cotton’s
valuable analysis of the evidence at large need not here be anticipated.? It will suffice to
add that the wide intertribal distribution of the type in Ga//ia Comata, with outliers in
Germany, cuts across a great variety of local cultures and itself suggests some overriding
impulse such as the Roman invasion provided. Whilst not pretending that every native
fortification put up during the Caesarian campaigns was a murus Gallicus—indeed the
independent Belgae seem to have preferred their own methodst—we provisionally accept
the trend of the evidence and follow Caesar in regarding it as the normal Gallic defence

I J. B. Colbert de Beaulieu, ‘Une énigme de la numis- Maiden Castle (1943), pp. 56, 206, 209, 383.

matique armoricaine: les monnaies’ ceitiques des Vénétes’, 3 See Appendix, pp. 159 ff. .
Mém. de la soc. d’histoire et d’archéologie de Bretagne, xxxiii 4 In the large area of Belgic Gaul not more than three
(Rennes, 1953). ’ muri Gallici are recorded, and none of these is certain.

2 For possible consequences in Britain, see Wheeler,
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in his day. No doubt excavation would readily multiply examples, and we may suggest
the oppida at Guégon, Fougeres, and St. Jean de Savigny as likely subjects. It may be
added that neither Huelgoat nor the Petit Celland nor St. Désir suggested a murus Galli-
cus construction until they were excavated; the only feasible advance is by the spade.

We may suppose, then, that in northern Gaul Caesar was confronted by a nucleated
defence, primarily on a tribal basis but with an intertribal nexus, particularly in Gallia
Belgica in 57 and in western Normandy and northern Brittany in 56. The nucleation
involved, at least in some instances, the temporary abandonment of local caste/lz and the
crowding of the tribesmen, with their goods and families, into a large focal fortification
within the tribal territory. Intertribal armies or multitudes such as that commanded in 57
for the Belgic confederacy by the Suessionian king Galba were another matter; they were
essentially evanescent field-forces whose aim was to overwhelm the legions by offensive
action and weight of numbers. But the hard core of native defence, whether inside or
outside Belgica, remained the tribal oppidum. 'This oppidum might or might not be con-
structed for the occasion: both at Huelgoat and at the Petit Celland there is evidence that
this was so, and there are similar hints elsewhere. Outside Belgica, such new constructions
were more likely than not to be built to the murus Gallicus pattern. In Belgica other types
appear to have prevailed, whether new or old. The chef lieu of the Bellovaci, on the
isolated Mont César near Beauvais, suggests by its challenging and obvious site a tradi-
tional rather than an ad Aoc stronghold, and no doubt a proportion of the other focal
oppida—Etrun, Vermand, ‘Vieux Reims’, and ‘Vieux Chilons’ have been mentioned—
were of long standing and of various design. Others again, such as the uniform ‘Fécamp’
series, may have been new. Once more, only the spade can show.

During the campaigns in northern Gaul Caesar and his lieutenants struck hard and
widely, and it is to be expected that, unless among the sea-borne Veneti, wealth should -
find its way into hiding and often enough into oblivion. Something like fifty hoards of
Gaulish coins have in fact been more or less recorded from north-western France and the
Channel Islands, and most of them have been ascribed to this episode. Fresh study of the
hoards, such as that now being pursued with skill and scholarship by Dr. J. B. Colbert de
Beaulieu, may reduce a little the uniformity of this attribution: Armorican coins were
certainly deposited both before and after 56 B.c.: but the main burden of the evidence
is scarcely mistakable. Reference may again be added to the attempt of Colbert de Beau-
lieu to track down Venetian issues in the tribal areas to the north and north-east of Vene-
tia, along routes which, he suggests, may represent the diaspora of Venetian stragglers
after the disaster of 56 B.c.2 Alternative explanations of these strays cannot be excluded,
but the theory is interesting and not unlikely.

Caesar’s year of victories ended in a stalemate. The Veneti had been uprooted, Viri-

I For example, two of the Jersey hoards include Roman  Is/ands, ii (refs. prior to 1937); Colbert de Beaulieu, ‘Notices
coins respectiyely of ¢. 39 and 32 B.c., and the Carantec ~de numismatique armoricaine’, Annales de Bretagne, 1x
hoard, near Morlaix, contains small billon pieces which (1953), 317.

Colbert de Beaulieu shows reason for regarding as post- 2 “Une énigme de la numismatique armoricaine’, as cited
Caesarian. Jacquetta Hawkes, Archaeology of the Channel  on p. 19.
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dovix and his allies in the Manche had been scattered to the winds, the tribes of Aquitania
brought to heel. Late in the season, the commander himself set out eastwards upon a
punitive expedition against the Morini and the Menapii in Artois and Belgium. Con-
fronted, however, by forests, marshes, and Flanders weather, the expedition was brought
to a standstill, and, after a gesture, the legions were withdrawn to winter quarters in
Normandy. .

Thereafter it becomes unnecessary in the present context to review in any detail the
vicissitudes of the Gallic campaigns. After the frustrate British expeditions of 55 and
54 B.C. fresh anxieties crowded upon Caesar; during a new insurrection he lost a legion
in eastern Belgica, and the success encouraged ‘the states called Armoric’ to penetrate
western Normandy. Caesar’s arrival amongst the Nervii stemmed the revolt, and, on
receipt of the news, the fickle Breton rebels ‘departed so hastily that their departure
resembled a flight’ (B.G. v, 53). Further intrigue and warfare kept Caesar busily occupied
in Belgica, across the Rhine, and amongst the Senones and Carnutes south of Paris
throughout the rest of the year. At the end of it he was able to speak once more of guieta
Gallia; but the quietude was the stillness before a yet greater storm.

The climactic events that followed in 52 B.c., the rise and fall of Vercingetorix, were
staged in central Gaul and do not concern us here. The relics of an imperial civilization
and a colossal statue to its chief opponent are their twin memorials. But the end was not
quite yet. Like the ground-swell after a gale, revolt still surged uneasily amongst -the
beaten tribes. At the end of 52 and early in 51 incipient trouble south of the Loire
was quickly dealt with. The western Belgae and their neighbours of eastern Normandy
and Picardy—the Atrebates, Ambiani, Veliocasses, Caleti, and Eburovices—made a
better showing under the leadership of the Bellovaci of Beauvais, but they too were
taught a final lesson. Meanwhile the states ‘situated in the most distant borders of Gaul,
next the Ocean, the Armoric states so-called’, had been preparing to strike yet again, but,
with these and other examples before them, now regretted of their purpose. Whether the
intent has left any mark upon the territory examined in this Report cannot be said; but
the possibility that the reduced fortification at Huelgoat and that which appears to mark
the northern end of the oppidum at Guégon near Josselin—likely headquarters respectively
of the Osismi and the Curiosolites—reflect this resurgence is worth bearing in mind.

One last point may be urged. The final subjection of Ga//ia Comata in 51 B.C. can have
produced little or no immediate change in the material culture of the countryside. A
generation had yet to pass before the Roman way of life could substantially replace that
of tribal Gaul. During that generation, under such surveillance as the Roman power may
have found necessary and feasible, we may imagine the tribesmen still quartered in their
crude homesteads and even in their hill-top oppida,® still minting their own coinage.
Some of the oppida—the famous Alesia itself, and Avaricum crowned today by the great
cathedral of Bourges—were destined to become Roman cities. Others, like Bibracte,

! Cf. B.G. ii, 28, regarding the shattered Nervii, ‘quos Caesar . . . diligentissime conservavit suisque finibus atque
oppidis uti iussit’.
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where Vercingetorix was acclaimed and where Caesar spent a restless winter, were ulti-
mately abandoned in favour of less arduous sites. In the meantime, the tribesman re-
turned to his kraal and his ancestral fields, only modifying his equipment with such
Roman wares and knicknacks as the traders brought his way. At Fécamp, excavation has
hinted that these exotic wares were strewn within the oppidum long after the warlike
Caleti had come finally to heel; the extensive coin-series from Pommiers suggests the
same thing for the Suessiones’ and at Mont Beuvray and the Crét Chitelard,? to say
nothing of Alesia itself, continuity of occupation is even clearer. Similar evidence is
forthcoming from this side of the Channel; at Maiden Castle in Dorset, after the conquest,
new roads were laid through the demilitarized gateway and the place was used by the
Durotriges for a quarter-century or more until, in Flavian days (as it seems), the Roman
town in the valley below, at Dorchester, succeeded it. ‘Shaggy Gaul’ was Roman by
50 B.C. but was scarcely Romanized until the last decade of the century.

~ ! See below, p. 130. 2 Below, pp. 178 and 190.



PLATE 11

\

\

i

LE CAMP D'ARTUS HUELGOAT F/N/STERE Sﬂ.\\\\\ \\\‘
.l e
;;-{xm\m\\\\\\\\&s; Wi,

\\\\ N /}’/ / ,fﬂ/ ///////7 //
\E\ \\x ///f/ ////2// 7

Z
// ¥/ ?/

\

¥ gI i“ \ \\\\ ‘
SCALE 00 O 500 _ 1000 \\ \\ \
SCALE OF 100 100 \\\ \ J , , [ mm@‘: o g
METRES : 3 3 \ \ \X\ \ mmi?mmu/i NSRS " Lm il 3}}}_Lf_fiﬂ:-_-i:—”:::}‘ SE o ip —j)‘"
} % e f J:L_i_mnl e ENTRANCET, Ta=
N

@
N

\\
W

\

1

| .\‘m I i \.m R m It g“““o T e .-=,.= ,§ S géuwm—,_
‘M\N\\\‘ \\\\\\\ i \\\\\\ \\ \\\ \\\ \\ ‘1‘11‘\‘\\\@\ e \\l%u MLJE v T S E
\\R \\\\\\\ \\\\ \\ \\ \\\\\ M k \\\ \\\ \ \ \\\\ \\\ |\| ]hill j ‘ fl“If\ifl;f\rlrlritl‘.l‘-i%%H%wg? L :k:::\“\::z:______ﬁ:__:‘__ _____ ,.::’::J ;: § :i g %_
M \\\\\1\‘\} A \\\\\\}\;\ L eRE T s =
\ l\\ﬁ\\li\\\\\l\l” | K \;\k \V - **9}3 . o L— \ ~: 3

___,,_...._
rv
"
T
¥
.
.
N r
v. -
\;,: %
/‘
A ','.
-——"" r
-—-" [
v
v
o
v
v
:
:
,.-—-»—
v
-—4 —F
—.
AT
;“j
-——
1)
1
\l
]
]
]
1
i
r
I
r
LN
]
1
]
1

e \""'\
: e AN 3 H .\ ; A J
3 C Fi i, P o7 & \* : i E AL = F—————
" Fal Tt P “ < ! = s
¢ P ral ATl i o her ! 3 H S :
S L . iz ) A -
-...._.r"fOTTE '?7“ QL} e tglp P — a_-,A e e BT ] 2 W ol \\\
Ry =k e mmLAmTTZIITESES 5. o L T i ™ N A
~~~~~ d4ia T [ Bt N Lt - 1 R ' - e R \
o . T .'.5.1':.1 1"‘“-«:‘_2_:-:_—_-_‘.‘.:‘_-_-:::'_’-—- - wal e [} 3 J - \\
Y —
-
v

Jaele
L
Fosddagg

La kN

;
/////
|

L~ &

<

Z.

O

=4 5
p ) = NNy B==
N 78

N )

]

N S

-]

RAﬁPART

MAITN W

QUTER
DITCH

N 2rmnarzerran, 7 ceosrHmarr
& REMW /038

T

|



PART II
MATERIALS

III. FIVE SITES EXCAVATED IN 1938
(i LE CAMP D’ARTUS, HUELGOAT, FINISTERE

2,000 metres long overlooking the small town of Huelgoat (Finistere) from the

north. Less than a century ago the hill is said to have been covered with briar and
scrub; this was replaced by a state pine forest, planted originally for utilitarian purposes
but now an inviolate accessory to the landscape. Geologically the ridge forms a part of
the bleak and infertile granite massif and is covered with immense blocks of waterworn
granite detached by sub-aerial weathering from the mass. These great lumps of granite
encumber the scene like herds of elephants (pl. vi, B), and their incorporation in the
defences of the camp was a factor which here and there influenced the plan in detail.

Towards the south and south-east, the ridge declines steeply to the Rivi¢re d’Argent.
Towards the east it tumbles precipitously to the tributary Ruisseau du Pont Pasquion,
which flows some 160 ft. (nearly 50 metres) below. To the west, the fall is steep though
less precipitous towards the smaller Ruisseau de Kervao, another tributary of the Argent.
Only towards the north is the ridge easily approachable up a gentle slope.

The defences have never previously been planned with any approach to accuracy. A
very inaccurate diagram is attached by Paul du Chatellier to his account of the work in
Les époques préhistoriques et gauloises dans le Finistére (1907), pp. 210 ., plan, pl. xxvir.
For the rest, du Chatellier’s account is of no value save for its indication of the general
dimensions of the camp and its emphasis on the proximity of silver-lead mines. Indeed,
for its size and obvious importance, the camp has hitherto received singularly little atten-
tion although it is one of the few camps of northern France which have achieved the
distinction of reference in the Guide bleu.t

The present plan (pl. 11) is primarily the work of Mr. Dudley Waterman and Mr.
Timothy Crosthwait, with a number of assistants. It was prepared under all the difficul-
ties which thick forestation and limited time present, but may be taken as generally
accurate. Structurally it falls into three parts:

. The enclosure as a whole, 75 acres within the defences.
2. The pear-shaped subdivision at the northern end, 10 acres in extent.
3. The circular (medieval) mound inserted at the northern apex.

IE caMP D’ARTUS (variously written Arthus and Arthur) occupies a ridge some

I See also Ogée, p. 355; B.S.P.F. xi (1914), 157, list xxx1; Mortillet, p. 199; Fréminville, i, pt. 2, p. 234.
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There are in addition within the northern enclosure secondary works of slight elevation
and probably of medieval or later date. The chronological sequence of the three main
divisions lies in the order named. It is evident that the camp was originally planned as a
large single unit and that the pear-shaped subdivision is a later though nearly contem-
porary work. This sequence can be seen from the fashion in which at its south-eastern
and south-western corners it cuts through the line of the main defences of the larger work;
and is further proved by the fact that the eastern and western ramparts of the reduced
enclosure, though originally uniform in structure with those of the southern part, have
been reinforced whereas both the latter and the southern rampart cutting across the
interior of the original camp are of a single structural period. This point will be elabo-
rated below in connexion with the description of the rampart cuttings. Meanwhile, it
remains to add that the essential contemporaneity of the original work and of the reduc-
tion is suggested (2) by the fact that there is no deposit, human or natural, between the
original structure of the side ramparts and the additional material heaped upon them at
the time of the reinforcement, and (4) by the fact that the distinctive structural scheme—
berm, small outer bank, and ditch—is identical both in the original defences and in the
added cross-rampart (see below, pp. 25, 27). ‘

The third phase is represented by the insertion of the mound at the northern end. This
mound was formed by disconnecting a section of the main rampart at this point and by
using the material thus available to spread the detached portion into circular form. The
material was added laterally, the height of the new mound remaining the same as that of
the rampart into which it was built. The ditch which formerly surrounded the mound is
now partially filled up to form the present entry into the camp from the north. Much of
the material from the filling has apparently been quarried from the adjacent end of the
rampart.

Du Chatellier, like many of his contemporaries, failed to recognize the medieval
character of castle-mounds such as this, and regarded the present example as a strong-
point along the line of the prehistoric defences. In point of fact it is a typical castle-mound
of the eleventh or twelfth centuries and had at one time a stone tower, the remains of
which are recorded to have been visible in the early part of the nineteenth century.! The
tower is said to have been of octagonal plan and to have contained a well. A trial-cutting
across the summit of the mound during the recent work, however, showed only a great
cavity in which the tower had stood, and served to verify its former existence but not its
details.

One hundred and fifty feet to the south of the mound are remains of a bank and ditch
which presumably represent the former bailey. A section showed that the ditch was rock-
cut and that the bank had been revetted front and back with dry-stone walling (fig. 44).
Only one sherd of early medieval pottery was found during the excavation.

In regard to the prehistoric earthwork, the excavation of August 1938 included three
cuttings through the defences, the complete clearance of the north-eastern and south-

I Fréminville, i, pt. 2, p. 234.
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eastern entrances, and the excavation of eleven areas within the enclosure. These cuttings
may now be described. Their description will be followed by a general recension of the
evidence revealed and by an account of the objects found.

: Rampart Sections
Site A (pls. 111, x1, XI1)

This section was cut near the southern end of the camp through part of the original
(unmodified) defences. Although much denuded, the main features of these defences
were clear. They consisted of an earthen rampart originally about 3o ft. wide, here
surviving to a maximum height of 77 ft. Elsewhere they occasionally survive to a some-
what greater height and, as will be seen later, the original height is known to have been
12 ft. In the sand of the body of the rampart were found vertical nails indicating the
junctions of former internal timbering, and in one case it was possible to identify the
actual socket of a transverse timber. The socket was approximately g in. in diameter.
The system of timbering was more clearly identified on site E (see below) and will be
more fully discussed in that context. The fluid character of the sand in which it had been

embedded on site A prevented the recovery of the system in detail.
~ The front of the rampart was faced by a vertical dry-built stone wall which survived
to a height of 2} ft., i.e. not quite high enough to indicate the relationship of timbering
and masonry. This point also will be dealt with below in connexion with site E.

. Outside the wall was a level platform or berm, 28 ft. wide, on the outer margin of which
was a small bank derived from a shallow ditch—only 3 ft. deep—which completed the
defences at this point.

Save for the nails and for a small sherd of wheel-turned pottery in the upper levels of
the debris no objects were found during the excavation of this site.

Site E (pls. 111, VII-IX, X, A)

This section was cut through the western rampart of the reduced and reinforced por-
tion of the camp and therefore revealed work of both Phases 1 and 2.

Phase 1. The original rampart was here some 40 ft. wide and had been preserved, in
part, by the capping of Phase 2, to its original height—12 ft. (over 3} metres). Indeed,
this is perhaps the first time that the original height of a rampart of this construction has
been ascertained. '

As on site A, the earth and sand of which the main body of the rampart consisted had
been held together by timbering in the form of an internal scaffolding of timbers up-
wards of 3% in. in thickness and nailed at points of intersection. Four main layers of
timbering were identified placed at vertical intervals varying from 3% to 4% ft. Owing to
the fineness and mobility of the earth or sand of which the upper part of the rampart was
constructed, the details of the upper timbering are less clear than those of the lower; but
sufficient evidence in the form of timber sockets and of the vertical nails at the former
points of intersection was recovered to show the main principles of construction (fig. 3).
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The main transverse timbers projected into the wall-face and are now represented by
holes, resembling put-log holes. In almost all these holes lay a nail which must obviously
have served to fasten a cross-timber running parallel with the face of the wall and im-
mediately behind it, placed in such a fashion as to take some part of the weight of the
rampart off the rather fragile skin of masonry.

Unlike certain muri Gallici,* that of the Camp d’Artus had no masonry revetment
along its inner face. Indeed, the whole construction was rougher in character than that
familiar at Murcens or Mont Beuvray, but nevertheless conforms substantially to the
familiar descriptions of the typical murus Gallicus by Caesar (B.G. vii, 23). A discus-
sion is appended below on the distribution and date of the murus Gallicus construction
(pp- 159 ff.).

Outside the main rampart was a berm 26 ft. in length, the outer margm of which was
occupied by a low mound (not more than 2 ft. in height) derived from a shallow ditch
similar to that already described under site A. At this point the ditch was cut mainly in
the solid granite: it had an overall width of 11 ft. and a depth of 3 ft., with a flat bottom
6% ft. broad.

Some 120 ft. beyond the centre of this ditch there is at this point an outer line of de-
fence consisting of a simple earthen bank now 5 ft. high with a shallow ditch some g} ft.
broad and 2 ft. deep below the natural surface. This outer line doubtless owes its existence
to the fact that on this, the north-western, side of the camp the natural slope is unusually
slight.

~ Save for the iron nails, the whole of the material of these defences was, as in the case of
site A, devoid of relics. In the layer of occupation-earth which accumulated on the berm
against the outer foot of the wall was found a fragment of very decayed bronze which
had probably been a Gallic coin but had perished beyond definite recognition.

Ptase 2. On the flat summit of the original rampart had been placed a supplementary
heap of earth strengthened at the back by a very rough stone wall which had probably
never been designed to stand free. The inclusion of internal constructional walls in a ram-
part is a familiar expedient. It is illustrated in Britain by Maiden Castle, Dorset, and
Sudbrook, Monmouthshire, and elsewhere.

No trace of timber-work was found in the added material and no relics occurred in this
section of it.

Site H (pls. 111 and x111, A)

The cross-rampart which divides the reduced northern area of the camp from the
remainder was tested by a cross-section which revealed essentially similar features. The
defences consisted of a rampart, a berm with a low mound on its outer margin, and a
shallow ditch; i.e. in general aspect it conforms prcasely with the scheme of the main
defences of site A or of the main line of defence on site E. The section showed that the
main rampart had a rough external wall here standing to a height of 4} ft. It was

I See below, p. 168.
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uncovered to a length of over 14 ft. and showed no traces of the timber sockets of the murus
Gallicus; nor were nails or other evidences of timbering visible in the eastern structure of
the rampart. On the other hand, on the inner side a natural block of granite had been
supplemented by a rough stone revetment which, as in the case of the addition to site E,
had probably not been intended to stand free. Had it been so intended it is almost certain
that derived stones would have been found in the earth which now holds it in place,
whereas, save for one stone near the surface, such debris was completely absent here. On
the other hand, prior to the construction of the rampart a layer of occupation had
accumulated against the back of the granite block and this layer of occupation included
pottery of types elsewhere distinctive of the main occupation of the camp (fig. 5, 82-88).
This pottery, being overlaid by the earth and bank at the back of the rampart, may be
regarded as prior to its construction. It was, however, capped by no sort of turf-line and
it may be inferred that the occupation and the construction were closely consecutive

episodes.
North-eastern entrance (pls. 1v and x1v)

“The main’ entrance appears to have been that in the north-eastern side of the camp,
where the approaching track ran for some distance parallel with the defences and, whilst
conveniently graded for traffic, was commanded by them. :

Structurally, the entrance consisted of a passage-way, 9 ft. wide at its narrowest point,
flanked inside by the in-turned rampart. The stone facing of the rampart turned with it
to form the side-walls of the entrance, but these were supplemented towards the outer
angles by low stone kerbs placed where the approach had been cut slightly into the
natural soil to ease the gradient.

The flanking walls each incorporated three vertical posts which had been approxi-
mately of a foot scantling, placed in large packed post-holes. The outermost pair of posts
had apparently held the gate, since at this point there was a slight change in the level of
the road. The other posts may have held a bridge or tower such as those which Caesar
describes as erected by the defenders of Avaricum along their rampart in imitation of
Roman works of the kind. A cut into one of the in-turned flanks of the entrance revealed
no trace of a guardroom. ‘

The structure of the gateway had been badly robbed, perhaps owing to the proximity
of the Norman motte (pl. v, o). The original strata, however, were reasonably intact.
They contained no relics and the roadway indicated only a moderate amount of wear
mainly towards the sides and perhaps therefore indicating wheel-traffic.

South-eastern. entrance (fig. 4 and pl. xv)

The south-eastern entrance opening on to the steep end of the promontory was com-
pletely cleared. It was of simple plan with in-turned flanks round which the stone wall
of the main rampart was carried. On each side were three post-holes, of which the inner-
most pair probably carried the gates, since a shallow depression between them would
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appear to have formed the equivalent of a gate-stop. The other post-holes may have
helped to support a bridge or indeed some sort of tower. Throughout the gateway re-
mains of large iron nails were abundant along the line of the walls.
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Only one phase of construction was represented and there was very little evidence of
wear or of any sort of accumulation upon the road-surface. This surface was not metalled,
but consisted merely of the trodden subsoil; and the absence alike of metalling and of
wear suggested a very brief period of use. Furthermore, scarcely any pottery, save for a
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few fragments of Roman amphora of the usual early reddish fabric, was recovered from
the site. '

A massive burnt beam on the road-surface between the innermost and central pair of
post-holes indicated the fate of the gate structure. Furthermore, the stones and rampart-
material from the flanks of the gate lay heaped over the road-surface without intermediate
deposit and likewise indicated a violent end. ’

In brief, the structural evidence showed ‘that the gate was overthrown shortly after its
construction. .

Areas cleared in the interior

Within the area enclosed by the fortifications eleven small sites were cleared down to
the natural soil. These areas, which are shown on the general plan (pl. 11), were chosen
either for their accessibility amongst the closely planted trees of the pine-forest or because
they were associated with some natural feature which seemed likely to have attracted
occupation. Thus a point (site C) where two large lumps of granite converge upon one
another, an obvious site for a hearth, was found on exploration to have been so used
(pl. xu1, B). A thick layer of burnt ash and stones containing a few potsherds was un- -
covered. At another point (site )) an overhanging rock provided an obvious shelter, and
beneath it a small area of occupation contained Iron Age potsherds, part of an earl
Roman amphora, and a Gaulish coin (pl. xv, B). Of the other areas excavated, the most
productive was site B, where a hearth and a relatively thick but uniform layer of occu-
pation produced about 5o per cent. of the total number of potsherds from the whole
camp. Onsite F a straight line of stones at right-angles to the rampart and immediately
behind it marked the edge of a roughly metalled area some 4o ft. in length and 30 ft. in
width, which had perhaps been used as a threshing-floor, but caréful search failed to
reveal other structural details.

"The identification of post-holes was rendered difficult or even impossible by the extent
to which the subsoil was riddled with tree roots. On site B, however, two isolated post-
holes were found and on the neighbouring site R loose fragments of stone, forming part
of a rough circle, possibly represented the margin of a hut or tent. On sites B and R a
suspicion of two successive strata was carefully conformed with in the digging and is -
observed in the account of the pottery (below); but it was clear that the trial-areas con-
tained no evidence either of prolonged occupation or of substantial building.

The date and purpose of the Camp d’ Artus

In a consideration of the date of the camp, certain factors may be tabulated.

1. The immense size of the enclosure (75 acres) is not conditioned by the size of the
ridge, since it is due in part to the fact that the western defences are carried a considerable
way down the hill-side, actually with some loss of command. The deliberate intention,
therefore, was to provide for the safety of a large population, with or without cattle. But
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it is impossible to suppose that a region so exceptionally barren as the granite massif of
central Finistére can have supported economically a local populationlarge enough either
to inhabit permanently so extensive an area or indeed to find normal use for it as a con-
venient occasional refuge. The presence of silver-lead ores in the immediate vicinity may
have helped to determine the siting of the oppidum but cannot explain its size. That size
must be attributed to military or political, not to economic, causes; it suggests a rallying-
point, built on some occasion when, under exceptional stress, the tribesmen of a large
area had been momentarily assembled under central discipline.

2. The uniformity of the pottery-groups throughout the camp, and the presence of
only a single layer of occupation on almost every site which produced any sign of occupa-
tion at all, indicate a relatively brief period of occupation. Moreover five of the trial-areas
produced little or no sign of occupation—a further point in favour of the brief use of
the enclosure.

3. The south-east gateway had been destroyed violently almost immediately after its
construction.

4. The reduction of the fortified area, combined with the enlargement of the appro-
priate stretches of the original main rampart, was carried out shortly after the first build-
ing of the camp, and cannot be held to indicate more than a secondary peak of the same
general crisis.

5. An occupation level on site. Q) produced a well-stratified Gaulish coin ascribable to
the first half of the first century B.c. (pl. xv, B), with consistent pottery.

These five points combine to indicate some major military event in the first half or
‘middle of the first century B.c. as the governing factor in the problem. The Cimbric
invasion of Gaul in the closing years of the second century B.c. may be recalled in this
context, but need scarcely detain us long. If a single sealed coin may be regarded as
firm evidence, the occupation of the Camp d’Artus cannot be carried back into the second
century; nor on general grounds is it likely that the Cimbri and their allies penetrated in
force into the foodless region of Finistere. Furthermore, although less than might be
hoped is known as to the dating of the murus Gallicus construction described by Caesar,?
there is no hint that it existed before the Caesarian campaigns (see p. 19).

Unimpeachable evidence will be shown below for ascribing a similar murus Gallicus
camp at Le Petit Celland, Manche, to the Caesarian campaigns of 56 B.c. Without more
ado, the main framework of the Camp d’Artus is assigned to the same date. It represents,
with little doubt, the central rallying-point of the Osismi against Caesar’s armies in that
fateful year. The precise territorial limits of the tribe are not known, but Finistére north
of the Black Mountains may safely be included within them,? and Huelgoat forms an
obvious focus. If an historical context be demanded for the reduced enclosure at the
northern end, it is permissible to recall the recrudescence of activity amongst the Armori-
can tribes in 51 B.C.? The interval (56-51 B.c.) between the first and last stand of these

I Caesar, B.G. vii, 23. Gaul (1911), p. 466.
2 Discussion by T. Rice Holmes, Caesar’s Conguest of 3 Caesar, B.G. viil, 31; and above, p. 21.
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‘tribes would accord with the dual structural and uniform cultural evidence from the site.
There is no indication of significantly earlier or later occupation until the building of the
motte in the early Middle Ages.

FINDS
A. PoTrTERY

All the pottery from the Camp d’Artus is certainly or probably wheel-turned. The clay

is normally of coarse texture and is dark brown in colour.

Fig. g
Nos. 1-43 are from the same stratum on site B, and form a single contemporary group.

1. Bowl with a roughly polished surface.

2. Small pot of coarse ware with rough horizontally incised lines and concentric circles
on the underside of the base. A comparable pot found on the Ile Callot, off Carentec
north of Morlaix (Finistére), contained 4§ Gaulish coins to which Dr. J. B. Colbert de
Beaulieu is inclined to ascribe a date after rather than before 56 B.c.* See fig. 24, 23.

3- Rim of a bowl with the beginning of a carination on the angle of the shoulder
(possibly a part of no. 12).

4. Bowl with four zones of fine horizontal grooving.

5. Lower part of vessel with three zones of fine horizontal grooving.

6. Rim of vessel with the roughly horizontal striations which are a feature of much of
the coarser Huelgoat pottery. }

7. Fragment of a pedestal of graphite-coated ware.

8. Fragment of a bowl, roughly made but with a well-polished surface.

9. Bowl with zones of fine horizontal striations.

10. Rim of polished black ware.

11. Vessel, probably wheel-turned, of coarse ware with grooved and cordoned shoulder
and dished base.

12. Bowl with polished black surface and fine horizontal striations below shoulder.
No. 3 may be a part of the same bowl. A comparable bowl from a cemetery at Guimilliau,
near Morlaix, has possible traces of a graphite surface and smoothed panels on the interior
(fig. 24, 21). ,

13. Rim of dark ware with horizontal striations.

14. Rim of polished dark ware.

15. Rim with graphite coating.

16. Rim of coarse ware.

17. Rim of polished ware with reddish-brown surface.

18. Dark polished bowl with cordoned shoulder.

19, 20, and 21. Sherds of fine fabric with sharply everted rims.

T Annales de Bretagne, Ix (Rennes, 1953), 311.
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22. Rim of vessel with striated shoulder and slight groove on the upper surface.

23. Similar rim with groove on the upper surface.

24. Rim of dark polished ware.

25. Bowl with cordoned shoulder.

26. Rim with slightly carinated shoulder.

27. Rim of graphite-coated ware.

28. Rim with bluntly carinated shoulder.

29. Rim and cordoned shoulder of coarse ware.

30. Rim and shoulder of smooth brown ware with cordoned or carinated shoulder.

31. Rim of small bowl with bluntly carinated shoulder.

32. Rim with horizontal grooving.

33. Thick rim of coarse fabric.

34. Base of coarse fabric.

35. Fragments of straight-sided bowl with heavy metallic rim.

36. Fragment of rim with horizontal grooving.

37. Pedestal of polished black ware.

38. Small sherd with roulette pattern.

39. Fragment of pot with shallow-grooved pattern.

40. Fragment of bowl of fairly fine polished ware with cordon. This is possibly a part
of a bowl similar to Le Petit Celland type 1 (see pp. 43 and 47).

41. Fragment of underside of base with grooved concentric circles.

42. Fragment of a heavy base of coarse fabric.

43. Handle of a Roman amphora of orange-red ware.

Nos. 44-48 come from the material immediately overlying the preceding layer, but
no clear division was discernible between the two.
44~46 call for no comment.

477. Pedestal of polished dark ware.
48. Handle of coarse ware. It was probably not countersunk.
Nos. 49-51. Rims from site N.

51 is graphite-coated and has a groove on the upper surface of the rim (below, p- 58).

Nos. 52 and 53 are from site C and are of coarse fabric.
53 has a clumsy foot-ring.

Fig. 6

Nos. 54-63 are from two closely related levels on site R.

54. Rim of coarse fabric, from the lower level.

55-63 come from the main layer and demand no special comment, save that no. 57
with its strong horizontal grooving or combing is a characteristic type.

Nos. 6473 come from a single stratum on site G.

68 has a brightly polished black surface.

72 has traces of a pattern formed by shallow grooving.
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'73 is a fragment of a well-made handle with marginal lines.

Nos. 74-77 come from two closely related layers on site S.

74. Small pot with a faint groove round the shoulder and a pronounced foot-ring,
from the lower layer.

75—77 come from the higher layer and include a pedestal (no. 76) of black polished
ware and the shoulder of a Roman amphora (no. 77). The amphora is of orange-red ware.

Nos. 78-80 are from a single layer on site Q. They were found with a Gaulish coin

(see p. 37).

79 is another fragment of orange-red amphora.
No. 81 is a solitary fragment from site E and presents no special feature.

Nos. 82-88 are from the occupation level which underlies the tail of the cross-bank of
Phase 2 on site H (position marked on Section, pl. 1r).

82 is of polished black ware similar to no. 68.

84 is of hard ware with a carefully polished black surfacc and may be classified as
‘Gergovia’ ware (see below).

86 is a cordoned pot with countersunk handles (see below, p. 100).

88 is a rim of graphite-coated ware (below, p. 58).

Nos. 89 and go. T'wo sherds from site H.

Considering the pottery of Huelgoat as a whole, certain features demand special com-
ment. The graphite ware, nos. 7, 15, 27, 51, and 88, in one case (no. 51) with a grooved
rim, is closely similar in general character to the graphite-coated sherds found at Le Petit
Celland and Kercaradec, Penhars. For the fabric and the grooving, see p. 58.

No. 40, as observed above, is possibly part of a vessel similar to the cordoned bowls
found at Le Petit Celland with Gaulish coins and there compared with bowls of the
Hengistbury Class B (see pp. 43, 47). It may on the other hand be a fragment of a finer
variety of Huelgoat type 86.

Bowl no. 74 bears a close similarity to certain ‘dumpy pedestal-vessels’ found in Sussex
and Kent.! Mr. Ward Perkins ascribes this type to La Tene III, and the ascription would
fit well with the date of the Huelgoat example. It must be confessed that the type is not
sufficiently distinctive to enable a comparison between the Huelgoat and British examples
to be regarded as definitely significant, but pending the discovery of further examples in
northern France the similarity is worth placing on record. If the comparison is soundly
based, it may be supposed that the Huelgoat and the Sussex examples represent respec-
tively the western and the northern extensions of a type originating somewhere in central
Normandy.

No. 84 is unique at Huelgoat both in type and in fabric. The hard, light-coloured
ware, the lustrous polished black surface, and the fine cordons bring it into relationship
with a fabric found at Gergovia (near Clermont-Ferrand) and at other sites in central

T See J. B. Ward Perkins in Proc. Prehistoric Soc. v (1938), p. 154.



PLATE V
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A. Le Camp d"Artus (central background) from the north

B. Huelgoat from the south-west, with Le Camp d’Artus in forest, centre background

(See p. 23)



PLATE. V1

A. Le Camp d’Artus: Norman motte at the N. end of the
camp

B. Le Camp d"Artus: granite blocks immediately below the
W. defences of the camp

C. Le Camp d’Artus: main rampart and ditch near the NE.
entrance of the camp

(See p. 23)



PLATE VII

Le Camp d’Artus: Site E, showing traces of murus Gallicus

(See p. 23)



PLATE VIII

Le Camp d’Artus: Site E; showing rock and ditch in foreground
and smurus Gallicus in background

(See p. 23)



PLATE IX

B. Le Camp d'Artus: face of murus Gallicus adjoining site E, showing timber-holes and nails

(See p. 23)
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A. Le Camp d'Artus: Site E, showing traces of murus Gall

(See p. 25)



PLATE X1

Le Camp d"Artus: Site A, showing traces of murus Gallicus with nails in
position

(See p. 25)



PLATE XII

Le Camp d’Artus: Site A, showing exterior of murus Gallicus

(See p. 25)



PLATE XIII

A. Le Camp d’Artus: cross-rampart and site H

(See p. 27)

B. Le Camp d’Artus: Site C, showing hearth in natural rock-
shelter

(See p. 30)



PLATE XIV

Le Camp & Artus: NE. entrance from the outside

(See p. 28)



PLATE XV

A. Le Camp d"Artus: SE. entrance from the outside

e W8
(Sce p. 28)

B. Le Camp d'Artus: Gaulish coin (1)

(Sce p. 37)
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and southern France which have been brought into relationship with that famous strong-
hold. In discussing the Gergovia pottery, Mr. J. B. Ward Perkins® has noted the occur-
rence of this ware at Angers on the Loire, at Mont Beuvray, and at Pont Maure in the
Correze, with partial analogies at Toulouse. Farther north, a solitary bowl of this distinc-
tive cordoned fabric occurs with early La Tene III brooches and coarser pottery in an
inhumation burial at Kerné, commune of Quiberon (Morbihan), and is preserved in the
Carnac Museum.? The present sherd from Huelgoat represents the northernmost exten-
sion of the fabric, although allied and derivative forms are found at Haltern3 at the begin-
ning of the first century A.p., at Hofheim# in the Claudian period, and at Verulamiums
in the Tiberio-Claudian period. The distribution of the original fabric suggests a starting-
point along the Mediterranean coast, with diverging lines of penetration up the Rhone:
valley to the east of the massif central on the one hand, and down the Garonne valley
towards Bordeaux, to the west of the massif, on the other. The latter route, bringing the
fabric to the Atlantic coast, would readily explain the outliers in the lower Loire valley
and in Brittany.

No. 86 is of interest as providing a further example of the countersunk handle which
in northern France is confined to the north-west, and in Britain is a distinctive feature also
of the later hill-fort pottery of Dorset and the adjacent counties west of the Salisbury
Avon.b Two vessels closely similar to that from Huelgoat are derived from Le Parc Bras
in the canton of Plouzévédé, northern Finistere, and are preserved in the Penmarc’h
Museum (fig. 31, 1 and 2).7 Two other countersunk handles, from a different type of
vessel, come from St. Donan, 10 km. south-west of St. Brieuc, Cotes-du-Nord, and are
in the St. Brieuc Museum (fig. 31, 9). Another was found during the digging of a
dock at St. Nazaire, Loire-Inférieure, and is in the Nantes Museum (fig. 31, 8); but the
site most productive of this type of handle is Kerhillio in the commune of Erdeven, north-
west of Carnac, Morbihan, where at least five examples, now in the Carnac Museum,
have been recovered from ‘Gaulish’ huts (fig. 31, 3-7). It is difficult not to suppose that
this very distinctive form owes its presence in the Wessex complex to transference from
Brittany: that, in fact, we have here another example of the incorporation of isolated
traits and tricks of the Breton craftsmanship in a provincial British setting (see below,

p- 100).
B. Gavurisu Coin (pl. xv)

As recorded above (p. 30), a small occupation-area within the camp, known as site Q,
produced native sherds, a fragment of a Roman amphora, and a Gaulish coin, all in

Y Arch. Fourn. xcvii (1940), §4—57. (Annalen des Vereins fiir nassauische Altertumskunde, 1913),
2 Z. le Rouzic, Garnac, fouilles faites dans la région: type 108.
sépultures de Kerné (Vannes, 1935), p. 8. 5 Wheeler, Verulamium Report (Soc. Ant. Lond., 1936),

3 8. Loeschcke, Keramische Funde in Haltern (Mitteil- p. 161, no. 34.
ungen der Altertums-Kommission fiir Westfalen, V, 1909), 6 Wheeler, Maiden Castle, Dorset (Soc. Ant. Lond., 1943),
type 88. pp- 210-11. v

4 E. Ritterling, Das frihrimische Lager bei Hofheim i. T. 7 Du Chatellier, Les Epogues préhistorigues, p. 97.
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stratigraphical relationship with one another. Mr. Der¢k F. Allen, F.5.A., formerly of
the British Museum, reports on the coin as follows:

An Armorican coin, attributed more or less at random to the tribe of the Osismi.! The proven-
ances of this type of coin recorded by Blanchet? are: Huelgoat (numerous), Morlaix (numerous),
Scrignac (thought by Blanchet to be the same find as Huelgoat), Plestin, and Grand-Hugen. The
date is, as usually with these Gaulish pieces, uncertain. The present type, owing to its close con-
nection with similar gold pieces, appears to be somewhat earlier than the Armorican coins which
are mostly found in Jersey. That would put it into the first half of the first century B.c. More
precisely than that I cannot date it.

The head on the obverse is surrounded by three or four tiny heads roped together. Over the
top of the head is a boar. The human-headed horse on the reverse is similarly surrounded with
roped heads, and there is a boar beneath. The coins are not rare, but very few of them show the
whole design.

Mr. Derek Allen’s report is dated 1939. More recently, Dr. J. B. Colbert de Beaulieu
has devoted much study to the classification of Gaulish coins, particularly with reference
to the dies employed. Writing of our Huelgoat coin, he remarks? upon its interest for the
reason that ‘this piece of the Osismi has been struck from the same die as one found
during the nineteenth century at Huelgoat (exact spot unrecorded) and as another found
in 1888 at Chateauneuf-du-Faou (Finistere). The coin belongs to a category of types
localized almost exclusively in the north of the Department of Finistere’.

C. Metar Osjects (fig. 7)

No. 1. Child’s bronze bracelet, lacking specific feature, from the only occupation-
layer on site B.

No. 2. Bronze object from the same layer as no. 1, shaped vaguely like an animal’s
head, possibly a sheep; from a figurine or, more probably, a knife-handle (cf. Déche-
lette, Manuel & arch. iv, 1927, fig. 600, 1, from Mont Beuvray, modelled animal figurine.

Nos. 3-5. Typical square-shanked iron nails from the murus Gallicus.

(i) LE CHATELLIER, LE PETIT CELLAND, MANCHE

As revealed by excavation, the character and special function of the Camp d’Artus were
not cognate to our initial problem—the ‘origin’ of our multivallate camps—and it became
additionally necessary to investigate the only other multiple earthwork of any con-
siderable size in the northern fringe of north-western France—the Chitellier in the com-
mune of Le Petit Celland, 8 km. east of Avranches, Manche. The earthwork consists for
the most part of a single line of defence, but at one point includes a short length of outer
rampart and ditch with very doubtful traces of a third line for a short distance at the

1 See de la Tour, A2/as de monnaies gauloises, nos. 6504— 2 Traité des monnaies gauloises, fig. 220.
55. 3 In a letter to R. E. M. W., April 1954.
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southern corner; and it encloses an area of 48 acres, thus exceeding in size every other
hill-fort in the Department. It occupies a steep-sided promontory formed largely by a
craggy outcrop of Palacozoic greywacke, with a poor subsoil likely to carry, under natural
conditions, alternating forest and heath. The promontory is approached with comfort
- only along the ridge to the east, where the elaborate main gateway cantrolled access. At
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Fr1c. 7. Metal objects from Le Camp d’Artus (1 and 2, 1; 3-5, })

the southern and north-western corners there may have been posterns, but the former
site is mutilated by an old sand-pit and the latter is obscured by a modern path and by
dense undergrowth. From the enclosure may be seen a fine panorama of wooded ravine
and pastoral sea-plain, extending towards the great bay of Mont St. Michel.

The Chitellier has been known to antiquaries at least since the forties of the nineteenth
century. It is mentioned by J. Hairby in his Descriptive and Historical Sketches of Av-
ranches (Avranches, 1841), p. 163; and by F. Girard in Mémoires de la société archéo-
logique &’ Avranches, i (1842), 161-92. The latter was of those who.identified the camp
as that of Caesar’s lieutenant Sabinus in his campaign against Viridovix in 56 B.C., an
identification which was lengthily supported or contested both by earlier and by later
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writers.! His view was shared by E. Le Héricher, who referred to the camp in 1845
(L’ Avranchin monumental et historique, Avranches, i (1845), 311) and subsequently, in
1862, carried out excavations there.2 Le Héricher states that he trenched the south-
eastern gate and found there stones which had been submitted to the action of fire.
Farther north ‘indeterminate objects of iron’ were brought to light, and farther west an
iron object thought to be a socketed spear-ferrule was discovered vertically in the ground.
Elsewhere four Gaulish coins ‘similar to those figured by M. Lambert, Numismatique
gauloise, pl. 5, no. 9’,3 were found, and an iron axe and fragments of bronze fibulae
complete the list. The writer concludes that the Chétellier might date from the conquest
of Julius Caesar. Incidentally, he refers to earlier excavations, some twenty years pre-
viously, in the course of which several silver coins had been found.* Mention is later made
(Revue de I’ Avranchin, v, 57) of the finding of some rusty weapons and rotary querns
by a douanier; the querns were taken to a neighbouring village where they served as
bases of gate-posts. The writer himself found some Gaulish coins.

Subsequently, officers of Napoleon III’s Etat Major drew up a plan of the Camp du
Chitellier, identifying it with the camp of Sabinus.s On this basis, Coutil produced a
minute sketch-plan in 1906.% Lieutenant Péres also gives a tiny plan with contours
together with plans of the Montebourg, the Camp de Vast, and Camp de Jobourg (all in
the Manche), and discusses Sabinus’s campaign, suggesting the Grand Montcastre at
Lithaire as the scene of the final defeat of the Gauls in those parts.?

Lastly, M. J. Séguin of Avranches has published a rough plan, drawn up in one day’s
surve

Peg’mlssmn to carry out a trial-excavation was readily accorded by the owner of the
site, Madame la Comtesse de Belloy de Bouéxic, and our gratitude is due also to M. J.
Séguin, who not only acted as our intermediary in. the matter but also rendered much
help in other directions.

The necessary preliminary step was the preparation of a survey of the camp—a task
rendered peculiarly difficult by the jungle of trees and undergrowth with which the hill
is covered. The work was undertaken with admirable skill by Mr. Huntly S. Gordon,
F.S.A., assisted by Mr. Robert Stevenson, F.5.A., and Miss M. Whitley, and the result-
ing plan (pl. xvI) represents the first reasonably accurate survey of the site.

The excavation included two sections through the defences, the extensive exploration
of the main entrance, and the opening up of ten small trial-areas in the interior (see

plan).

I e.g. Revue trimestrielle de la socidté archéologique d’Av-
ranches, 1 (1882). ‘Clest 13 que périt pour toujours la liberté
des peuples du nord de la Gaule.’

2 See Bibliography under Le Héricher for further refer-
ences.

3 ie. ‘Essai sur la numismatique gauloise du nord-ouest de
la France’, in M.§.4.N. xiii (1844), 101—264.

4 The ﬁnds resulting from Le Héricher’s excavations were
destroyed when the Avranches Museum was burnt. down

towards the close of the nineteenth century.

$ Napoléon 111, Hist. de Fules César,ii (1866), 114, pls. 12
and 13.

6 Coutil, Epogues gauloises, pp. 23, 255, plan p. 246.

7 Péres, Conguéte du Cotentin par les romains (St. Lo,
1913).
8 Revue de I’ Avranchin, xx, no. 182 (1922), p. 49. For
the site see also B. §.P.F. xiii (1916), 162, list L11; Mortlllet,
p. 201.
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The defences -

Site A (pls. xv11, X1X, A, B). A section through the rampart and ditch in the vicinity
of the entrance indicated their general character but showed a less adequate state of
preservation than had been encountered at Huelgoat. The rampart, of earth and broken
stone, had been upwards of 20 ft. wide and was preserved to a height of 7 ft.; it had been
revetted externally by a dry-built stone wall and had been bonded by a scaffolding of
nailed timbers, identified in part by their sockets and in part only by the nails which
marked the points of intersection. The wall had been destroyed at the point where the
lowest layer of timbers had protruded into it, but some of the nails still lay approximately
in position on the stonework. A stout vertical timber (tree-trunk ?) was an intrusion into
the conventional scheme, but it is clear that the general construction conformed with the
distinctive murus Gallicus type.

In front of the wall was a berm or platform 7 ft. wide, beyond which lay the ditch,
some 17 ft. wide but only 3 ft. deep. On the outer lip was a low counterscarp bank.

No non-structural objects of any kind were found in or under the rampart or in the
filling of the ditch.

This arrangement of rampart-ditch-counterscarp bank is normal to the site and is modi-
fied only where the steepness of the slope demanded. Both the general character of the
rampart and the insignificant size of the ditch are reminiscent of the Camp d’Artus.

Site B (pls. xv11, xx). A second section was cut nearer the southern corner at a point
where the defences are doubled. The main stone-faced rampart and ditch, with counter-
scarp bank, conform with site A, but to them are added an outer rampart, 20 ft. wide and
5 ft. high, of simple ‘dump’ construction, and an outer ditch, 22 ft. wide and 4 ft. deep.
Again, no objects were found in association with these works.

Some 150 ft. north-east of site B, the outer rampart and ditch cease; and, since at the
point of cessation they were approaching the back of the ridge where their presence
would, from a military point of view, be most necessary, it was clearly important to
ascertain whether in fact they had originally continued beyond this point. A trench showed
that this had not been the case; the outer ditch came to a rough and unfinished end, its
lower part altogether uncut (pl. x1x, c). The work had been interrupted at a vital stage—
a significant piece of evidence to which further reference will be made (below, p. 43).

The main entrance (pls. XVIII, XIX, D, XXI, XXII, A)

The main gateway consists of an oblique entry through the rampart, the ends of which
are in-turned to flank the passage. The stone facing of the rampart turns with them and,
from the angles inwards, was reinforced by stout vertical posts set approximately at
3-metre intervals and secured by iron clamps and nails. In part, particularly on the
southern side, the gateway had been damaged by earlier excavators, whose trenches were
easily identified; but it is evident that the gate had consisted of two leaves with a central
post, behind which a further post had apparently strengthened the framework or helped
to support a superstructure.
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The approach had been partially masked by an L-shaped hornwork, now in some
measure mutilated by an overlying field-bank. This hornwork had been faced front and
back by a very rough dry-stone wall, with no traces of timber reinforcement (pl. x1x, p).
That this hornwork had been a feature of the original design of the entrance was shown
by the fact that the main ditch was not carried past it, as it must have been had the
hornwork been an afterthought. On the other hand, the hornwork was not joined to the
main rampart,and the interval between the two structures would have provided easy entry
at this point. Moreover, within the line of the hornwork is an uneven heap of earth which
is reasonably explained as unused material accumulated for its building. In short, it is evi-
dent that this feature of the entrance, whilst an integral part of the plan, was never finished.

As noted long ago by Le Héricher (above, p. 40), the gates had been destroyed by fire.
The main northern post-hole contained a great mass of charred wood, and the roughly
metalled road-surface of the approach was covered with a single layer of combined occu-
pation- and destruction-material, interpenetrated with wood ash. The evidence was con-
clusive: the entrance had been violently destroyed before completion. The fact that the
construction of the defences had here departed from the normal scheme of the “fireproof’
murus Gallicus by the inclusion of vertical posts in the facing doubtless contributed to its
vulnerability. ,

In the single compact layer of occupation-cum-destruction material, nineteen Gaulish
coins were found (pls. xx1ir and xx1v). They were too widely scattered over the approach-
ing roadway within the limits of the structure to indicate a hoard (see positions on plan,
pl. xvii), but they were specially concentrated at the site of the actual gates, suggesting
loss during traffic (perhaps the payment of some form of octroi or levy) or during looting.
They are described and discussed below by Mr. Derek Allen and Dr. Colbert de Beaulieu
(pp- 48 ff.). Here it will suffice to observe that, whether M. Blanchet’s view that the types
represented were minted in 56 B.c. be accepted literally or not, no one would dispute their
appropriateness to the Caesarian period. With the coins was found a fair quantity of
potsherds, mainly at the foot of the flanking walls (p. 45).

Trial-areas within the camp

Ten small areas (shown on the plan, pl. xvi) were opened up within the enclosure. Of
these, a majority, even in the vicinity of the entrance, produced no relics at all, and not
one yielded structural evidence of occupation. Two Gaulish coins were found, respec-
tively on sites A and F, and the latter site showed traces of a hearth and contained a few
sherds of types similar to those from the entrance. But if, as secems likely enough, the
trial-areas are typical, the camp was not long or intensively occupied.

The date and purpose of the Chétellier

From the foregoing account certain factors emerge which together indicate a close
dating for the building and destruction of the Chatellier. These factors may be tabulated
as follows:
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1. Although smaller than the Camp d’Artus, the Chatellier, with its 48 acres, is so
outstanding in this region of France that it suggests a political or military, not an
economic, context. Its countryside is, for the most part, poor farming land inter-
spersed with scrub, and is devoid of useful ores in appreciable quantity. Once more
we appear to be confronted with a coalescence of the population at a strategic spot
under conditions of exceptional compulsion.

2. There is evidence, both in the outer line of defence and at the entrance, that the -
work was left unfinished, and it is clear that the gateway was violently destroyed.

3. There is likewise evidence that the site was not long or intensively occupied.

4. The single layer of occupation and construction at the entrance yielded nineteen
Gaulish coins of types ascribed to ¢. 56 B.c. and certainly in circulation in the
Caesarian period. Two similar coins were found in the interior of the camp.

The inference is that the camp is another product of organized Gaulish resistance to
Caesar in 56 B.C., and that it may reasonably be referred to the activities of Viridovix,
chief of the Unelli or Venelli, and commander in that year of a large composite force
representing a number of adjacent tribes.” Whether it was or was not the actual site where
Viridovix is recorded to have encamped his main force prior to his ill-fated attack upon
Sabinus cannot of course be known. All that can be said is that the Chétellier takes a place
in the general picture of the campaign and that its outstanding size would be consistent
with a leading role.

FINDS
A. PoTrTERY

Figs. 8 and g illustrate all the significant fragments of pottery found at Le Petit
Celland. Whenever the fragment is sufficiently large for diagnosis it is evident that the
wheel was used. The clay is normally micaceous and somewhat coarse, and dark brown
in colour, often with a slightly ‘blistered’ surface. The majority of the sherds come from
the single occupation-layer at the eastern entrance and may be ascribed with reasonable
certainty to 56 B.c. Sherds from other sites within the camp include a similar range of
types and, in view of the brevity of the occupation of the earthwork, must be ascribed to
the same date.

Fig. 8

1-15. Cordoned bowls of fine black or dark brown ware. These bowls must all have
approximated to the type reconstructed as no. 1 (see also pl. xxi1, B, 2). In no case was
the centre of the base preserved, but the ‘kick’ or omphalos (included in the reconstruc-
tion) may be regarded as certain on the analogy of the closely similar pots from Hen-
gistbury Head (Class B) and from the vestigial omphalos which occurs sometimes on
derivative Belgic bowls (see below). The distinctiveness of the shape and fabric and the
frequency of the occurrence of the type at Le Petit Celland makes it possible to regard

I Caesar, B.G. iii, 17-18.
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these bowls as the ‘type-fossil’ of the site, with some additional emphasis from the fact that
the type apparently recurs in the neighbouring Channel Islands.® Nos. 1 and 3-10 were
found in the East Gate in the layer of mud and wood-ash which immediately overlay the
road-surface. The layer contained the nineteen Gaulish coins dating approximately from
the middle of the first century B.c. (see below, p. 48).

17-23 were found in the same layer and constitute a second type which is characteristic
of the site. The fabric is normally coarser than that of the preceding and sometimes has
a ‘blistered’ surface. Its colour is brown verging sometimes upon black. The cordon on
the shoulder is characteristic of the series and may be derived from this feature on the
preceding type. .

24, also from the same layer, is of gritty grey ware with a brown surface. The shoulder
is rippled in reminiscence of cordons.

25, from the same layer, is a fragment of a rim of similar ware but of uncertain type.

26, from the same layer, has a ledge or slight cordon at the shoulder and is probably a
derivative from types 17-23 above. '

27, from the same layer, is of coarse reddish-brown ware and represents a large jar of
a type apparently not otherwise represented on the site.

28 is a shallow bowl from the same layer.

29 is of fine hard dark brown ware and from the same layer.

30-37 are marked by a groove, more or less pronounced, on the inner surface of the
rim. This feature is discussed in connexion with the pottery from Kercaradec (below,
p. §8). It seems to have been derived ultimately from metal prototypes. All the present
examples are from the same layer as the preceding.

Fig. 9

38-52 are from the same ashy layer on the road-surface at the East Gate. No. 39 is a
grooved bowl with a heavy rim of a type somewhat similar to Huelgoat nos. 32, 35.
Nos. 41-52 show the range of bases, many of which have an emphatic foot-ring or even
a low pedestal. No. 42 is of reddish-brown ware with a graphite coating.

53-63 come from the lower of two very slightly differentiated strata on site Q within
the camp. The range of types includes that already noted under nos. 17-23 above,
together with four examples of the internally grooved rim.

64-71 come from the upper of the two layers on this site, and include the solitary
example of a bead-rim, no. 70; unfortunately, the complete profile of this vessel was not
recovered. ‘

72 and 73 are from site G which also produced a fragment of a cordoned bowl of type
1; see above, no. 2.

! Jacquetta Hawkes, The Archaeology of the Channel Islands, ii (Jersey, 1937), 187-8, fig. 48 (sherds from Maitresse
{le, 15 miles south of Jersey).

N~



Fic. 9. Pottery from Le Petit Celland (})



LE CHATELLIER, LE PETIT CELLAND, MANCHE 47

74-81 are from site F and require no special comment save that no. 81 is of a flattish
rim-form which does not occur elsewhere in the camp.

82 and 83 are from site K, the former being probably the rim of a cordoned bowl
similar to no. 1.

Of the two characteristic types—best illustrated respectively by nos. 1 and 18—the
cordoned bowl, no. 1, etc., is of special interest to British archaeology by reason of its
close identity with a type found at Hengistbury and included by Mr. J. P. Bushe-Fox
in his Hengistbury Class B.* On the little evidence available when the Hengistbury
Report was written, the Class B bowls were ascribed roughly to ‘the third or fourth
century B.C.’, and the omphalos, which is a feature of those bowls and with probability
ascribed 77 absentia also to the Petit Celland examples, was thought to have disappeared
from pottery by the middle of the second century B.c. In the light of evidence accumu-
lated since the writing of the Hengistbury Report, this dating requires drastic revision.
The omphalos is now known to have lasted to an advanced stage of the Belgic period: it
occurs at Swarling,? and at Maiden Castle, where both a true and two vestigial examples
were found in a deposit dating from the second quarter of the first century a.p.
At Glastonbury, although not closely dated, it almost certainly belongs to the Belgic
infiltration which marks the last phase of the site.? Indeed one example at the lake-
village# is a late and devolved descendant of the Hengistbury—Petit Celland type, and
" another derivative, also with vestigial omphalos, was found at Maiden Castle in a layer
dating from the eve of the Claudian invasion.s The allocation of the Hengistbury-Petit
Celland prototype to the first half of the first century B.c. thus allows a reasonable period
for a normal typological progression, and brings the type into place in the ‘Ultimate
Marnian’ series in which our Belgic pottery forms a specialized and provincial group.
Incidentally, it may be observed that the cordoned bowls from Hengistbury are wheel-
turned and, at a time when the wheel was very rare elsewhere in western Britain, this
fact may be taken to imply actual importation. It was not for nothing that Hampshire
and the Manche (with the Channel Islands) confront each other across the Channel.
Furthermore, the complete absence of the Hengistbury bowls (so far as is known) in
their undevolved form elsewhere in Britain suggests only a momentary cross-Channel
contact; and, although there is an easy risk of overworking the possibility of associating
such contacts with the rigorous campaigns of Julius Caesar in north-western Gaul, it is
by no means unlikely that these bowls, together with another class of ‘foreign’ Hengistbury
pottery noted in connexion with Kercaradec (p. 58), are the relics of a few ship-loads
of refugees at the time of the Caesarian conquest. They may, on the other hand, be com-
mercial products of a somewhat earlier date.

1 Report Research Committee Soc. Ant. Lon., no. 1ii (1915), S Wheeler, Maiden Castle, Dorset (1943), p. 240 and
34, ‘Excavations at Hengistbury Head, Hampshire’. fig. 75, no. 234.

2 Report Research Committee Soc. Ant. Lon., no. v (1925). ¢ We might add that in 1938 we showed the Petit Celland

3 For examples see Bulleid and Gray, The Glastonbury sherds to Mr. Bushe-Fox, the excavator of Hengistbury, and
Latke-village, 1i, 515, fig. 168; pl. Lxxx, p. 190; and pl.  he at once accepted both the identity of type and the conse-
LXXXIV, P. 246. + Ibid., pl. Lxxx, p. 190. quent modification of his dating for ‘Hengistbury B’.
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B. Gavurisu Coins
(i) Report by MR. DEREK F. ALLEN, F.8.A., dated 1939

The twenty-one Gaulish coins found at Le Petit Celland belong to a well-known
series of Armorican coins usually found together in hoards. The three types represented
are closely akin to one another and all exhibit the same strange local development of
Gaulish art. The coins, which are all of billon, have on the obverse a flamboyant repre-
sentation of 2 human head facing right. The hair is indicated in three sinuous rolls which
intertwine at their ends. The sex of the head is uncertain; though derived through an
infinite chain of copying and emendation from the head of Apollo on the stater of Philip
of Macedon, it has suffered so drastic a change that it could well be taken to represent a
female.! The reverses of the coins bear a horse galloping to right beneath whose body is
a boar, or perhaps a boar standard. The horse’s head takes various forms, being sometimes
human and sometimes bird-like. In the field above and behind the horse are various
ornaments, the last memory of the charioteer and flying victory on the prototypes; on
these coins they have been reduced to a fan-like or even caterpillar-like formula. The
differences between the types are as follows:

Obverse Rewverse
Class A2  Head correctly rendered with straight ~ Horse with human head; two fan-
nose; sinuous ornament in front of shaped ornaments above. Nos. 1-3.
face.
Class Bi3 Head with € shaped nose, otherwise Horse similar; one of the fans, however,
similar. semi-humanized. No. 4.
Cuass B ii4  Similar. Horse with elongated head, and mane
terminating in a flying scroll. Only
one fan above. Nos. §-7.
Class C.5 Head with straight nose and{ ' Horse with bird-like head; the fans re-

placed by an object half-way between
a kite and a caterpillar.  Nos. 8—21.

in front.

There are minor variations in the form and disposition of the details.

The coins are made of a mixed metal containing tin, copper, silver, and traces of iron
and gold.s Copper always predominates; according to the somewhat unreliable analyses
which are available, the tin varies from 2 to 12 per cent. of the whole, the silver from 1-5
to 18. No record exists of which precise types were analysed.

4 Opp. cit. De la Tour, no. J. 28; Blanchet, fig. 218;

I This may be partly due to the subsidiary influence of the
Evans, pl. E, no. 4.

silver drachms of Emporiae in Spain and of their later imita-

tions in south-west Gaul. Little work has as yet been done on.

this source of Gaulish coinage.

2 De la Tour, Atlas de monnaies gauloises, no. 6634;
Blanchet, Traité des monnaies gauloises, p. 315, not illus-
trated; J. Evans, Ancient Britisk Coins, not illustrated.

3 Opp. cit. De la Tour, no. J. 62; Blanchet, not illustrated ;
Evans, pl. E, no. 5.

5 Opp. cit. De la Tour, no. 6598; Blanchet, fig. 217;
Evans, pl. E, no. 1. .

6 De Donop, Les Médailles gallo-gaéliques (1838), p. 243
reproduced in Evans, p. 128. Mention of more recent
analyses in Blanchet, Transactions of the International Numis-
matic Congress (1935), p. 280.
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Coins of these and similar types are generally known in England as ‘Channel Island
coins’, the name being derived from the discovery of a number of large hoards there.!
French archaeologists generally attribute them to the tribe of the Curiosolites who
occupied approximately the Cotes-du-Nord.? The first name is definitely misleading.
Coins of this class are found singly over a large area of north-west France,’ the Channel
Islands,* and even south-west England.s Besides those from Jersey, hoards have been
found in the departments of Finistere,6 Cétes-du-Nord,? Ille-et-Vilaine,# Manche,? and
Calvados,© that is the areas occupied in antiquity by the tribes of the Unelli, Abrincatui,
Redones, Curiosolites and Osismii. The attribution of these coins to the Curiosolites does
not at present appear to be based on sufficient evidence, but is not intrinsically
improbable.!

The three types, together with a fourth and fifth, not found at Le Petit Celland, occur
frequently together in these hoards. It is more likely that the types form a chronological
sequence than that they are the work of different mints. The order A~B-C for the types
in this hoard is suggested but by no means proved by their increasing divergence from
the nearest gold prototypes,'? and may be confirmed by the proportions in which they
occur in the hoards. C is always the commonest and the best preserved and therefore
presumably the latest. The types not found at Le Petit Celland are probably the earliest,
and indeed are the only ones of this group which have been found associated with gold
staters.!3 '

It haslong been realized that these coins represent the last phase of pre-Roman coinage
in Armorica, and belong to the first half of the first century B.c. M. Adrien Blanchet has
recently gone farther and maintained that the issue was actually struck on the occasion
of the expedition of Decius Brutus in 56 B.c.™# This view is, however, far too limited and
unsupported by the evidence. A token coinage so widespread and plentiful, showing
so many signs of hard use and testing, can hardly be a temporary money of necessity.
No coinage produced in exceptional circumstances would have been struck from dies so
carefully, even meticulously, manufactured. The somewhat similar token coinage of

! Evans, p. 127, etc. Head, south Hants, Mount Batten, Fareham, Nettletons
2 Blanchet, T7raité, p. 315. Lambert, Essai sur Ja numis-  Sussex coast, Hexham, South Ferriby, Lesmahago.
matigue du nord-ouest de la France, p. 26, etc. 6 Scrignac, Lannéanou.
3 Huelgoat, Lannéanou (Finistére); Moncontour, Hénan- 7 Merdrignac, La Hauttaie, Kevern, Rusquellec, St.
Bihen, Dinan, Corseul, Callac, near Guingamp (Cbtes-du- Denoual, Hénan-Bihen.
Nord); Bedée, Bain, Saint Servan (Ille-et-Vilaine); 8 Pertier, St. Méen.
Avranches, Chitellier, near Avranches, Tourlaville (Manche); 9 Graignes, Plessis Grimault, Avranches.
Le Lorey, St. Pierre de Plesguen, Camp de la Nouée-Blanche, 10 Plessis Grimault (perhaps a duplication).
{le-de-Ebihiens. Taken from Blanchet, T7aiz, p- 315, as are 1 Tt has been the practice of French numismatists to attach
the other French find-spots. tribal names to Gaulish coins without much evidence. Coins

4 For find-spots in Jersey, see Major N. V. L. Rybot, are sometimes distributed between tribes on the basis of the
‘Armorican Art’, Bulletin of the Société Fersiaise (1937), symbols which occur on them rather than from the find-spots.
xiii, 153; and Jacquetta Hawkes, The Archaeology of the 'This is most misleading and inclines the unwary to believe
Channel Islands I1: The Bailiwick of Fersey (Jersey, 1937), that more is known about these coins than is the case.
pp- 124 ff. A new and enlarged edition of Rybot’s Armorican 2 De la Tour, op. cit., nos. 4395, 4417, 6728, 6826, etc.
Art was published in Jersey in 1952. 13 Corseul, Saint Solan, for example.

5 Somewhere in Devonshire, Maiden Castle, Hengistbury 4 Blanchet, Trans. Int. Num. Congress, 1935, pp. 280—~1I.

B. 7370 E : :
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Dorset and Wiltshire? is known to have had a long life, and there is every reason to sup-
pose that the Armorican coinage had also.

It is nevertheless likely that the conquest of Armorica is responsible for the burial of so
many hoards over such a wide area. It has been suggested that the Jersey hoards were
deposited by fugitives from Gaul at the time of the consolidation of Roman rule there,
and that the coins, having little or no intrinsic value, may have been discarded as worth-
less.z This date is confirmed by the circumstances of the finding of the Petit Celland
coins, and gives a fairly certain terminus ante quem.

A large hoard of coins was discovered at Rozel in Jersey in a cliff fall in the year 1875.3
Besides coins of these classes it contained a large number of other Gaulish types, some of
which appear to be Armorican. It also contained a number of Roman denarii, the latest of
which was dated 39 B.c. It is not necessary to suppose for this reason that the types found
at Le Petit Celland continued to be struck after the Roman conquest; if coins were struck
at all, the years between the Roman conquest and the date of burial may well be ac-
counted for by some of the additional Armorican types known only from the Rozel
hoard, and the earliest Republican denarius found there dates from the middle of the’
second century B.c. Caution, too, must be exercised in using the hoard as evidence, since
some contamination must have occurred. A coin of Trajan Decius is published as from
the find!4 ‘

The date post guem for these coins must remain uncertain, as their gold prototypes have
not been accurately dated. These clearly have a long history of their own before the
appearance of the billon coinages and it is not likely that the latter were struck before
well into the first century B.c. Degree of debasement or variation from an original is the .
poorest possible criterion of date, and it is to be hoped that the gold coins will soon be
better classified.

The following is an analysis of the coins found at Le Petit Celland:

Class A 3
Class B i I
Class Bii . . .3
Class C . . . 14

Total 21

All coins were badly corroded except one spcc1men of Class A and three or four of
Class C. This example of Class A appears to contain a higher proportion of silver than the
others. At least seven coins have been tested for plating in antiquity by a blow struck
with a blunt instrument across the centre. This is commonly found both on Armorican
coins and on the similar British issues of Dorset and Wiltshire. One coin is fragmentary
and another has little left but a copper core.

[Note: Mr. Allen has since seen the recent report of Dr. Colbert de Beaulieu printed

! Brooke, Numismatic Chronicle, 1933, p. 110. 3 Barthélemy, Revue numismatique, 1884, p. 177.
% Jacquetta Hawkes, op. cit., p. 129. 4 Cable, Bulletin of the Société Fersiaise, 1880, pp. 207-10.
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below. Dr. Colbert de Beaulieu’s work on Armorican coins has for the first time put the
study on a secure basis, and he is glad to accept his correction of the order of the classes.]

(ii) Abbreviated report by DR. j. B. COLBERT DE BEAULIEU, dated 1954!
(a) Attribution |

In spite of their defective condition, all these billon? pieces are easily recognized as
belonging to the series attributable to the state of Corseul—the Curiosolites. Pending
fuller publication of the coinage of the Curiosolites, useful reference may be made to
Rybot’s Armorican Art, where the principal types are illustrated.

(6) Classification

We have divided the coinage of the Curiosolites into six classes.# Of the Petit Celland
examples, one (no. 15) is too corroded for precise classification, although certainly of the
tribal series. The remaining twenty represent three of our classes, as follows:

Class I: nos. 1, 2, 3.
Class II: nos. 8-14, 16-21.
Class III: nos. 4~7.

An almost identical proportion of the three classes characterizes the immense hoard of
about 1,200 coins known as Jersey ¢’, found in 1935 on Le Marquanderie Hill, St.
Brelade, and, though studied usefully by Rybot, still awaiting definitive publication.
Admittedly the Petit Celland analysis is based upon twenty coins only, but the positive
resemblance is emphasized negatively by the seeming absence of Classes IV-VT alike
from the Petit Celland series and from Jersey ¢. Identity of origin for the two collections
may be accepted on the basis of identity of composition. But that is not all.

(¢) Coin-dies
Dies used for four of the Petit Celland coins in Classes I and III appear to have been
used also for over 200 of those of Jersey g. The dies for Class IT have not yet been fully

examined, so that this criterion of identity may ultimately prove to be even more for-
midable than it at present is. For Classes I and III the present analysis is as follows:s

Petit Celland
No. 1 isof the die I D 16.

! This report has subsequently appeared in full in Annales

de Bretagne, Ixi (Rennes, 1954). The present précis is by
R.E. M. W.

? The silver content of this class of coin varies normally
from 10 to 20 per cent., as is indicated by ten analyses of
similar specimens: five made by the collaboration of M.
Fauconnier, director of the laboratories of the Monnaie,
Paris; four others made at the request of the curators of the
museum of the Société Jersiaise by the Royal Mint, London;
and one published by Adrien Blanchet, Treité des monnaies

gauloises, p. 40.

3 N. V. L. Rybot as cited, pp. 153-9o.

*# Our classes correspond to Rybot’s illustrations as follows:
Class 1= figs. 1—31; Class II = figs. 32—42; Class 11T —
figs. 75~89 and 91; Class IV = figs. 43—58; Class V = figs.
59-68; Class VI = figs. 69~74. See also the plates of our
‘Les Monnaies celtiques des Véndtes’, Mém. de la Soc. d&’hist-
toireet d’archéologie de Bretagne, xxxiii (1953), nos. 40-50.

" 5 Dr. Colbert de Beaulieu’s enumeration, from his analysis
of the dies used on coins attributed to the Curiosolites.
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No. 2isof thedie I D 1.
No. 3 isof the die I D s52.
No. 5 is of the die IIT D 34.

Fersey 9 :
In the Jersey hoard are 45 examples of Petit Celland no. 1, 29 of P.C. no. 2, 34 of
P.C. no. 3, and about 100 of P.C. no. s.

(d) Cuts or gashes
The following Petit Celland coins bear cuts or gashes:

on the obverse, nos. 2, 3, and 6;
on the reverse, nos. 3, 4, 9, 14, 16, and 20.

No. 3 is scarred thrice on the obverse and thrice on the reverse. Similar scars have been
observed at Mordelles,! in a hoard composed of base-metal coins of diverse origins. These
systematic cuts would appear to be explained by the circulation of the coins amongst
strangers who desired to prove the quality of the metal.

(e) Conclusion

In the light of the evidence as a whole, we conclude that the Petit Celland coins came
from the same mint as those of Jersey g. The latter, an immense. treasure, cannot have
been the property of an individual; it must have belonged to a large body, an army, and
must be supposed to have been buried after the disaster to the troops under. Viridovix in
56 B.c. Incidentally, some of the coins had apparently circulated outside the issuing tribe,
the Curiosolites, for they had been tested for intrinsic worth. The views originally put
forward by the finder of the Petit Celland series are confirmed by this further study.

C. MISCELLANEA
Fig. 10

1. Clay spindle-whorl from the only occupation-level on site F, in the intetior of the
camp.

2. Clay spindle-whorl from the interior of the camp.

3. Bronze bracelet with flattened ends from the ash-layer in the eastern entrance.

4. Fragment of bronze bracelet with incised trellis-pattern. From the same level as
no. 3.
5. Fragment of bronze bracelet with beaded linear ornament. From the same level as
no. 3.
6. Fragment of twisted blue glass bracelet from the same level as no. 3.

7. Part of the spring-coil of a bronze fibula from site B (cutting across the defences),
13 ft. down from the surface in the material of the main bank.

1 See Colbert de Beaulieu and Emile Guibourg in Annales de Bretagne, 1952, 2, pp. 221-33, pl.



PLLATE XIX

A. Site A outer wally and rampart cut back B. Ditch of preceding
to show murus Gallicus construction

C. Rough end of unfinished outer ditch D. Wall and barrow of hornwork (probably

unfinished)
Le Petit Celland

(See p. 41)



PLATE XX

Le Petit Celland: outer ditch, site B

(See p. 41)



PLATE XXI

Le Petit Celland: eastern external angle of main entrance, with post-hole

Qo
(See p. 41)



PLATE XXII

A. Le Petit Celland: flank of main entrance, with post-hole

(See p. 41)

B. ]’nttcl'}-’ from Le Camp d’Artus (I, 3-8) and Le Petit Celland (2)
Length of scaley 6 in.

(See pp. 32 and 43)






PLLATE XXIII

Coins from Le Petit Celland: obverses (1)

(See p. 48)



PLLATE XXIV

Coins from Le Petit Celland: reverses (1)

(See p. 48)



PLATE XXV

A. Kercaradec: internal ll.,'ll_f_,_(th' of main rampart, with post-holes

(See p. 54)

B. Sling-stone pebbles from Kercaradec
Scale of em. and in.

(See p. 56)
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8. Part of a flattened bronze ring from the same level as nos. 3-6.

9—10. Iron rings from the same level as nos. 3-6, etc.

11. Iron socket from the only occupation-level on site G, in the interior of the camp.
12. Iron clamp from the same level as nos. 3-6, etc.

13. Iron handle from the same level as nos. 3-6, etc.

14. Part of iron nail from a post-hole in the revetment-wall of the eastern entrance.
15. Iron ferrule from the same layer as nos. 3-6, etc.

(iii) KERCARADEC, PENHARS, FINISTERE

In the commune of Penhars, on an isolated hill 3 km. west of Quimper in Finistére, lies
a small contour-camp, 5} acres in interior area, commanding the valley of a tributary
of the River Odet.” The interior of the camp rises to a central eminence whence a glimpse
of the main estuary and an extensive view of the broken granite hill-country around can
be obtained. The name of the camp, Kercaradec, now borne equally by the farm lying at
its foot, recalls the Caer Caradoc familiar to Shropshire lads.

The camp, roughly triangular, is protected on the north by triple defences (pl. xxv1).
Elsewhere there are two banks and ditches except for a short portion on the south side
where the ground falls away more steeply. Part of the eastern defences, outside the main
bank, has been ploughed out and much of the circuit of the main rampart has been con-
verted into a field wall. The southern half of the camp has been extensively quarried.
Outside the north entrance, a bank, which appears to join the outer bank of the main
defences, curves away from the camp and ends abruptly on a modern field wall at a
distance of about 200 ft. A similar bank exists on the south, but whether again as a pos-
sible cattle-enclosure outside another entrance it is 1mposs1ble to say owing to quarrying
at that point.

During a fortnight’s excavation carried out under the direction of Miss Leslie Scott
(Mrs. P. Murray Threipland), sections, sites A and D, were cut through the defences at
the north-east corner of the camp; whilst of the two recognizable entrances, respectively
near the middle of the eastern and northern sides, the eastern was partially explored, and
a number of small areas, sites B, C, F, G, and ], were excavated in the interior of the
camp, mainly on the sheltered parts of the shallow quarry-ditch inside the ramparts.

Permission to excavate the camp was readily given by the owner of the land, M. Bosser,
and gratitude is due both to him and to Madame Bosser.

Sites A and D together form a composite section through the northern defences (pl.
xxvi1). The innermost rampart (pl. xxv, A) showed an elaborate stone construction. An
area appears to have been levelled in the rock and a low stone-revetted platform (level
45) built on it. On this was set up the inner face of a wall 12 ft. thick. This wall, filled with
heavy granite rubble, had two posts 7 ft. apart on'its inner side, evidently forming a portion

! B.S.P.F. xi (1914), 158, list xxx1; Mortillet, p. 199; Chatellier (1), p. 333; Fréminville, i, pt. 2, pp. 133-5;
Le Men, p. 178.
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KERCARADEC, PENHARS, FINISTERE I

of a palisade or fence. An intermediate step (level 42) was added between the lowest
platform and the face of the wall.

The outer face of the rampart presents a more difficult problem. The face of the wall
leans dangerously outward on the extreme edge of a small ditch, which, from its shallow
and irregular character, can scarcely be other than a quarry. Beyond this quarry lies the
innermost defensive ditch cut roughly to a depth of 6 ft. into the intractable granite of
the site; and a regular slope between the inner edge of this ditch and the face of the wall
was provided by filling the quarry-ditch with a considerable layer of sand and covering
it with carefully laid flat slabs to prevent the sand from being washed away. That this
prepared slope was an original feature of the construction is shown by the complete
absence of silt between itself and the floor of the underlying quarry; furthermore, the
absence of stones on the floor of this quarry shows that the ramp was in position before
the wall began to collapse. Whether the quarry represents in fact an abortive attempt to
cut the main ditch at this point—an attempt discontinued perhaps owing to the risk of
weakening the wall—can only be guessed. But the sequence and the final form of the
rampart-ditch construction were undoubtedly as indicated above.

The section through the two outer banks and the ditches shows no peculiarities. All the
ditches are rock-cut and now there are no banks visible above the natural soil. It would
seem likely, however, from the number of stones in the filling of the ditches that there
had been small ramparts which have partly been robbed for stone and partly fallen back
into the ditch again.

The major part of a pot (fig. 11, 1) lay at the bottom of the inner ditch (level 8), and
one or two indeterminate sherds were found in the debris of the ramparts. Sling-stones
(selected pebbles) were found in the rampart debris, in the sand banked up against the
outer face of the inner rampart, and in the outermost ditch.

The structure of the main rampart, with its stepped back, is reminiscent of that of the
‘oppidum des Césarines’ near St. Cere (Lot),! and was probably designed to facilitate
the manning of the summit by the defending slingers. The date of the ‘Césarines’ was
not established,? and it may or may not be relevant to observe that the murus Gallicus in
the oppidum at Murcens in the same Department likewise has a stepped back? and may
reasonably be ascribed to the Caesarian period (below, p. 183). The composite stone
ramparts which, in Britain, are familiar at Worlebury, Somerset, and are well represented
in France and Germany,* are not closely comparable with Kercaradec, although they
may also have been stepped in some instances. On the other hand, excavation has shown
that the rampart of the ‘cliff-castle’ at Gurnard’s Head in Cornwall is almost identical
with that of Kercaradec.s It lacks (apparently) only the palisade or fence which is present

I A. Viré, ‘Les Oppida du Quercy et le si¢gge d’Uxello-  Ibid.
dunum’, Bulletin de la socidté des études littéraires et 3 Ibid.
artistigues du Lot (Cahors), fasc. 1, jan.—mars 1936. 4 C. W. Dymond, Worlebury (2nd ed., 1902), pp. 21 ff.
2 ‘Nous pouvons, semble-t-il, considérer cet oppidum and p. 124, pl. v; J. Déchelette, Manue! d’archéologie, 1m1
comme occupé et fortifié dés ’époque hallstattienne, entre les  (1927), 191, fig. 270.
années 800—500 av. J.-C., sans pouvoir préciser davantage’! 5 Arch. Fourn. xcvil (1940), 96.
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along the inner side of the uppermost surviving step of the latter. This fence, if such it
be, is difficult to explain unless as a protective device to prevent children and animals from
scrambling over the fighting-platform. The accessibility of the latter from the interior
of the camp would readily justify some barrier of the kind. '

The western entrance (site E)

The western entrance of the camp was partially excavated and revealed two phases of
construction. In the later period the gateway, only the southern half of which was fully
explored, was flanked by a stone wall which, with the inner face of the stone wall inside
the innermost defence, formed a square end to the rampart. Two post-holes lay immedi-
ately inside the flanking wall just west of the middle of the rampart. The earlier phase
showed the ends of two pits or ditches underlying the flanking walls at the western end
of the rampart and an oval pit deep in the centre of the gateway. This had been filled up
with stones when the later roadway was made up over it.

Sites B, C, F, G, and ¥

Amongst these small areas excavated in the interior of the camp only site B produced
pottery in any quantity (below). Sling-stones (pl. xxv, B), a fragment of a stone
rubber, charcoal, and daub were also found and presuppose a hut site in the shallow
depression in the rock under the shelter of the inner rampart. Further evidence of hut
sites was lacking, three sherds only and a few sling-stones coming from site C. There
were no finds on any of the other sites.

It is worth noting the statement of M. Bosser that in quarrying the top of the hill inside
the camp he came across a pit covered with stone slabs and containing ‘several thousand’
sling-stones.

FINDS
A. PorTERY (fig. 11)

The twelve potsherds here illustrated comprise all the significant pieces found during
the very slight trial-excavation of this site. They are in every case made from micaceous
clay, and, with the exception of no. 12 and the possible exception of nos. 2 and 3, are
wheel-turned. No. 1 was found in the bottom of the inmost ditch (pl. xxv11, layer 8); the
others were all recovered from the same stratum layer 1 in a small area (site B) opened
within the shelter of the western- defences.

1. Jar of coarse brown ware with a shallow groove round the shoulder. Above the
shoulder the surface has been smoothed.

2. Fragment of flattened rim of brown ware. The sherd is too small to show definitely
whether the wheel was used—probably not.

3. Fragment of bases of similar ware.

4. Pot of brown ware with a shallow groove on the shoulder. Above the groove the
surface is smoothed.
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5. Fragment of pot of brown ware with small cordon and groove round the shoulder
and slight groove on the upper surface of the rim. ‘

6. Rim of brown clay. This type of rim, not perhaps very distinctive, occurs at Gur-
nard’s Head, Cornwall (Arch. Fourn. xcvii, 1940, p. 108, fig. 7, 2,and p. 110, fig. 8, 1),
and is not uncommon in south-western Britain.

7. Part of shoulder of fine brown ware, with traces of graphite-coating, and round the
shoulder a slashed cordon.

8. Fragment of rim of graphite-coated brown ware with an internal groove.

9. Internally grooved rim of coarse brown ware. '

10. Internally grooved rim of graphite-coated ware. On the neck is a cordon.

11. Fragments of a bowl of graphite-coated brown ware. The rim is internally grooved;
on the lower part of the vessel is a band of ornament including a series of stamped con-
centric circles, somewhat suggesting a running-spiral. Below this band branching spirals
are smoothed on the surface of the clay. Part of a comparable bowl of smooth black
micaceous ware from Tronoén, near Pont ’Abbé, is preserved in the Penmarc’h museum.
For the general type (bowls with internally grooved rims), see below. '

12. Fragment of straight-sided tray(?) of rough micaceous clay with a red surface and
a grey core. For a comparable fragment from Castel Coz (Finistére), see Arch. Journ.
xxix (1872), fig. 4 facing p. 321.

Save for no. 1, all the above sherds are contemporary, and no. 1 may be regarded as
of the same general period. Since Kercaradec occupies a prominent position near the
fringe of the tribal area of the Veneti, that period may beassumed to have preceded the
obliteration of the Veneti by Julius Caesar in the year 56 B.c. On the other hand, certain
features—the internal rim-groove on nos. 8-11 and the somewhat sketchy decoration on
no. 11—seem to be typologically late in their series, and it is perhaps unlikely therefore
that the pottery as a whole is earlier than the beginning of the first century s.c.

No. 2 has the flattened rim and the coarse aspect of a familiar ‘Ultimate Hallstatt’ type.
The finer sherds (nos. 7, 8, 10, 11) show the graphite-coating which is a Hallstatt tradi-
tion and is fairly widespread upon wares of the present class in Brittany. In Britain it

.seems to occur only at Hengistbury Head (Class H); indeed, in this as in other respects,
1t is in this class of Hengistbury pottery that the nearest British affinities to the Kercaradec
types 5, 6, 9, and 10 can at present be found.! The internally grooved rim appears, if
somewhat poorly, on certain of the Hengistbury examples, and it is a recurrent feature of
the Glastonbury wares; whilst in France it is known from twelve sites in Brittany and one
in western Normandy (map, fig. 12). It is derived from metalwork, and a bronze proto-
type found in Ireland, at Keshcarrigan in Co. Leitrim, has recently been published by
Mr. E. M. Jope and Professor Stuart Piggott.2 The Keshcarrigan bowl, or at least its
model, was presumably brought from north-western France, though at what date can

Y Hengistbury Head Report, pl. xxu1, upper half, nos. 1-5.  taining the Colchester mirror (4n¢. Fourn. xxviii (1948),

2 Ulster Fournal of Archaeology, xvii (1954), 93 ff.; p.136) is comparable and is lathe-spun; its associated pottery
Archaeologia, xcvi (1955), 223, 231. The bronze cup con-  suggests a date in the first quarter of the first century a.p.
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only be conjectured. An elaborated reminiscence or variety of the type can be recognized
in the two inadequately known bronze bowls found with the Birdlip mirror and now
preserved with it in the Gloucester Museum. At Hénon (Cétes-du-Nord) a pottery bowl
of the type is decorated with an acanthus or half-palmette pattern (fig. 30, 6), which
is ascribed by Jacobsthal to the fourth century B.c.! and is typologically unlikely to be
very much later than 300 B.c.; but the Irish bronze bowl is lathe-spun, a technique
thought to be of later date, the Birdlip bowls (also lathe-spun) are of the first century
A.D., and some at least of the British pottery derivatives (at Glastonbury and elsewhere)
must be ascribed to the first centuries .c.—~.D. At Kercaradec the groove is more em- -
phatic than is usual at Glastonbury, but approaches the lake-village types sufficiently
closely to suggest no vast difference of date. It may be added that the groove has nothing
to do with the seating for a lid (as one of us formerly suggested), but perpetuates and
emphasizes a constructional feature in the fashioning of the metal rim.

The following is a list of sites which have produced internally grooved rims in north-
west France and southern England.

France

Kercaradec, Penhars, Finistére. (Present excavation.)

Parc al Leur, (?) Leure, Finistere. (Penmarc’h Museum.)

Castel Coz, Finistére. (Penmarc’h Museum.)

Kerviltré, St. Jean Troliman, Finistére. (St. Germain Museum.)
Kerhillio, Morbihan. (Carnac Museum.)

Mané Roullard, La Trinité, nr. Carnac, Morbihan. (Carnac Museum.)
Trehuinec, St. Pierre de Vannes, Morbihan. (Vannes Museum.)
Grottes de St. Glan. nr. St. Brieuc, Cotes-du-I7:.rd. (St. Brieuc Museum.)
St. Donan, nr. St. Brieuc, Cétes-du-Nord. (St. Brieuc Museum.)
Henon, nr. St. Brieuc, Cétes-du-Nord. (St. Brieuc Museum.)

11. Tertre Aubert, Cotes-du-Nord. (St. Brieuc Museum.)

12. Pludual, nr. St. Brieuc, Cétes-du-Nord. (St. Brieuc Museum.)

13. Le Petit Celland, nr. Avranches, Manche. (Present excavation.)

—
OO w1 O\Ui-!ktrel\)*-l

England
14. Glastonbury, Somerset. (Taunton Museum.)
15. Meare, Somerset. (Taunton Museum.)
16. Maiden Castle, Dorset. (Dorchester Museum.)
17. Worlebury, Somerset. (Taunton Museum.)
18. Ham Hill, Somerset. (Taunton Museum.)
19. Hengistbury Head, Hampshire. (British Museum.)
zo. Milber Down, Devon.
21. St. Mawgan-in-Pyder, Cornwall. .
22. Blackbury Castle, Southleigh, Devon.

So far as I am aware, the feature does not occur in pottery from central or eastern
Normandy.

U Early Celtic Art (Oxford, 1944), p. 95.
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No. 7 in the Kercaradec series bears the slashed cordon which occurs also in Brittany
at Kerhillio, near Carnac (Carnac Museum), and is familiar on pottery of Iron Age B
in south-western Britain. It occurs, for example, on pottery from Chun in Cornwall' and
is an integral feature of wares of the Glastonbury type.

The zone of stamped decoration on no. 11 brings it into line with a fairly large and
somewhat amorphous group of decorated Iron Age ware from Finistére and the adjacent
departments, although it is a poor and late-looking example of its class. Representative
examples of this Iron Age pottery, illustrated in figs. 26-29, show the range of form on
which this decoration occurs and its variation in detail. It constitutes a cultural unit in that
it is for the most part small in scale, geometrical in character, and made by the use of
stamps. The concentric circles, arrangements of semicircles and dotted squares or lozenges
are typical elements. These characters are derivable from decorated metalwork of the
Hallstatt period and have little or nothing of the feeling of La Tene decoration about
them. In this respect, as in their common association with graphite-coated ware, they
represent a prolongation of Hallstatt influence in a remote region which was reached
spasmodically and imperfectly by developed La Téne cultures. Only here and there, as
in the well-known group of sherds from Hénon, St. Brieuc, Cétes-du-Nord (fig. 30,
1-6), or in the still better known pot from Plouhinec, Finistére, are intrusive motives
derived from La Téne metalwork associated with these early elements. The present
example from Kercaradec may show a more summary influence of La Ttne in the
smoothed spiral pattern below the stamped band; a somewhat comparable spiral decora-
tion occurs on a sherd from Parc-al-Leur (fig. 28, 13). On the other hand, Hallstatt
prototypes for this pattern can also be found.?

Generally, it may be said that the pottery from Kercaradec exhibits features both of
the Hallstatt and the La Téne traditions combined in a provincial complex; Hallstatt
elements being the rim-type of no. 2, the stamped decoration of no. 11, and the graphite-
coating of nos. 7, 8, and 10, and the La Téne elements including the cordon of no. 10
and perhaps of nos. 5 and 7, and possibly the spiral decoration of no. 11. As a whole this
group of pottery is not known to have reproduced itself in Britain, although certain
elements of it can be traced there from Hampshire westward. It remains to be seen
whether further exploration in Cornwall and elsewhere along the southern coast can
produce more complete analogies.

B. SLING-STONES

Some 30-40 beach-pebbles of the kind used as sling-stones were found during the
excavations (pl. xxv, B), and a large hoard, previously discovered on the site, has been
mentioned above (p. 56). The average weight of the pebbles is 2 ounces; they corre-
spond exactly with those found in great numbers at Maiden Castle, Dorset, and elsewhere,
and reference has been made to them above (p. 7).

U Archaeologia, 1xxvi (1926-7), 223, fig. 9.
2 e.g. on Este situlae; Montelius, La Civilisation primitive en Italie, pt. 1, pl. 58, 7.
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(ivy LE CAMP DU CANADA, FECAMP, SEINE-INFERIEURE

The central and western part of the department of the Seine-Inférieure is the Pays de
Caux, a chalk plateau bounded towards the south by the valley of the Seine and cut
sharply by the sea towards the north-west. The surface of the chalk is diversified by
certain beds which range from clay to gravels: patches of Clay-with-flints, and of sands,
loams, and pebble-beds which correspond to the Thanet Sands and the Woolwich Beds
of the Lower London Tertiaries. The plateau is dissected by streams which have cut
deep valleys, broadening towards the sea and, at Fécamp, forming an inlet of some con-
siderable magnitude and moment.

The town of Fécamp—notable for its abbey and its Benedictine liqueur—is still a port
of considerable importance as the headquarters of a deep-sea fishing fleet. The accessi-
bility of the site from the sea may partially explain the situation of the notable hill-fort -
(pl. xxvim), rather more than 5o acres in extent, which occupies a promontory some
300 ft. above sea-level and 2 miles from the shore but thrusting northward towards it.
The hill-fort has been known as the Camp du Canada or Camp des Canadas at least from
1700." It is actually in the commune of Toussaint in the canton of Valmont, and is noted
by the Abbé Cochet.? ' .

The promontory lies between the streams of Valmont on the east and Ganzeville on
the west, and is defended across the level approach from the south by an immense ram-
part and ditch with a slight counterscarp bank. The rampart rises to a height of 16 ft.
above the interior of the camp and 37 ft. above the present bottom of the ditch which is
comparatively shallow and flat-bottomed and has a steep outer side, features to which
attention has been drawn above (p. 11). A section through these defences showed no very
definite structural details, but at the outer foot of the rampart an artificially levelled ledge
carried a heaped line of large flints which had probably formed either a rough kerb or a
marking-out bank. In the back of the rampart an immense cavity, upwards of 18 in. in
diameter, penetrated from the original surface of the mound into the natural soil beneath.
Lateral search for a distance of 14 ft. failed to reveal any equivalent hole and it seems
likely that the cavity resulted from the incorporation of a growing tree within the struc-
ture. Certainly, no function suggests itself for so immense a post so deeply buried.

Outside and parallel to the main ditch is a small bank and ditch which, to the south of
the approach-track, has the aspect of a relatively modern field or woodland boundary. It
is continued to the north of the track, but the ditch is there up to 8 ft. in depth and sug-
gests that an ancient feature is incorporated in the boundary. If so, the small outer ditch
at Duclair (p. 76) offers an analogy: a sort of trip-wire beyond the main defences.

Near the centre of the main rampart is the principal entrance to the camp (pls. xxx,

! The date of a plan reproduced by Martin, Histoire de without result; Vauvillé, M.8.4.F. lii (189r1), 133—42, plan,
Fécamp illustré (Fécamp, 1893—4), i, 12, pl. vI. pl. v; and see also Bibliography under Coutil (1), pp. 22,
2 p. 198. For a more recent account see Doranlo, 127. Also Gaillard, p. 6; B.S.P.F. xvi (1919), list Lxxv11,
B.§.4.N. xxxvi, 37-318, with useful bibliography. Slight 187; Mortillet, P- 204.
cuttings were made into the defences by Vauvillé in 1890,
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CAMP DU CANADA
SITE A: SECTION THROUGH MAIN CROSS BANK.

\ 5

SO

OF FEET ==

O 10

FECAMP (S

S \) \J\>
7 (u,,?(f\,//'

SCALE OF 1 o)

METRES

\

PLATE <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>