
EXCAVATIONS OF THE CASTLE DITCH, 
EDDISBURY, 1935-1938

COMMUNICATED BY 
PROFESSOR W. J. VARLEY, M.A., D.PHIL, F.S.A.

PREFATORY NOTE

THE excavations of which this report is a long overdue account, 
were undertaken in three successive seasons in the Long Vaca 

tions of 1936-7-8 under the auspices of "The Bickerton Camp 
Scheme." As its name implied, this began in connection with my 
excavations at Maiden Castle, Bickerton, 1932-35, which had 
followed the suggestion of Professor C. F. C. Hawkes, M.A., F.B.A., 
then of the British Museum, that I should embark upon the 
systematic excavation of the hill-forts of Cheshire, with a view to 
determining their relationship to the great chain of hill-forts in 
the Welsh Marches. I began work on Maiden Castle with the 
voluntary help of a half-dozen of my own students from the Depart 
ment of Geography in the University of Liverpool, but the experi 
ence of the first season showed that it was not feasible to attempt 
worth-while excavations of hill-forts with such a small labour 
force. The idea occurred to me that I might obtain recruits from 
the members of the clubs for unemployed being run by the Liverpool 
Occupational Centres Committee. The idea commended itself to 
Mr. Harold King, M.A., then Warden of Liverpool University 
Settlement, and Mr. Marwood, then Secretary of the Occupational 
Centres Committee, whereupon we formed an executive committee 
to launch the scheme, thereafter known as the Bickerton Camp 
Scheme. The essence of it was that volunteers from the clubs of 
the Occupational Centres Committee gave their labour to me from 
8.30 a.m. to 1 p.m. each working day, in return for which we fed, 
clothed, and housed them, and, thanks to the beneficent attitude of 
the Ministry of Labour and the local Public Assistance Committee, 
our helpers continued to draw their benefits under the several 
schemes for the unemployed. The scheme was such a success, 
scientifically and socially, that when our excavations at Maiden 
Castle were completed, we decided to continue by tackling the 
most important of all archaeological sites in rural Cheshire, the 
Castle Ditch, Eddisbury, long an object of historical curiosity.

We were fortunate in securing the consent and cooperation of 
the Commissioners for Crown Lands and of the tenant, Mr. Norman 
Frith, and our efforts continued to attract the support of the sub 
scribing public, and the members of the unemployed clubs, so that 
we were able to complete our programme by the end of 1938. It 
would be invidious to single out individuals by name, but, from
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the scientific point of view, there were certain allocations of re 
sponsibility which deserve mention. The direction of actual 
excavation, under myself, was undertaken by Mrs. Joan Varley, 
M.A., Miss Betty Furness, B.A., Mr. Ronald Ellis, B.A., and 
Dr. Frank Walker, with some assistance in the last year from Dr. 
F. T. Wainwright. Survey was undertaken by the Misses Mary 
Hogg, Margaret Owen and Maud Gregory, while the finished 
drawings were the work of Miss Margaret Owen. Photography, 
and much else, was the work of Mr. Tom Jones.

Preparation of this report began in 1938 and was substantially 
completed before the outbreak of war in 1939. The long subse 
quent delay in publication is largely due to my long absence on 
National Service and to the fact that my connection with the 
University of Liverpool ended in January 1946. Since then, a 
considerable time elapsed before I and my papers were reunited 
in far-away Africa, but the interval has not been without its com 
pensation for readers of this report, because I have been able to 
bring to bear upon it, evidence which was not in my possession in 
1938, particularly that resulting from my excavations at Old 
Oswestry and Almondbury.

In the actual preparation of this report, I have drawn copiously 
on the wisdom and knowledge of others; notably Professor Hawkes, 
Mr. B. H. St. J. O'Neil, and Miss Lily Chitty in connection with 
the prehistory of the Marches and problems of the Iron Age; the 
late Ronald Stewart-Brown and Mrs. Joan Varley in connection 
with the history of Delamere Forest; Mr. Gerald Dunning and 
Professor Newstead in connection with medieval pottery, and my 
old friend Mr. Roy Gilyard Beer for much active help in all kinds 
of ways. I alone, however, must bear the final responsibility for 
whatever errors are made in this account of what I still regard as 
one of the most interesting and rewarding sites it has ever been my 
good fortune to explore.

1. The Name.
The name Eddisbury clearly derives from the reference to 

Eadesbyrig in the Saxon Chronicle (Ms. C), which may be quoted 
as under from Plummer's edition, Vol. I, p. 98.

913 Her Code forgyfendum for Aethelflaed Myrcna hlaedige mid eallum 
Myrcum to Tamaweordige pa burh paer getimbrede on foreweardne sumor 
paes foran to hlafmassam pa aet Staefforde

914 Pa does opre geare pa aet Eadesbyrig on foreweardne sumor paes ilcan 
geres eft on ufeweardne haerfest paaet Waeringwicum.

This passage Thorpe rendered into English as

913. In this year, God granting, Aethelflaed, lady of the Mercians, went with 
all the Mercians to Tamworth and built the burgh there in the early 
summer; and before the following Lammas (Aug. 1.) that at Stafford. 
Then in the year after this, that at Eddisbury, in the early summer; and 
afterwards in the same year, towards the end of Autumn, that at Warwick.
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Thereafter the forms of the name ran as follows: Edesberie (1086 
D.B.), Edisbury (1260 Rolls), Edesbury (1349 Chamb.), Edisbury 
(1350 Chamb.).

It has long been assumed that the earthwork on the present-day 
Eddisbury Hill was Aethelflaeda's burgh, this assumption being 
the reason for the attribution of the ancient name "Eddisbury" to 
this particular hill, with what justification we shall discover in 
due course.

2. Position and Topographical Character. (See Figure 1).

FIG. 1 : EDDISBURY : GEOGRAPHICAL POSITION.

The hill to which the name Eddisbury is given is situated in 
Lat. 53° 13' N., Long. 2° 40' W., some ten miles east of Chester 
along the main Chester-Manchester Road. It lies on the north 
side of the Kelsall col, in the centre of the belt of plateaux which, 
running from Runcorn in the north to Bickerton in the south, 
acts as the watershed between the Dee-Gowy basin to the west 
and the Weaver-Dane basin to the east. This belt of plateaux, to 
which I gave the name "Central Ridge" in my 'Prehistoric 
Cheshire," is exceedingly important in early history and pre 
history, for on it are to be found a notable collection of tumuli and 
earthworks, as shown in Fig. 2.
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SCALE IN MILES

MIDDLE TO LATE BRONZE ACE BURIALS 

^~) DEFENSIVE EARTHWORKS

FIG. 2. : THE CENTRAL RIDGE OF CHESHIRE. 
Showing position of the principal Tumuli and Earthworks.
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PLATE 1 : EDDISBURY HILL FROM THE NORTH-WEST. 
Infra Red Photography by W. J. V.
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Eddisbury Hill itself is a small hill with a flat top some thirteen 
acres in extent, reaching a general elevation of 500 feet above 
Ordnance Datum. (See Plate I). In origin, the plateau is a 
fault-block, developed in the Triassic sandstone series which floors 
the Midland Plain. The actual summit of the hill is capped with 
Keuper sandstone, but like the rest of the Central Ridge, Eddisbury 
owes its shape and surface topography to the events of the glacial 
and post-glacial periods. The Irish Sea Ice Sheet passed over the 
hill, depositing on its surface a layer of boulder-clay consisting 
of a matrix of churned-up Triassic rocks with an admixture of 
exotic pebbles, mostly of Lake District origin. This boulder clay 
varies in character from a stiff loam at the north end of the hill 
to a sandy loam at the south, and no more than three feet of it 
survive anywhere. When this ice-sheet retreated northwards, 
the liberated meltwaters drained off in various directions. First 
they ran off to the north-east through a channel 475 O.D., which 
now separates Eddisbury Hill from the higher and more extensive 
Old Pale, 578 O.D. The outwash sands and gravels from this 
channel lie on the east side of Eddisbury Hill below the 460' con 
tour. Later, the lowered melt waters ran off eastwards over the 
Kelsall col, creating the sand-filled valley known as Organsdale 
which separates Eddisbury from Primrose Hill. Still later, the 
melt waters found an outlet through the Mouldsworth gap, now 
followed by the railway to Manchester, and poured southwards 
round the eastern flank of Eddisbury in a great channel traceable 
in a series of mosses and lakes. The sands and gravels of this 
overflow lie on the surface below 300 feet O.D., and are the physical 
basis of Delamere Forest.

These successive events left Eddisbury defined as a flat-topped 
plateau, covered with three feet of variable boulder clay, sloping 
away to the sands and gravels of Delamere Forest to the east and 
south. The boulder-clay capping on Eddisbury would have 
supported a dry-oakwood vegetation from the forest climax of the 
Boreal period onwards (c. 5000 B.C.), and its present open appear 
ance is due to human interference since the Late Bronze Age, since 
when it has been more or less continuously occupied. Compared 
with the heavy boulder clay soils of the Dee and Weaver basins, 
Eddisbury was a relatively well-drained and open site, though not 
so well-drained or open as the sands and gravels of Delamere 
Forest, which owe their present wooded character to planting, 
mainly of conifers.

3. The Excavations, Method of Approach.
In planning our excavations, I had recourse to two sets of con 

siderations : (a) the nature of the site and (b), the available labour- 
force. The latter was large enough to permit me to strip selected 
areas right down to virgin soil, removing all overburden in suc 
cessive stages, and restoring the ground to its original condition
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at the end of the season. The merits of this method are that 
within the area selected, every available particle of evidence is 
recovered. The demerits are that within the area of excavation, 
the evidence is destroyed. The method is also costly in that it 
involves vast amounts of wheeling and dumping, not merely in 
taking out the over-burden but also in putting it back. However, 
I had no doubt that it was the right policy in the circumstances.

The choice of areas to be subjected to this treatment was deter 
mined mainly on technical considerations, and partly out of respect 
for the agricultural purposes to which the hill is normally devoted. 
There were four obvious selections, the areas numbered 1 to 4 on 
Figure 3. Area 1 was the site of an entrance at the western end of 
the earthworks; Area 2 appeared to be an obvious junction between 
different parts of the earthworks; Area 3, was rightly suspected of 
being the site of yet another entrance, and Area 4 had buildings on 
it, protruding through the profusion of grasses and shrubs. Sections 
a, b, c, d and e were cut merely to confirm the views we had obtained 
elsewhere of the nature and date of the rest of the earthwork; no 
special virtue attaches to their siting.

Certain omissions deserve to be noted. I was unable to examine 
any part of the interior of the camp as it lay under valuable crops 
all the time we were there. I did not section the defences on the 
southern side because, in fact, they were scarped out of the solid 
rock, though if time had permitted, I should have sectioned at 
least one portion of the ditch. The worst omission was my failure 
to section the defences along the modern field boundary which 
bisects the summit plateau, but again it meant a serious interference 
with the farmer's work. I did corroborate my view of what 
happened there with the aid of a boring bar; ideally I should have 
tested the possibility of the existence of yet another entrance mid 
way along this stretch of the original ramparts, but that can be 
left safely to posterity.

DESCRIPTION
In turning now to describe the results of our excavations I pro 

pose, first, to take them area by area, section by section, as they 
were presented to us in the field. From this survey of fact and 
interpretation, I shall then attempt to arrive at a definition of the 
major events in the history of the site as established by our exca 
vations before proceeding finally, in Section 4, to set these events 
in their wider historical perspective. Those of my readers who 
are not interested in the means by which archaeologists arrive at 
their conclusions may omit the next section of this report though 
it is only fair to warn them that it is by far the most important part 
of what I have to say.

Area One.
Our examination of this area is recorded in plan in Figure 4, 

and Sections LM, KN and NP, Figures 5, 6 and 7. Before we
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PLATE 2 : AN AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OF THE 
NORTHERN DEFENCES, EDDISBURY.

1. The Original Defences.
2. The Western Extension. W. J. V.
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can arrive at an understanding of the plan, we must first see what 
light on the stratigraphy of this part of the site is shed by the 
sections. Section LM, Figure 5, shows one face only of an eight- 
foot cut across the Inner Ditch and Inner Rampart, some fifteen 
yards from the entrance roadway. The Outer Rampart was not 
sectioned at this place, largely because it was overgrown with 
bushes to such an extent that the tree roots were likely to have 
disturbed the soil. The features of this section, taken from the 
bottom up, were, first, the asymetric ditch carved out of the Keuper 
Sandstone. (See Plate 3). The outer limb of the ditch, which is 
23' 6" wide at the mouth, steps down to a final channel ten feet 
below the original rock surface, the final channel being no more 
than two feet wide. The bottom 6' 6" of this ditch had been 
deliberately filled in a most distinctive and workmanlike way. 
Over the central channel, a mass of quarry-dressed stones (deeply 
patinated on the outer surface, showing that they had once been 
exposed to the free atmosphere) had been piled and held in place 
by laid clay rammed into position, layer by layer. On top of this 
filling lay a thin but unmistakable turf line, revealing that it had 
once stood as a land surface at this level. From two feet below 
the turf line, embedded firmly in the laid clay, came the fragment 
of a Roman roofing tile. In the opinion of the late Professor 
Robert Newstead, F.R.S., whose authority on this matter was 
beyond question, this fragment of tile was similar to those employed 
in Roman Chester and probably came from the tilery of the XXth 
legion at Holt. Strictly speaking it is not a closely datable object, 
but all in all, it can probably be assigned to the military period in 
the history of Chester, not later than A.D. 120. The implication is 
that the ditch was constructed before the Roman Conquest of 
Cheshire, and that the deliberate infilling took place shortly after 
that event, a conclusion which will be supported by other evidence 
from other parts of the site.

The inner limb of the ditch is an almost vertical rock face which 
in turn gives way to a gentle rock slope, or berm, 5' 9" wide, 
measured in true plan. Above the level of the infilling, lay a 
homogeneous deposit of sterile brown silt, representing the natural 
silting into the ditch by rainwash of soil from the adjacent areas. 
Microscopic examination of this silt confirmed its rainwash origin, 
the individual particles possessing the characteristic flattened oval 
section of waterborne particles. In this otherwise sterile layer, lay 
a laid floor of clay mixed with twigs and defined by a low stone kerb. 
The floor was some nine inches thick and was impregnated with 
carbon flecks, calcined bone, the indisputable relics of cooking 
fires. We exposed the greater portion of this floor which clearly 
belonged to an oval hut sited in the ditch. From the floor of this 
hut came an entire baked-clay loom weight of the annular type. 
Above it, the same brown sterile silt continued to testify to the 
continued natural decay of this part of the site. Nothing later 
than the Saxon period was recovered from this part of the site,
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which did not, therefore, share in the later medieval occupation of 
Eddisbury Hill.

On the inside of the ditch, and resting directly on the parent rock, 
lay a considerable deposit of what we at first took to be a natural 
deposit of boulder clay. Two circumstances cast doubt on this 
first assumption; namely, first, the transition from boulder clay 
to rock was sharp and clearly defined, whereas, as I learnt from 
Professor Newstead at Chester, normally the transition is from 
clay to a sandy disintegrated deposit which he used to call "roach", 
and which is the product of natural weathering in situ. Secondly, 
the clay, though perfectly "clean", that is to say, devoid of carbon- 
flecking or signs of root action, flaked easily in horizontal layers, 
and had not developed any signs of leaching by rain action on its 
top surface, as should have been the case if it had ever been exposed 
as a land surface for long. In short, the suspicion grew in our 
minds that this boulder clay deposit had been laid in place and 
had not got there by natural agency. My former colleague, Mr. 
Double, of the Department of Geology, in the University of Liver 
pool, perhaps the greatest authority on the boulder clays and 
petrology of the local Triassic rocks, made a microscopic examina 
tion of a sample and gave it as his opinion, in confirmation of my 
own, that this was a water-worked, laid deposit, derived from the 
local boulder clay, but not belonging to a natural deposit. Our 
interpretation of this disturbing deposit is that it represents the 
core or base of the original Inner Rampart.

Over this deposit lay a thin turf line, matching the one we found 
above the Roman infilling in the ditch. Then, unmistakably, 
came the remains of a rampart, with a stone bottom, and revetted 
with dry stone walling front and rear. (Plate 4). Between front 
and rear revetments lay a core of sand, the whole forming a struc 
ture nineteen feet wide. On the evidence from this section alone, 
I cannot assign a date to this rampart. Finally, in the last yard 
or so of the section, we found a laid floor, the date of which can 
be derived from the contents of the rest of it, a point to which I 
shall return.

Section KN (Figure 6) helps to elucidate the succession. The 
section was taken through the Inner Rampart only into the angle 
formed where the Inner Rampart recurved to form the entrance. 
Here, resting on the parent rock, sloping down to the ditch (not 
shown) was a deposit of iron-stained sand, rain-washed, leached, 
and representing a natural accumulation on the parent rock. 
Resting on this in turn, is the unmistakable base of a rampart, 
14' 6" wide, behind which and stratigraphically contemporary with 
it was a laid clay floor on which reposed a group of five hearths. 
(See Plate 5). Resting on top of this clay floor lay a rear revetment. 
From this rear revetment the top of the original rampart was 
defined by a layer of stones over which a turf line had grown. On 
top of this lay a deposit of laid-clay, making up the rampart to a 
new height.
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The date of the rampart base and front revetment, the laid clay 
floor and the hearths, all stratigraphically contemporary, is deter 
mined by the objects found in and under the hearths. These 
were hammerstones, whetstones and a few sherds of hard-fired, 
sandy-buff ware, forming the rim and sides of a high-shouldered, 
flat-rimmed cooking pot, such as I had previously found in an 
almost exactly similar context at Maiden Castle, Bickerton. Neither 
the whetstones, hammerstones nor pottery are precisely datable, 
in comparison with Roman and Saxon objects, but they undoubtedly 
belong to the pre-Roman Iron Age, being the normal apparatus 
of the Iron Age folk of this part of Cheshire. The pottery un 
doubtedly belongs to the Iron Age A2 tradition as understood 
elsewhere, though on other grounds I shall argue that the rampart 
with which it was contemporary need not have been built before 
the first half century A.D. However, there can be no doubt that 
the original ditch and rampart on this part of the site were pre- 
Roman in date.

Section NP (Figure 7) cut through the inturns of the Inner Ram 
part, reveals an entirely different construction. The roadway 
itself, 7' 6" wide at this point, and made up of cobbles laid directly 
on the rock, was defined by two facing walls of quarry-dressed 
sandstone. These were supported on the inside by uprights of oak. 
Against these in turn, horizontal oak balks had been laid, separated 
by layers of puddled clay. Both timber and clay had been heavily 
fired. On the western side, the rear of this rampart rested on a 
laid-clay floor (the extension of the one we noted in Figure 5) 
which supported the rear revetment. On the eastern side, the 
rampart and rear revetment in this section rested on the parent 
rock. Above the timbering, each rampart had a puddled clay core 
(unburnt), but both ramparts had been levelled to within a foot 
or two of their foundations.

The plan of Area One (Figure 4) can now be interpreted in the 
light of the evidence provided by the sections. The first structural 
feature on this part of the site can be deciphered as an inturned 
entrance of rather a special type. The ditch, 23' 6" wide and 10' 
deep, had a spoon-shaped end (E2) further defined by the rear 
revetment of a rampart inturned at right angles from the outer 
rampart (not shown), and continued as the eastern side of the 
entrance roadway. Behind the ditch lay a gently sloping berm, 
and over the parent rock had been laid a deposit of boulder clay 
to serve as a firm base for a rampart. The front revetment of the 
latter, still standing from F to H4, probably connected up with the 
inturn from the outer Rampart, but the junction was destroyed to 
make room for the hut and occupation floor shown in EF,4-5. 
(See Plate 6). The rampart had a stone base and a dry stone 
rear revetment which was recurved through a right angle to become 
the rear revetment of the eastern inturn.

On the other side of the entrance, the ditch did not reach the 
entrance roadway, nor was it protected by an inturn from the outer
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PLATE 5 : TWO OF THE FIVE HEARTHS FOUND 
INSIDE THE ANGLE BETWEEN THE INNER RAM 

PART AND THE WESTERN INTURN. 
Eddisbury : Area 1, 1936. W. I. V.
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rampart. Behind the ditch and sloping berm, lay a rampart, 
19' wide, with a dry stone front revetment resting on the natural 
glacial sand and a drystone rear revetment resting on a laid 
clay floor. As on the eastern side, this rear revetment was 
recurved at right angles to form the rear revetment of the 
western inturn. The structural character of the inturns deserves 
special notice. Behind the dry-stone facade which fronted on 
to the cobbled roadway, lay a series of upright oak posts, D5 
and D6 in the Eastern Inturn, C5, C6 and C7 in the Western 
Inturn. Against these vertical posts lay horizontal oak beams 
in layers separated from each other by clay. Both beams and 
clay had been fired; the beams were completely charred except 
in the very centre, and the clay had been burnt to a brick-like 
colour and consistency. On the western inturn, it will be noted 
that the actual outer angle, here robbed of its stone facade, had 
been defined by a sleeper beam laid tangentially to the inner 
horizontal beams. This particular method of construction is 
known as vitrefied Murus Gallicus.

This entrance was traced inwards, though not completely 
bared, and it extended for another ten yards beyond the point 
shown on our plan. It was originally perfectly symmetrical and 
had rounded ends, just like the entrance of Maiden Castle, 
Bickerton. At a point nearly opposite the rear revetment of 
the Inner Ramparts, the cobbled entrance roadway had been 
blocked by a double gate with centre stop. The posts had rotted 
away, but the holes remained as shown in Plate 7. Within the 
inner angle of the Western Inturn, and resting on the same clay 
floor as the rear revetment, was a series of five hearths (figured 
in Plate 5).

This was the nature of the entrance as it stood on the eve of the 
Roman Conquest. Thereafter it was subjected to three further 
vicissitudes. First, the ditch was filled in the manner previously 
described, possibly by material cast down from the ramparts 
nearby. Secondly, the Inner Rampart at its junction with the 
eastern inturn had been hacked through to make room for a small 
circular hut. The stone base of the former rampart had been used 
as a floor, and the walls were built from the stones of the rampart. 
(Plate 6). In and around this hut lay a thick black deposit con 
taining vast quantities of daub bearing stick impressions, cooking 
bones, and exceedingly crude pottery. The latter could not 
be pieced together to make any recognisable shapes, but in its 
thick paste, stiffened with quartz grits almost the size of peas, 
it was exactly like the pottery I found later in Area 2 and at 
Old Oswestry. I shall discuss the date of this pottery later, but 
if I may anticipate that discussion, I can state briefly that it was 
Dark Ages in date, i.e. post-Roman and pre-Saxon. Thirdly, 
we have the erection of a wattle and daub hut in the silted-up 
ditch, certainly in Saxon times. Thereafter this part of the site 
had lain deserted.
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PLATE 7 : THE GATEPOST HOLES OF THE 
WESTERN ENTRANCE.

Eddisbury : Area 1. 1936. W. J. V.
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Area Two.

The Plan of Area Two as excavated is shown in Figure 8. Again, 
however, this is likely to be unintelligible except in the light of the 
stratigraphical considerations revealed by the Section which runs 
from O-W 16. This is shown in detail in Figure 9. On the 
ground, prior to excavation, the superficial appearance suggested a 
normal arrangement of Inner Rampart, Inner Ditch, Outer Ram 
part and possibly Outer Ditch, all arranged parallel to one another 
in successive subordination. The reality was much more complex 
and demands very close attention. The lay-out of the whole in 
section is shown in the upper part of Figure 9, but for convenience 
in analysis, the details of the ramparts are drawn out to larger 
scales in the lower figures. The outer ditch, an asymetric trun 
cated V, is 25' wide at the mouth, 3' wide at the bottom and 13' 
deep, cut out of the solid rock. It was filled from top to bottom 
with a perfectly sterile brown silt, rain-washed from the adjacent 
area. The sterility of this particular deposit calls for explanation 
later.

The Outer Rampart rests on an almost level rock platform, 
56' wide from ditch to ditch. Placed directly on top of the rock 
from the lip of the inner ditch, for a distance of 37' was a pave 
ment of flagstones set in puddled clay. What the object of this 
particular exercise in paving rock can have been, I cannot imagine, 
but it was certainly done over a vast area (see Plate 8). On top 
of this deposit of puddled boulder clay, a foot or so thick, lay a 
second clay layer. This particular deposit was easily identified 
by its green staining. This was later identified as a copper com 
pound, malachite, which occurs in the Keuper Rocks (after which 
in fact, they are named), but not in the particular deposit exposed 
at the surface on Eddisbury. In short, the malachite clay had been 
extracted from some point lower down, and had been laid over the 
puddled boulder clay. Again I can offer no explanation of what 
seems to be an utterly fantastic proceeding; I merely record it as 
a fact. On top of the malachite layer lay a second layer of flag 
stones, albeit not so complete as the lower layer, but placed in the 
same way and likewise set in puddled clay. Thus far, the structure 
resembles a species of praline wafer, a layer of stones, a layer of 
red clay, a layer of green clay, topped with a layer of stones set in 
red clay. Over all the top layer of stones set in clay was a thick 
deposit of carbon-flecked, bone-scattered occupation material, 
devoid of relics except for masses of iron slag, for all the world like 
the sweepings of an open-hearth iron-smelter's workshop. On top 
of this in turn, lay an easily recognisable structure, making up a 
most distinctive rampart. A lower core of large sandstone rubble 
was placed on the outside, with a low revetting wall of sandstone 
blocks. Behind this lower core was a glacis of smaller sandstone 
rubble with an upper revetment. (See Plate 8). The Outer 
Rampart as it now stands is thus clearly a composite structure.
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FIG. 8 : PLAN OF AREA 2.

Everything below the occupation layer is original; everything 
above belongs to a later reconstruction.

This interpretation is confirmed by the nature of the Inner Ram 
part. Here we see the pavement laid on the rock, underlying a 
deposit of puddled clay. There is no upper pavement here, nor any 
green clay, but as will be seen from the conformation of the upper 
surface of the puddled clay, much of the original superstructure of 
this rampart has been dug away to make room for an occupation 
floor. This was clearly associated in this instance with a hut-kerb 
(see Plate 9), presumably belonging to a circular hut like that fully 
exposed in the entrance in Area 1 (vide supra, p. 20). Resting on 
top of this occupation deposit lay a rampart of small sandstone 
rubble lying behind a dry-stone wall. This clearly is the counter 
part of the upper part of the Outer Rampart. Another feature of 
this section is the Hearth (O 16) resting on top of the occupation 
deposit, behind the upper rampart with which it could be, and 
probably was, contemporary.

Returning now to study the section as whole, certain other 
peculiarities are worthy of note. First, the inner ditch was filled 
up with rampart material from which was recovered a fragment of 
Roman coarseware, c. 80-120 A.D., confirming the prehistoric date 
of the initial defences. The narrow width and shallow depth of 
the ditch at this point are due to the fact that our section was cut 
almost through the very end of the ditch. Secondly, it is clear 
that the original defences were levelled almost to their foundations 
by the people who built the circular huts. Even so, certain pecu 
liarities of the original defences can be inferred, even from the 
foundations. The most notable of these is the fact that the Outer 
Rampart was as wide, or even wider than the Inner, nor could it
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PLATE 9 : KERB OF DARK AGES HUT LYING IN
INNER RAMPART. 

Eddisbury : Area 2, 1937. T. Jones.
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have stood very much lower, if we may assume that the height 
was proportionate to the breadth. This is decidedly contrary to 
the usual custom in Iron Age Hill-forts, in which the Inner Ram 
part is usually wider and higher and better built than the Outer, 
so that a defender standing on the crest of the Inner Rampart has 
an unobstructed view of the lower slopes. The chronology of 
these superimposed structures will be discussed later we may 
just note in passing that the occupation floor provided a great deal 
of pottery of peculiar and distinctive nature, which I attribute to 
the Dark Ages. If this attribution is correct, then the most probable 
date for the uppermost rampart is Aethelflaedan.

I now turn to the problems of interpretation presented by the 
plans which are no less complicated. As my air photograph of 
this part of the site (Plate 2) shows, Area Two coincides with a 
most distinctive change of alignment within the defences. In my 
experience such changes are usually associated either with entrances, 
or junctions of two sets of defences built at separate times.

The former alternative is ruled out by various considerations. 
First, the outer ditch (W15-19), contemporary with the Outer 
Rampart along the section previously analysed, sweeps straight 
across the point at which there should have been a gap in it if this 
had been an entrance. There was no such gap, and no such 
entrance. Secondly, there is a visible junction in Grid Square 
R18, between a younger Inner Rampart (the lower of the two pre 
viously described) and an older Inner Rampart (see Plate 10). This 
latter swings round at right angles from 017-19 to QRS19, so that 
the paved bottoming of the added rampart ceases at the outer 
revetment of the original rampart, shown solid on the plan. West 
of Area Two, the original rampart underlies the present field 
boundary which bisects the summit of the hill. In front of this 
rampart lay a ditch, now remaining as a flattened space, the exis 
tence of which I verified with my borer. This ditch did not extend 
as far east as Area Two. There was thus a ditchless gap at the 
North-eastern angle of the original entrance, but even this was 
never an entrance, as we shall see below. The original inner ditch 
ended at SI7. Around the spoon-end of the ditch, curved the 
outer revetment of the original outer rampart. The latter probably 
never had an outer ditch; if it had it was recut at the next stage of 
development. The nature of the addition is clear. First, a ditch 
was cut, wider at both top and bottom than the original ditch, but 
aligned with it. A wide area on each side of the ditch was paved 
to support wider ramparts than those of the original defences. 
Finally an outer ditch was added to complete the new defences.

The implications of the foregoing analysis are: 
(1) the original defences at Eddisbury extended over the south 

eastern half of the hill;
(2) they were extended by the addition of larger ramparts and 

ditches around the north-western end;
(3) all these were deliberately thrown down to their foundations;
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(4) circular huts were erected on the ruins of the Inner Rampart;
(5) the Inner and Outer Ramparts were later rebuilt and the 

outer ditch recut.

Area Three.
The principal inference drawn from the excavation of Area Two 

was that the Castle Ditch was a composite earthwork, in which 
the eastern defences were earlier than the western, though both 
belonged to the Iron Age. It followed, therefore, that the entrance 
contained in Area One, the first part of the site to be excavated, 
was secondary, and that the original entrance or entrances must lie 
elsewhere. In casting about for likely places, I was much intrigued 
by two faces of rock which appeared to turn inwards towards the 
original camp at a point on its south-eastern side, to which, though 
it lay at the end of a fairly steep slope, most of us gravitated if we 
approached the camp from its south-eastern side. It was more 
with the intention of satisfying my curiosity than in the serious 
belief that these two faces of rock had anything to do with an 
entrance, that I had a section cut between them. It soon became 
evident that here was an entrance of unusual interest, and our 
initial small trench grew into Area Three.

The plan (Figure 10) again reveals two structural phases. The 
entrance in its first form consisted of a steeply-ascending, hollow 
way, cut out of the solid rock, leading to a passageway, defined by 
seven pairs of post-holes. These were cut out of the solid rock to 
a depth of three feet or more, except the last pair, Nos. 13 and 14, 
which were only a foot deep, while with the exception of No. 10, 
they were from 30" to 34" in diameter. The floor of the passage, 
which was just over eight feet in width, was almost flat, being cut 
in a series of flat ledges separated by shallow sills (the transverse 
lines in B2, D2, and E2). The inner rampart abutted on the 
entrance (B, Cl and C, D3) which had a timber guardroom on the 
south side (Dl) defined by post-holes (Nos. 5, 7, 15 and 16). The 
original gate presumably lay on the eastward and outer side of this 
guardroom, though the square depression adjacent to post-hole 
No. 6 may have been intended to carry a strut supporting the gate.

The original entrance was reconstructed after this fashion. 
The post holes, with the exception of Nos. 3 and 4, and possibly 
13 and 14, were partially blocked up, and the passage-way was 
lined with dry-stone walling, carried over the blocking, even the 
lower parts of it which were cut out of the solid rock, the same as 
that from which the walling was taken. The original guardroom 
was given a stone lining, and a new guardroom was added on the 
north side (D3) after one post hole, No. 8, had been completely 
filled in (see Plate 14). Post hole No. 10 was recut, and there may 
have been a secondary gate between post-holes Nos. 9 and 10. 
The outer gate now lay between post-holes Nos. 3 and 4, and in 
the latter hole we were fortunate in recovering the post in situ. 
(See Plates 12 and 13.)
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PLATE 11 : THE ORIGINAL INNER DITCH.
Section (e). 

Eddisbury : Section (e), 1938. T. Jones.
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EDD/SBURYAS RECONSTRUCTED C. /-50A.D.

EDDISBURY: THE ORIGINAL FORT.

FIG. 10 : PLAN OF EDDISBURY.
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0 POSTHOLES » DRY-STONE WALLS \= 

FIG. 11 : PLAN OF AREA 3.

INNER RAMPART 
CORE

The dry-stone walling added to the southern guard-chamber 
was bonded into the rear revetment of the Inner Rampart in such 
a way as to suggest that they were built at one and the same time, 
so that the original rampart does not appear to have been stone- 
revetted.

The southern guard-chamber was rectangular, 15 feet by 12 feet, 
and had a rock floor. A good deal of wattle and daub lay collapsed 
on this floor, suggesting the former existence of a wattle and daub 
superstructure, while at the mouth of the room, near to post-hole 
No. 7, there lay a heap of sling stones. The northern, or added, 
guard-room had approximately the same dimensions, but its floor 
consisted of laid puddled-clay on which rested two or three inches 
of black occupation debris, from which we recovered a small 
fragment of Iron Age pottery and a broken flint flake. A post-hole 
midway along the rear wall might have been some sort of roof- 
support. Both guard-rooms, the passage way and the hollow way 
throughout their length, had been filled up with stones over which 
a turf-line had grown. From this filling there came a portion of 
the base of a mortarium, which could only have reached the position 
in which it was found before the turf grew. In other words, this 
deliberate infilling apparently took place in Roman times, after 
which this portion of the site lay derelict for some time.

There is some evidence to suggest that the reconstruction of this 
entrance took place at the same time as the northern extension to 
the camp was built. The use of dry-stone walling and laid clay
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floors is characteristic of the methods employed in the extension. 
It is not found in a primary context in the original camp. The 
iron-ferrules found in the gateposts of the reconstructed entrance 
are exactly like the one found in the gate post-hole of the northern 
entrance (see Plate 13), while the potsherd found in the northern, 
added, guardroom is exactly like some of the pottery found in the 
hearths associated with the added defences.

Area Four.
The excavation of Merrick's Hill, or Area Four, had to be under 

taken for two reasons. It was necessary in the first place to deter 
mine if this area had lain within the hill-fort proper, and in the 
second place it was necessary to examine the ruined buildings which 
underlay the tangle of brambles, because it was believed that they 
were the remains of the Chamber in the Forest, a fourteenth- 
century hunting lodge. The plan reveals the extent of our dis 
coveries (see Figure 12). It became clear that Merrick's Hill had 
been included within the Castle Ditch, even though we were not 
able to trace the prehistoric defences throughout their extent. On 
the east side they consisted of an outer stone wall standing on a 
narrow, rockcut platform, a deep ditch, and an inner rampart 
standing back some five yards from the edge of the ditch. The 
inner rampart was badly ruined and consisted of an earthen core, 
resting on the old land surface, revetted front and rear with dry 
stone walling. The front revetment overlay a palisade trench 
which had clearly carried a timber revetment, before the stone 
rampart was built. At certain points within the core (notably in 
D4, Figure 12), branches of trees had been thrown into the middle 
of the rampart.

Behind the inner rampart, and parallel to it, there lay a cobbled 
floor some seven feet wide, on which lay various ash-scatters from 
which prehistoric potsherds, cooking bones and a fragment of a 
bronze pin were recovered. Behind the cobbled floor in turn, 
there lay a long trench (see Figure 13), deliberately filled in with 
orange sand (Plate 15). I am at a loss to understand the purpose 
of this trench, which was ten feet long and irregular in width and 
depth. It would appear that it was either contemporary with, or 
earlier than, the defences. The post-hole adjacent to the east side 
of the trench (see Figure 13), was probably contemporary with it, 
the post-hole adjacent to the west side of the trench had been 
partially cut into the material with which the trench had been 
filled. This latter post-hole was on the same level as one on the 
edge of the cobbled floor, which was overlain by ash-scatter, 
neither post-hole going down to the rock as did the trench, and 
both are probably contemporary with the cobbled floor. The 
trench, being earlier than one of these post-holes, is therefore 
likely to be earlier than the cobbled floor. (The latter is shown 
in Plate 18).



THE CASTLE DITCH, EDDISBURY 35

PLATE 12: THE SOUTH-EAST ENTRANCE GATEPOST, (in situ.)
The post holes belong to the original camp, the gatepost 
and drystone walling belong to the reconstruction.

Eddisbury : Area 4, 1938. W. J. V.
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FIG. 12 : PLAN OF AREA 4.

FIG. 13 : SECTION 4, AREA 4.
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FIG. 14 : SECTIONS I, 2 AND 3. AREA 4.
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The eastern ditch stops just short of the pointed end of the hill 
(K3, Figure 12). The Inner Rampart may have done the same, 
for it cannot be traced beyond the end of the ditch (J4, Figure 12), 
but there has been too much destruction and rebuilding on this 
site to permit of any certainty. There was no entrance at this 
point, for the outer wall was carried right round to close the gap 
between the inner ditches.

The defences on the western side were even more fragmentary. 
The outer narrow rock-platform and the ditch both exist, but 
there is no trace left of the inner rampart, which was apparently 
removed to make room for buildings in medieval times, or later. 
Beneath one such building (Building One, Figure 12), there are 
prehistoric features, namely a shallow rock-cut pit with post-holes 
at each corner, behind which, in turn, there is a smaller version of 
the long trench previously noted in connection with the eastern 
defences (see Plate 16). Both pit and trench had been filled up with 
sand, over which there was a thin but continuous smear of ash, 
from which was recovered a sherd of the type of pottery found 
behind the ramparts of the extended defences. It is most unfor 
tunate that the exact line of the rampart cannot be traced at this 
point, for there is a distinct possibility that it passed over both 
pit and trench. The natural place for a rampart would have been 
the edge of the flat-topped portion of the hill overlooking the 
ditch, which is cut out of the upper slopes. There is no room for 
a rampart nearer the ditch than the flat surface out of which pit 
and trench were cut. The deliberate filling of both in prehistoric 
times would thus be explicable on the assumption that it was done 
in the construction of the inner rampart. It is probable that both 
sets of trenches relate to a "pre-hill-fort" occupation of the site. 
The ditches reveal that the defences were destroyed in early times, 
for the bottoms of both ditches are filled with stones and earth, 
over which a turf-line has grown. The sterile silt which overlies 
this turf-line apparently corresponds to the period, post-Roman 
and pre-mediaeval, when this part of Eddisbury Hill lay unoccupied.

The various buildings on the site, and the culvert and boundary 
wall, belong to the mediaeval period, or later. The culvert and 
boundary wall are contemporary structures since they are of one 
continuous build at their point of junction. Both are built of 
broached masonry, in which the tooling is uniformly the same, 
long diagonal strokes from top-left to bottom-right-hand corner, 
looking at the front face of the stone. The culvert is cut out of the 
solid rock, lined with masonry, and covered with large slab-stones 
resting on the lining walls. It was overlain by an accumulation of 
building debris containing glass and pottery, none of which was 
earlier than the eighteenth century. The culvert does not appear to 
drain any of the existing buildings. (See Figure 12 and Plate 18).

There is better evidence for the date of the boundary wall on the 
west side. Section 2 of Figure 14 shows that the wall, in a ruined 
state, is overlain by building debris which contains nothing earlier



THE CASTLE DITCH, EDDISBURY 41

than the sixteenth century and nothing later than the seventeenth 
century. The wall, and the culvert, which is contemporary with 
it, may well have belonged to the fourteenth century hunting- 
lodge supposed to have been built on Eddisbury Hill. The building 
itself appears to have contained a good deal of wood, and the 
most likely site for it was somewhere near the intake of the culvert. 
(See Figure 14 (1)).

Of the existing buildings, Number Three (see Figure 12) is 
probably the earliest. In its present form it consists of a central 
rectangular room (internal dimensions, 19' x 14') with a cellar 
(internal dimensions, 8' x 6' 6") at the north-east corner, the 
entrance to which appears to have been on the outside (H7, Figure 
12), while built onto the outside of the west wall of the central 
room is a byre for five cattle, complete with standing stall, iron 
supports for drinking trough, and lower cobbled floor. The 
original part of this building comprised the central room and the 
adjoining cellar. The exterior face of the south wall, which rests 
on the rock, consists of fairly regularly laid, broached masonry, as 
does the southern end of the east wall, and it might be thought 
that these are the remnants in situ of a medieval building. Various 
circumstances militate against the acceptance of this view. In the 
first place, there is no obvious joint in the east wall running from 
inner to outer face to separate the broached masonry from the 
brickwork; such joints as there are seem merely to be the result 
of bad building. In the second place, the east and south walls are 
not inter-bonded, and the southernmost stone of the second course 
of the east wall is obviously not in the position for which it was 
originally intended, for it has a chamfer on its southern face, 
abutting on a similarly chamfered stone in the south wall, the two 
making a joint like that of a modern picture-frame. It is to be 
doubted that either of these walls is medieval, though both may 
incorporate stones from a medieval building.

The clue to the period in which this building was occupied comes 
from the silting of the adjacent ditch. Section 2 (Figure 14) shows 
that resting on the turf-line, which had grown over the sterile 
silting which overlay the Roman filling of the prehistoric ditch, 
there is a thick deposit of building debris, supported in front by a 
dry stone wall, and partially sealed by a layer of stones, over which 
in turn there lies a second layer of building debris. The lower 
layer of building debris seems to have resulted from the first re- 
occupation of this site in historic times. The debris consists of two 
great oak beams with plaster still adhering to them, fragments of roof 
ing slates, hand-made bricks, glass and pottery. None of the latter 
is earlier than the late sixteenth century, yet there is not a single 
sherd of "slip-ware", which is abundant in the upper layer of debris.

The first period in the occupation of Building Three seems to 
have been from the late sixteenth to the seventeenth centuries. 
Its superstructure was then destroyed, the charring of the beams 
suggesting fire, and the debris deliberately packed into the ditch.
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PLATE 15 : PRE-HILL FORT PALISADE TRENCH. 
Eddisbury : Area 4, 1938. T. Jones.
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PLATE 16 : PRE-DEFENCES PIT UNDER BUILDING ONE. 
Eddisbury : Area 4, 1938. T.Jones.
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PLATE 18 : THE MED1EVAE CULVERT. 
Eddisbury, Area 4, 1938. T. Jones.
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PLATE 19 : THE CELLAR OF BUILDING THREE.
An ancillary building to the sixteenth-century version of the

Chamber in the Forest.
Eddisbury : Area 4, 1938. T. Jones.
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PLATE 20 : RE-USED BROACHED MASONRY EMPLOYED
IN THE REBUILDING OF BUILDING THREE. 

Eddisbury : Area 4, 1938. T. Jones.
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When the building was reconstructed mainly in brick, a staircase 
was added leading to the wall on the lower western slopes (Section 3, 
Figure 14; G, 11-14, Figure 12). To judge from the debris which 
lay outside it, the reconstructed Building Three was in domestic 
occupation in the early eighteenth century, but towards the end of 
this period it was used as a cowshed, to which period belong the 
cobbles and pavement shown on the plan (H-I, 9, Figure 12, and the 
various holes in the walls, which apparently served as drains. It 
seems likely that the same period saw the addition of the byre on 
the west side, and the cobbled midden-floor which overlies the 
staircase (G-H, 10, Figure 12).

Of the remaining structures, Building Two is the only one to call 
for much comment. As the detailed plan shows, (Figure 15), 
this consists of a main block (internal dimensions, 27' x 18'), 
divided into two rooms by a party wall, a north annexe and a south 
annexe. Both annexes are additions to the original building, 
which consisted of the present main block. The walls of the latter 
rest on large stone slabs laid transversely. In the north-east 
corner they lie on the cobbled floor behind the prehistoric rampart; 
elsewhere they lie on made ground. Included within the walls 
are many re-used stones (see Plate 20). The brick party wall 
separating Rooms One and Two is bonded into the foundation 
course of the outer walls, with which it is presumably contemporary, 
and into the brick floor of Room One. Sealed by this brick floor 
is a rubbish pit which yielded a Nuremberg jeton (A.D. 1550-1574), 
and pottery and glass of the early seventeenth century. The 
earliest portion of Building Two cannot have been built, therefore, 
before the sixteenth-seventeenth century.

The south annexe rests on a bottoming of paving stones, beneath 
which lay made earth, from which came quantities of deer-bones, 
and pottery, including some slip-ware. The annexe had a passage 
running parallel to the south end of the original building, and 
served by two doors. Adjacent to this passage was a brick-built 
fireplace, which suggests that the annexe was used as a kitchen. 
From beneath the brick-patching to the south of this fireplace, 
there came a fob-seal, A.D. c. 1800. The northern annexe had a 
drain bordering a flagged floor, and appears to have been used as 
an outhouse. Both annexes may well have belonged to the period 
when the building was in use as a farmhouse, i.e. in the eighteenth 
century. The lightness of the foundations of this building suggests 
that the superstructure may have been timber-framed, as are so 
many buildings of this period in Cheshire.

4. The history of Eddisbury, as reconstructed from 
the archaeological records, supplemented where 
necessary by appropriate documentary evidence.

The ultimate purpose of archaeological investigation on a site 
such as Eddisbury, which is known to have been occupied for
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different purposes over a long period of time, is to arrive at a 
picture of the history of the site, reconstructed from all the available 
evidence. Naturally, to an archaeologist, the principal source 
must be the archaeological record, as revealed by excavation but, 
as we shall see, much of what the archaeologist finds in the way of 
structural remains and objects can only be fully understood in 
terms of a wider historical perspective than can be provided by a 
single site, however rich. In the case of events which occurred 
before history was recorded in documents which have survived, 
the archaeologist is driven to purely archaeological sources for his 
interpretation, but when, as happens in the later stages of history, 
a site figures prominently in documentary sources, obviously it is 
to the advantage of all if those sources are added to the purely 
archaeological record. Unfortunately, archaeologists are seldom 
trained in purely historical method; I am no exception; wherefore 
I shall draw freely upon published sources, secondary and primary, 
in what I have to say about the later history of Eddisbury, subject 
always to the over-riding authority of the facts provided by excava 
tion. In this task, I am indebted mainly to Mrs. Joan Varley, 
who made the necessary abstracts for this purpose.

The principal events in the structural history of Eddisbury are 
set out in the table opposite. The order of those events is securely 
based in stratigraphy; as such it is unassailable purely as a succes 
sion. What are not necessarily so securely based are the dates 
assigned to those events in the last column of the table; they rest 
upon considerations and evidence not fully discussed as yet. My 
next task must be, therefore, to state the considerations and review 
the evidence which leads to the various attributions I have made.

A TABLE TO SHOW THE PRINCIPAL STRUCTURAL EVENTS IN THE 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL HISTORY OF EDDISBURY.

Event
No.

7.

6.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

A brief description of the associated 
structure features

Medieval and modern occupation associated 
with the Forest of Delamere

(a) Re-erection of defences as the burn of 
Aethelflaeda 

(a) Saxon hut

Dark Ages reoccupation as an open site

Roman slighting of prehistoric defences

Reconstruction of the original hill fort

Construction of the original hill fort

Erection of Pre-Rampart Palisade defences

Date assigned

14th to 19th centuries
A.D.

A.D. 914

6th to 8th centuries A.D.

4th to 6th centuries A.D.

Late 1st century A.D.

A.D. 1-50

200-100 B.C.

?

I must begin with an event which I have not recorded in the
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table, because, in fact, it does not figure in the record as revealed 
by my own excavations; nevertheless it is probably the real starting 
point in the history of Eddisbury. In 1850 a group of urns was 
found in the sand pit which lies just on the edge of the higher 
gravels at about 460' O.D. on the east side of the hill. Most of 
the urns were lost, but fragments found their way to Liverpool 
and Warrington Museums. The latter fragment, figured in my 
Prehistoric Cheshire (Figure 19, page 102), has something of the 
character of both an encrusted and a cordon urn of the Late Middle 
Bronze Age (Miss Chitty mapped it as the latter in Fox's Personality 
of Britain, Plate 6.) In its arrangement of horizontal and vertical 
fillets or raised mouldings, it recalls Vessels 78, 85 and 87 from the 
Deverel Rimbury urnfield at Latch Farm, Christchurch, but in the 
rest of its ornament it recalls Middle Bronze Age traditions as 
exemplified in late forms of the collared cinerary urn. Mrs. Piggott 
has recently reviewed the evidence relating to the class of pottery 
to which this example belongs, and I share her general view that the 
type cannot be much earlier than 500 B.C. It represents what we 
may call the equivalent of the late Bronze Age culture of southern 
Britain, though its cultural antecedents lie in the indigenous Bronze 
Age of the Highland Zone of Britain.

In this particular connection, it is significant that Eddisbury lies 
in the centre of a series of tumuli and burials ranging from Focd 
Vessel times to the Late Bronze Age, the settlement phase in the 
history of the colonisation of the Central Ridge, one of the areas 
preferred by early man. The Iron Age colonisation, associated 
with the defences on Eddisbury, took place, therefore in an area 
which had been previously settled.

(A) THE DATE OF EVENTS 1-4: THE PREHISTORIC DEFENCES

The first defences on Eddisbury took the form of a palisade 
with posts and associated pits. Such palisades, on present evidence, 
appeared in the first phase of the Iron Age, prior to the erection of 
true hill forts, e.g. at Quarley Hill (Hants.), Willbury (Herts.) and 
in southern Britain, they are assigned to the period of the Iron Age 
Al material culture (400-250 B.c.) (1) Palisade structures preceding 
hill forts have been found in the Welsh Marches at Ffridd Faldwyn 
(Mont.) and Old Oswestry (Salop) in contexts which would suggest 
a date earlier than 250 B.C., and provisionally, I see no reason to 
assign any other date to the Eddisbury example.

With the Ffridd Faldwyn example very much in my mind 
as I write, I have to say that it is just possible that the post-holes 
of the south-eastern entrance at Eddisbury belonged to the palisade 
defences, for that is what Mr. O'Neil established at the Montgomery 
site, but the evidence at Eddisbury need not bear that interpre 
tation. It is equally possible that the post-holes were contem 
porary with the first hill-fort defences.

ul Vide Hawkes, A Survey of Field Research in the Archaeology of Great Britain, Council of 
British Archaeology.
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These consisted of what was mainly a small univallate enclosure 
around the eastern half of the hill. The main defences consisted 
of an inner rampart, built in earth and stone, perched on the very 
edge of the steepest slopes, except on the side which bisected the 
summit plateau, and surrounded by a narrow, deep, V-shaped 
ditch cut out of the solid rock. Around the south-eastern spur, 
the ditch was surrounded in turn by a rock-cut platform, making a 
species of counterscarp bank with a shallow ditch outside that, 
but this outer ditch and rampart were not continuous around the 
whole site. The entrance to the original was in the south-east, 
and as we have seen, it was a simple gap entrance, approached by 
a hollow foot-way, with a timber-supported guardroom on the 
south side of the entrance roadway, just inside the inner rampart.

As a class, univallate plateau works with simple entrances first 
occur amongst the Iron Age Al folk of Southern Britain High 
Down near Worthing and Chalbury (Dorset) are notable examples  
but the type persisted, and became more common in the early 
stages of Iron Age A2. This fact is not surprising because the one 
culture developed into the other with local differences in pottery, 
reflecting absorption of earlier Bronze Age elements.

The closest parallel with Eddisbury is the univallate fort built on 
Almondbury Hill, outside Huddersfield, and I am prepared to 
assign both to the result of a diffusion of Iron Age A2 culture 
from Lowland Britain. Support for this attribution comes from 
the only relic of this period, a sherd of pottery found in an ash- 
scatter on the cobbled walk behind the original rampart in Area 
Four. This sherd, executed in a plain, vesicular grey-buff fabric, 
came from a round, high-shouldered cooking pot which has the 
form, fabric and soapy feel of Iron Age A2 pottery. This sort of 
thing cannot be closely dated, it survived for a very long time in 
those parts of Britain which never experienced later ceramic in 
fluences, and my choice of limiting dates rests on wider considera 
tions. On present evidence, I am reluctant to assign the spread 
of Early Iron Age culture up the Welsh Marches to any earlier date 
than need be. Since hill-forts comparable in their stage of develop 
ment to the original camp on Eddisbury were built as late as 250 B.C. 
in Wessex, I am not prepared to assert that I need claim a date 
before 200 B.C. for Eddisbury, allowing two generations, i.e. fifty 
years, for the diffusion process. It may be that an earlier date is 
possible, but I prefer to await the discovery of more compelling 
evidence.

My lower limit of date, 100 B.C., rests on a different set of cir 
cumstances. By 100 B.C. quite different people, with very different 
ideas about hill forts, pottery and other objects, had reached the 
lower Severn valley from Cornwall and beyond. I doubt that 
once they were established, a hill fort built in the earlier style 
would have been possible in Cheshire, particularly one which was 
associated with the older traditions in pottery too. Moreover, if 
one looks elsewhere than the Welsh Marches, a very different state
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of affairs existed. The Marnian charioteers were fairly established 
as overlords in the Yorkshire Wolds long before 100 B.C., and 
though they were not hill-fort builders, their culture was very 
different from that of the builders of Eddisbury.

The date and manner of the first reconstruction of Eddisbury 
raise acute chronological problems. The view I have come to 
take lately, which differs from my earlier published opinions, turns 
on a variety of considerations, which need to be fairly fully stated, 
particularly as it differs from the published opinions of colleagues 
whose views I greatly respect. The root difficulty derives from the 
fact that the western entrance at Eddisbury was reconstructed in 
the style known as Mums Gallicus, based on Caesar's classic de 
scription of the types he encountered in Gaul. The essence of 
the style was the interlacing of timber and earth in the core of the 
rampart. In another variant, associated with a group of forts in 
Scotland to which Childe gave the name "Abernethy complex", 
the interior core was fired to form a vitrified rampart of enormous 
strength and power of survival. Eddisbury is undoubtedly a 
variant of vitrified Murus Gallicus, more or less identical with the 
Scottish examples.

Childe 111 attributed his Abernethy complex to direct invasions 
from the shores of the North Sea of Iron Age A folk, who possessed 
flat-rimmed pottery and ring-headed iron pins. He put the date 
of this invasion at about 200 B.C. Hawkes 121 associates the examples 
of Murus Gallicus in Britain with the invasions that produced the 
Abernethy culture. I think I am right in saying that both he and 
Professor Piggott, regard those invasions as having come overland 
from the Iron Age A province of England, rather than by sea.

I do not dispute the date of the Scottish examples, or their cul 
tural associations; after all, all the Murus Gallicus forts derive 
ultimately from the Hallstatt examples on the continent. I have 
recently argued for a theory that that would bring them to Scotland 
by an Atlantic route, rather than across the North Sea, still less 
from England by way of the Welsh Marches. <3) What I am not 
now convinced of is the early date of the English examples. These 
are to be found at Eddisbury in the first reconstruction, at Maiden 
Castle, Bickerton in the original camp, at Almondbury in the 
fourth camp, at Wincobank near Sheffield, and at Corley, near 
Coventry. Another possible example, the first hill-fort defences 
at JFfridd Faldwyn I am no more certain about than was the exca 
vator, Mr. O'Neil, for although it contained timber and had been 
burnt, proof is lacking that it was a vitrified Murus Gallicus as 
were three of the others, Eddisbury, Almondbury and Maiden 
Castle.

The first disturbing fact is that at Eddisbury and Almondbury, 
the Murus Gallicus defences were standing at the time of the Roman 
Conquest of the Brigantes which, on the authority of Tacitus, and

111 Childe, Prehistory of Scotland, p. 193. '" Hawkes, op. cit,, p. 44. 
'" Archaeological Journal, Vol. CV(1948). p. 61.
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the archaeological record, we can assign to the time of Agricola. 
If, therefore, we accept a date of c. 200 B.C. as the date of construc 
tion for Almondbury and Eddisbury, we have a period of two 
hundred and eighty years to account for. In the case of Almond- 
bury this would mean an absurdly high date for the earlier camps, 
quite apart from the fact that there is no sign at Almondbury or 
Eddisbury of such protracted occupation behind the Mums Gallicus 
defences. I admit that at Almondbury the ditches were cleaned 
out in Norman times, and that therefore a good deal of occupation 
material has been lost thereby, but not at Eddisbury. Here we 
found six hearths and though two had been reconstructed, as had 
the entrance cobbles, that is not enough to support a theory de 
manding two hundred and seventy-five years of occupation. Again, 
I admit that the occupation material, or rather the pottery, belongs 
to the Iron Age A tradition, but Cheshire would not be the only 
place where that survived to the Roman conquest.

The difficulty disappears, I believe, if we look at other aspects 
of the matter, and try to forget the Murus Gallicus structures with 
their misleading chronological implications. The entrance which 
is built in the Murus Gallicus style at Eddisbury is a long sym 
metrical inturned entrance with a double gate set well back in the 
entrance roadway. The inturns had rounded ends and were set 
at right angles to the Inner Ramparts which, incidentally were not 
built in the Murus Gallicus style, but in something even more 
elaborate, and quite without parallel known to me. This entrance 
so far as we can judge from its ruined state, was almost a facsimile 
of the entrance to Maiden Castle, Bickerton, which was complete 
and perfect. Now the fort at Maiden Castle belongs, in my view, 
to a quite different category of hill-fort, the bivallate promontory 
fort, which developed in the Welsh Marches out of the univallate 
promontory fort and of which the best known example, Bredon 
Hill Camp, was not built before 100 B.C. (I) The similarity between 
Maiden Castle, Bickerton, and the reconstruction of Bredon is 
very close, particularly in respect of the long rectangular inturned 
entrance with rounded ends. The date of Bredon Hill reconstruc 
tion lies between A.D. 1 and 50, and all in all, that is a more sensible 
date for Eddisbury, Almondbury and Maiden Castle, Bickerton, 
not to mention Wincobank and Corley which are anomalous 
structures, considered as hill forts.

How can these two conflicting theories of date be reconciled? 
The answer I have given elsewhere'21 is the only answer I still find 
it possible to give, namely that the forts of the Abernethy complex, 
contemporary with the early bivallate contour works of Southern 
Britain, represent the primary immigration of Gallic invaders who 
built small strong citadels, quite different in general style from 
those of the Iron Age A folk of southern Britain. The Murus 
Gallicus forts of Cheshire and the Pennines represent the fusion

111 Archaeological Journal, Vol. XCV, pp. 1-111. 
111 Archaeological Journal, Vol. CV (1948), p. 60.
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between these immigrants and the people who normally built 
contour works in the style found in the chalklands of the English 
Plain. If we forget the Murus Gallicus technique, which in any 
case was only one of the techniques employed in the same hill fort 
at the same time, and look at the kind of hill fort Eddisbury became, 
we see it as a bivallate contour work, as indeed was Almondbury 
in the same period; much larger than any Scottish Murus Gallicus 
citadel. No one could doubt that bivallate contour works, as 
such, were built by people who, so far as we know, were unaffected 
by the Abernethy culture.

Returning now to my starting point, I conclude that whether or 
not my explanation of the historical processes involved is correct, 
the date of the reconstruction of Eddisbury ought not to be placed 
earlier than sometime in the first century A.D. before the Roman 
Conquest of Cheshire.

Two or three other points deserve to be made. First, the recon 
structed Eddisbury has some claim to be an extraordinarily power 
fully built hill fort. Nowhere else do I recall an outer rampart 
of such width and complexity of internal structure. Secondly, the 
siting of that outer rampart on almost the same level as the inner, 
and the same general dimensions, embodies an idea in hill-fort con 
struction which is unusual in early examples. Normally the defen 
sive concept in hill-fort construction, even when the defences were 
multivallate, was that all other defences were subordinate to and 
commanded by the Inner Rampart. In very late examples, such 
as Oldbury (Kent) 111 this principle was neglected; Oldbury was 
ditchless, and so incidentally was Maiden Castle, Bickerton, and 
had ramparts of equal height standing on a level base. Thirdly, 
the new entrance at Eddisbury was used by wheeled traffic, the rut 
marks were plainly visible as at Maiden Castle, making a track 
of the gauge associated with chariots. The fact that the new 
entrance has a level base suitable for chariots, and a gentle approach, 
may have been the principal reason for its construction, because 
the original entrance could not possibly have been used by any 
except pedestrian traffic, and even pedestrians would have felt 
weary after that steep ascent up rock-hewn and irregular steps. 
Fourthly we must note the almost absurd predilection for dry- 
stone wall facings, even where they were manifestly unnecessary. 
Entrances, guardrooms, rock-faces were finished with dry-stone 
wall facades, no matter what lay behind. This predilection again 
stamps their cultural affiliations on the builders of the site, for by 
that time, the dry-stone wall was a sine qua non in any hill fort 
built in the Marches where suitable stone could be found.

The occupiers of this hill fort used pottery which derived from 
Iron Age A traditions with no sign of Iron B influence. They 
used iron and bronze for implements and ornament, though nothing 
very distinguishable has survived. They likewise used stone for 
hammerstones and whetstones, and flint for scrapers. The size of

{" Archaeologia, Vol. XC. p. 127.
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the stones used in the revetments implies that they were no mean 
quarrymen, and the mere size of their excavation and structural 
work implies a large labour force. Altogether we can infer a 
highly organised and powerful community, well entrenched, by 
their standards, in no mean citadel, and if they possessed chariots, 
equipped with the strongest of all British weapons of war. We do 
not know whether they were Cornavii, Deceangli or Brigantes, but 
that they were formidable is implied in the next event, the slighting 
of the prehistoric defences at the hands of the Romans.

The proximate reason for such a step is obvious. No one so 
versed in the art of frontier warfare as the legions who occupied 
Chester would have left a fortress so strong as Eddisbury on the 
flank of their main east-west road in this district, Watling Street, 
running below the southern end of Eddisbury Hill. I was able to 
confirm the former existence of this road by cutting a section across 
its probable site, but without recovering any datable material.

Nonetheless it has to be conceded that the Romans made a 
thorough job of the dismantling of Eddisbury. The south-eastern 
entrance was blocked and sealed, every ditch filled up, and the 
ramparts levelled to within a foot or so of their foundations. The 
whole exercise smacks of the military mind, and as such, together 
with the datable objects, must be assigned to the military conquest 
of Cheshire, as a consequence of the movement of the legionary 
base to the double fortress of Deva from Uriconium. Since my 
excavations were finished, Professor Richmond has advanced the 
date of the building of Deva, but, for my part, I cannot be more 
precise than attributing the slighting of Eddisbury to some date 
late in the first century.

(B) THE DATE OF EVENT 5, A REOCCUPATION OF 

EDDISBURY AS AN OPEN SITE

One hitherto unsuspected and unrecorded incident in the history 
of Eddisbury lies, stratigraphically, between the Roman slighting 
and the rebuilding of the defences in Saxon times. The nature of 
the event in purely structural terms is clear. A community of 
unknown origin built a series of huts with stone kerbs over the 
ruined inner rampart at intervals in space all the way from the 
western entrance to the junction with the original defences on the 
eastern side. No trace of these people was found east of Area Two. 
With each such hut is associated a thick deposit of carbon, burnt 
bones, daub with stick impressions, iron slag, and masses of an 
exceedingly crude, thick pottery, stiffened with quartz grits the size 
of peas, some of it bearing thumb-nail impressions round the rim, 
and others with thumb-print impressions on the shoulder. Nothing 
in their material possessions, which were unbelievably crude, 
though plentiful, is strictly datable, and yet, curiously enough, 
the pottery has close parallels elsewhere, notably at Old Oswestry, 
where it is likewise found in crude round huts built over ruined
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ramparts, and at Pant y Saer, Anglesey, and the Breiddin, again 
in an occupation over a ruined hill-fort rampart.

Nothing at Eddisbury, Old Oswestry, or Pant y Saer has the 
slightest connection with Roman Britain. However evil may have 
been the plight of Deva after the withdrawal of the legions, it is 
inconceivable to me that anyone who had ever known or seen 
Romano-British pottery, say of the late fourth century, could 
possibly have perpetrated such incredibly crude, shapeless rubbish 
as these people made. By comparison, the crudest Middle Bronze 
Age cinerary urn from Delamere was a finished masterpiece of 
potting. Moreover, if this occupation had fallen within the late 
stage of Romano-British occupation, there should have been 
other evidence of the fact, e.g. coins comparable with that found 
on such sites elsewhere. On the other hand, the pottery is definitely 
not Saxon, judged by any recorded examples, quite apart from its 
underlying a Saxon rampart.

The analogy with Pant y Saer (1) suggests a date in the Dark Ages 
for this curious episode, for on that site, similar crude pottery and 
huts, were found together with a recognisable and datable object, 
a penannular brooch attributed to the 4th to 6th centuries A.D. 
The analogies for that kind of object lie in Dark Ages Scotland 
and immediately one is reminded of the various historical stories 
concerning the connection between that area and North Wales, 
which have found their way into later records.

The story begins in the time of Constans, who succeeded Con- 
stantine in A.D. 337. In 342-3, Constans concluded a treaty with 
the Picts and Scots, giving some of them permission to settle within 
the Roman wall. One such tribe of Scots, the Deisi from County 
Meath, settled then, or later, in South Wales; others appear to 
have settled then, or later, in North Wales, a version of the well- 
tried Roman tactics of turning barbarians into foederati, poachers 
into gamekeepers. The policy was not successful, for the Picts 
and Scots continued to raid, and Thedosius was dispatched by 
Valentinian I to deal with a revolt in which one group of foederati, 
the Arcani, had sided with the barbarians. Thedosius acted with 
great vigour, restored the wall, and set up the famous Yorkshire 
signal towers as a further defence against sea-borne attacks. 
According to Ammianus Marcellinus (XXVIII) as quoted by Colling- 
wood, Roman Britain, page 286, "he so completely restored to its 
former state the province which he had ceded to the enemy's rule 
that on his restoration it had a regular governor, and the emperor, 
as if to celebrate a triumph, ordered it to be henceforth called 
Valentia." Collingwood places this new fifth province of Roman 
Britain in North Wales where Scotic settlers had settled, pre 
sumably without permission.

The next stage relates to the story of Cunedda, who according 
to the Historia Britonum came from Manau Guotodin with his 
eight sons to Guenedota (Welsh Gwynedd) where he expelled the

tl} Archaeologia Cambrensis, June 1934.
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Scots and founded a local dynasty. Collingwood attributes this 
event to the end of the fourth century, as part of Stilicho's measures 
for the defence of Britain.

The essential point of all these stories, from our point of view, 
is that they reiterate to the point of proof, the existence of Scots, 
i.e. Irish colonies in North Wales. It seems to me much more 
probable that these were the people, at a barbarian level of culture, 
who settled on ancient hill fort sites away from the Roman cities 
and villas, which still maintained a semblance of civilised life. 
Archaeologically, the argument is tenable on the similarities between 
the crude pottery of Cheshire and North Wales and that of such 
Dark Ages sites as the Doon of Larriban and others. Geographi 
cally, it is tenable in that contact between North Wales and North 
Ireland never ceased from the Bronze Age onwards. Historically, 
it makes more sense than supposing that the hill-fort dwellers were 
refugees from Deva, who in some mysterious way had unlearned 
in a few years all they knew after four centuries of experience of 
the most enlightened and advanced culture then extant in Britain.

(C) EVENT 6: EDDISBURY AND THE SAXON OCCUPATION

Our excavations revealed two probably separate facets of the 
period of history which lies between the Dark Ages and the Norman 
Conquest. The first relates to the hut we discovered high up in 
the silting of the Inner Ditch on the east side of the western entrance. 
The annular baked-clay loom weight found there belongs to the 
type found at the Savoy, London, and, in Professor Wheeler's 
catalogue and handbook to the antiquities of the Saxon period in 
the London Museum, is assigned to the period from the sixth to 
the eighth centuries A.D. Typologically, this variety of loom weight 
was succeeded by the "bun" type in the eighth century.

The inference from this find cannot be disregarded unless there is 
compelling evidence to that effect. I agree that if the hut had been 
found without datable objects, I should probably have regarded 
it as belonging to the Aethelflaedan occupation of Eddisbury in 
the tenth century, even though what was essentially an ephemeral 
military occupation for the short space of a summer hardly seems 
to have called for the erection even of a single hut. As things are, 
it would be safer to presume that the hut was built by a pagan 
Saxon settler, during the great Anglo-Saxon settlement, which at 
its culmination in the eighth century carried the Mercian frontier 
as far west as Offa's Dyke. As the map of Cheshire place names 
relating to the vills later mentioned in the Domesday Survey' 11 
shows, a great many of the Anglo-Saxon settlements in Cheshire, 
mostly belonging to the period of the Mercian expansion, originated 
as farms, clearings in the forest or on less densely wooded soils. 
The hut on Eddisbury might have been such a farm, the counter 
part in our own history of the many I see daily in the African

(1) The map is based on the collection of place name forms made by Mrs. Joan Varley and 
Dr. O. K. Schramm.
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"bush" where, as in Saxon times, a farm means no more than a 
clearing in which the settler grows enough for his own needs. 
Since according to Ekwall, supported by other place-name experts, 
the name Eddisbury contains the personal name "Ead" as an 
essential element, then it is pleasant to think that the hut belonged 
to the Ead whose name persists. Eddisbury reappears in the history 
of Saxon Cheshire in the tenth century, when according to the 
entry in the Mercian Register previously quoted (vide supra p. 2) 
Aethelffaeda, Lady of the Mercians, built a "burn" on Eddisbury 
in the summer of A.D. 914. The archaeological evidence on this 
subject stops short of absolute proof, for nothing datable was 
found in association with the rebuilt ramparts, which, I suggest, 
constitute the Aethelflaedan rebuilding at Eddisbury. Nonetheless, 
the archaeological evidence does nothing to make the attribution 
impossible, and, in my view, goes someway towards confirming 
the reference in the Mercian Register.

The rebuilt portions of the Inner and Outer Ramparts are clearly 
later than the Dark Ages huts over which they lie. On the other 
hand, on that part of the hill, nothing medieval has been found 
and there is abundant evidence to show that the medieval occupa 
tion which began in the fourteenth century was confined to the 
south-eastern spur (vide infra, page 65). The nature of the 
latter occupation demanded nothing in the shape of fortifications, 
and therefore, it is most unlikely that the outer and inner ramparts 
were rebuilt at this late period. In the absence of any documentary 
reference, one would not care to assign the rebuilding to any very 
specific event, but the entry in the Mercian Register is so categorical 
and so obviously belongs to Eddisbury that it would be churlish to 
deny that the archaeological and documentary evidence fit suffi 
ciently well to make it possible to accept the rebuilt inner and outer 
ramparts as the remains of the Aethelflaedan burh, as Professor 
Stenton was content to do. (1)

The general background to this event may be briefly outlined. 
By the end of the ninth century, the great Scandinavian invasions, 
which had wrested much of Eastern England from the Anglo- 
Saxons, had almost spent their force. South of the Mersey, along 
the Welsh border and far into the Midland Plain, Aethelred of 
Mercia was overlord with Watling Street still probably the frontier 
between him and the Danes. Nonetheless, the latter with their 
lack of political unity and military traditions were a constant 
threat to settled life. The well-established remedy against sporadic 
raiders was to build fortresses at strategic points, as the Romans 
had done before, and the Normans were to do again. The imme 
diate troubles with which Eddisbury is concerned broke out in 
909 when Edward harried the Northumbrian Danes, who retaliated 
the following year by invading Mercia until they were decisively 
beaten at Tettenhall in Staffordshire. The power of the Northum 
brian Danes was broken thereby, but the strength of the Midland

111 F. M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, p. 322.
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Danes was still sufficient to make an alliance between Mercia 
and Wessex desirable. When Aethelred of Mercia died in A.D. 911, 
he was succeeded as overlord of Mercia by his widow, Aethel- 
flaeda, sister of Edward of Wessex, and daughter of Alfred the 
Great. 

Her part in the joint campaign against the Danes was clear.

Outline Map. N« 1?

FIG. 17: AETHELFLAEDAN BURHS IN ENGLAND.
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She consolidated the Mercian flank leaving Edward free to deal 
with the Danes elsewhere. Chester (rebuilt in 907), Hereford and 
Gloucester were all garrisoned. In 912 she built a fortress at 
Bridgnorth, in 913 fortresses at Tamworth and Stafford. The 
year 914 saw the erection of Eddisbury and Warwick, and her work 
of fortification ceased in 915 with the erection of fortresses at 
Chirbury and Runcorn. The object of these various strongholds 
was to deny access to the north-west of Mercia by way of the 
Severn or Trent, and also, to deny access to the Midlands to the 
Northmen of the Irish Sea, who established various colonies 
around its shores, including a notable one in Wirral. The siting 
of Eddisbury would appear to rest upon a recognition of the fact 
that it controlled two main routes, the east-west route first estab 
lished by the Roman road from Chester to Manchester, and the 
north-south road along the Central Ridge from Runcorn to Shrews 
bury. This remarkable warrior princess died at Tamworth, 
12 June 918, on the eve of what might have been a very notable 
triumph, the submission of the South Northumbrian Danes, who 
were seeking her support against the Norse raiders from Ireland.

(D) EVENT 7: EDDISBURY IN THE MEDIEVAL PERIOD

The next historical reference to Eddisbury after the Aethelflaedan 
episode is in Domesday Book. (l} Eddisbury appears therein in 
the hundred of Roelau, part of the shire of Cheshire, as a "vill" a 
league wide and as much broad, which had formerly paid geld on 
two hides, and which had land for six ploughs, but which "was and 
is waste." This last statement seems to imply that Eddisbury had 
ceased to be occupied before the harrying of the North by William 
the Conqueror. The "vill" never became a village, not because 
its site was unsuitable, but because it fell to the lot of Eddisbury, 
held by the Norman Earls of Chester, to be incorporated within 
the Forest of Mara and Mondrem, later known as Delamere. 
Thereafter the history of Eddisbury was indissolubly linked with 
that of the Forest of Delamere.

Nothing is known of any forests in Cheshire prior to the Norman 
Conquest, but in the time of the Earl of Chester there were three 
forests, namely Wirral, Delamere and Macclesfield. At the time 
of the Domesday Survey, various vills were mentioned as being 
in the Earl's Forest which was not itself named. Some of these 
vills lay in the area, which by the mid-thirteenth century had become 
known as the Forest of Delamere. (2) No contemporary list of vills 
in Delamere Forest or account of the bounds thereof is at present 
known. The seventeenth century Harleian MS. No. 2115 (3) con 
tains a list of vills in Delamere Forest, which clearly relates to the 
period between the foundation of Vale Royal Abbey in 1277, and 
its dissolution. This is partially confirmed by the list of vills

111 J. A. Tait. Domesdav Survev of Cheshire, Chetham Society Publications, New Series, Vol. 
LXXV (1916).

*» Ihid., pp. 102-3, 106-7, 212-3.
"'Quoted by Ormerod, History of the County Palatinate of Chester (1882), Vol. II, p. 107.
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paying "frithmote" in the fourteenth century11 ' and by the list of 
places referred to in the claim of Richard Done in the Eyre of the 
Forest, of 1357. (2) It may be taken as tolerably certain that the 
bounds of Delamere Forest in the fourteenth century were from 
the Gowy in the west to the Weaver in the east, and from Frodsham 
in the north to Beeston in the south. Eddisbury is not specifically 
mentioned as a vill in any of these documents, and we may presume 
it formed part of the core of the Norman forest, the woodland 
proper and the open land, which were not in any township or 
ecclesiastical parish for the very good reason that they were kept 
open as game preserve.

The maintenance of the forest laws, the preservation of the game 
and timber, verd and vert, in Delamere Forest depended largely on 
the exertions of men of the neighbourhood, foresters in fee of the 
Earl. In 1270 four families held the office of forester in Fee in 
the Forest of Delamere, namely the Dones of Kingsley, the Mar- 
tons of Marton, the Grosvenours of Budworth and the Weavers 
of Weaver. (3) The last of these families was primarily concerned 
with what was originally the separate forest of Mondrem. (4) The 
Marions lost their connection with the forest through the founding 
of Vale Royal Abbey, and by the transference of their family seat 
to Gayton in Wirral.' 51 The Weaver and Grosvenour forester-ships 
existed throughout the first half of the fourteenth century. The 
date of the extinction of the Weaver interest is not known, the last 
mentioned reference being in 1353, (6) but the Grosvenour interest, 
though probably subordinated to the Dones from the second half 
of the fourteenth century, continued in existence till it was acquired 
by John Done from Sir John Talbot in 1534. (7) The Dones who 
derived their forestership from marriage with an heiress of Richard 
de Kingsley, and whose seat was at Utkinton, maintained that they 
were master foresters of the whole of the forest of Mara and Mon- 
drem, (8) and though the exact issue of their claim in an Eyre of the 
Forest in 1357 is somewhat obscure, they appear to have been 
responsible for the accounts of the forest to the Chamberlain at 
Chester from the second half of the fourteenth century. Richard 
Done is referred to as chief forester in The Black Prince's Register. 

The significance of this family history in this context is that it 
was out of the connection between the Dones and the Forest of 
Delamere that the medieval occupation at the southern end of 
Eddisbury Hill began. The Black Prince's Register, folio 5 (30), 
contains an order issued to the justices of Chester in 1351 "to 
cause a lodge to be made in the said forest (Delamere) in a place 
previously agreed upon between them and Sir John de Wengfield,

111 Cheshire Chamberlain's Accounts, ed. R. Stewart-Brown, Lancashire and Cheshire Record 
Society, Vol. I. (1910), p. 35.

111 Harlelan MS., No. 2115, folio 2.12. '» Ormerod, op. cit.. Vol. II, p. 108.
'"Ibid, p. 107, and Calendar of Cheshire Recognizance Roll, 36th report of the Deputy-Keeper 

of the Public Records, app. II, p. 512.
' bl Cheshire in the Pipe Rolls, ed. R. Stewart Brown, Lancashire and Cheshire Record Society, 

Vol. XCII, p. 176.
'"Black Prince's Register, Part III, the Palatinate of Chester, 1351-65, London 1932, p. 134.
"' Ormerod, op. cit.. Vol. II, p. 108. ">' Harleian MS., No. 2115, folio 232.
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for the better preservation of the said forest and game, the chamber 
lain paying the costs thereof by view and testimony of the justice." 
This was followed in 1354 (folio 87d) by a second order to John de 
Delves, lieutenant of the justice of Chester, and Master John de 
Burnham, chamberlain there, "inasmuch as the grange in the 
manor of Frodesham is insufficient for the crops and hay there, to 
remove the grange of Pecforton and put it in the said manor, and 
to remove an unroofed chamber in the manor of Pecforton and 
put it on the hill called Edesbury in the forest of La Mare for the 
reception of the forester of that forest". This reference has to be 
taken in conjunction with an original warrant of Prince Edward of 
Wales in April 1337, preserved in the Calendar of the Cheshire 
Recognizance Rolls, and issued to Richard Doun, forester, to build 
quondam cameram in the said forest, 40' long and 20' broad and 
two storeys high, for the convenience of the forester.

Alas, the archaeological evidence does not permit of the elucida 
tion of these somewhat conflicting stories. It is certain that some 
sort of masonry building was erected in the fourteenth century, 
but all that now remains are the culvert and the boundary wall, 
so that it is impossible to say whether the original building was the 
two-storeyed chamber, referred to in 1337, or the unroofed chamber 
from Peckforton referred to in 1354. The building itself was 
pulled down and rebuilt, more than once, as our excavations 
showed. The historical references to the Chamber in the Forest, 
as the buildings on Eddisbury have been known ever since, are 
tantalisingly few. In 1537 the then Sir John Done (1516-1561) in 
answer to articles proposed against him by Sir Piers Dutton, main 
tained that "he is by inheritance forester of fee of the forest of 
Delamere and that Sir John Done, his grandfather, built two 
lodges for the preservation of the deer in which the foresters have 
ever since dwelt without receiving any wages from the king." (1) 
The grandfather referred to was alive between 1459 and 1504, and 
it is feasible that one of the buildings referred to was our Number 
Three, though the archaeological evidence would favour a date 
later in the sixteenth century for that building.

The last John Done in the direct line died in 1630, and the super 
vision of the building(s) on Eddisbury was assumed apparently, 
by his sister's daughter, Mary, who married John Crewe of Utkin- 
ton, in 1636. A rental book of John Crewe has survived amongst 
the Earwaker manuscripts at Chester (Museum Press 19A), from 
which I quote the following abstracts:

p. 31. Edsbury repayres
1640 payd to Ric, Wright for slate, lime and workmen 196 

To W. Sadler and his man for 14 days work etc. 182
1647 To Nicolas Wilkinson for making of a window 5 0
1648 2 loads of slate 4 0 

To Ric Rogerson for slating 10 0 
For making a pinfold 10 ,0

1650 To Holland for glassing and changing the old glass
" > Letters and Papers of Henry VIII, Vol. XII, pt. I, p. 317.
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This list of repairs clearly refers to Buildings Three and Two.
The most revealing documentary source, however, is a series of 

depositions taken under commission in the course of an investiga 
tion of complaints against the same John Crewe in 1652. Two in 
particular are worth quoting:

1) "Deposition of Richard Littler of Mouldsworth gen. aged 59 (E/134)
. . . that there was antiently a house under the hill in the old pale 

walks which with the inclosed land thereunto adjoyninge hath been reputed 
and taken to belonge unto the keeper and that the house upon the hill 
within the pale was called by the name of the chamber in the forest and 
never to belonge to the said keeper but for the habitation or pleasure of 
the said Dones when they were deposed to inhabit or resort thither whoe 
were farmers of the said agistments. And this deponent sayth that he 
hath heard that the said Dones in their respective times have had allowance 
from the kings and queens of England for repaires of the said Chamber 
and the house in the new pale"

2) Deposition of Richard Merrick of Nprley aged 55.
. . . there are four lodges or dwelling houses in the forest in the interro 

gatory mentioned for the bayliffes or chiefe foresters and some of his under- 
keepers called by the names of the chamber in the forest, Edesburye lodge, 
or the old pale lodge, the new pale lodge, Hornebyes lodge and Massyes 
lodge."

It appears that in the middle of the seventeenth century, there 
were three sets of buildings in the vicinity of Eddisbury belonging 
to the Forest of Delamere; (i) the old pale lodge, Eddisbury lodge 
or the Chamber in the Forest, (ii) the keeper's lodge under the 
hill, (iii) the New Pale Lodge.

The first was clearly the hunting lodge of the Dones, the ancient 
site of the chamber in the forest, first erected by their distant kins 
man Richard Done, but since about 1550, represented by our 
buildings Two and Three; the second would appear to be the 
farm by the roadside at the foot of the hill.

The cause of all the trouble clearly lay in the fact that the male 
line of Dones had ended and that sundry other parties were dis 
puting the title of their descendants to claim the ancient privileges. 
In fact, however, the succession passed ultimately to yet another 
relative by marriage, the Ardernes of Hawarden. Ralph Arderne 
married Elinor Done, sixth sister of the last of the Dones. Their 
descendants, the Hamilton Ardens of Tarporley, still rank as 
Master Foresters of Delamere.

These disputes about privileges did not affect occupation; this 
continued with additions and repairs to the various buildings 
until the Forest of Delamere was enclosed by an Act of 52 George III, 
which received the royal assent 9 June 1812. After sundry vicis 
situdes, the final enclosure award was made 17 December 1819, 
being the third since the process of enclosure began. In the claims 
for allotments under the Act of 1812, as compensation for rights 
formerly enjoyed, we note from the extracts published by J. Fletcher 
at Chester in 1813, that John Arden claimed as proprietor of the 
Old Pale Lodge or the Chamber in the Forest, as did John Merrick, 
his tenant. Castle Hill and half the forest were allotted to the
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Crown in whose possession they remain, the Forest became the 
Parish of Delamere (complete with new church), which was further 
divided into four townships, Kingswood, Eddisbury, Oakmere 
and Delamere, The Old Pale was demised to the Earls of Chol- 
mondeley for a term not exceeding sixty-one years, and the Ardens 
received allotments elsewhere, but the active occupation, repair 
and rebuilding of the ancient Chamber ceased in 1812, and the 
site of so much history passed into the oblivion and decay from 
which our excavations lifted the veil.


