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1 Introduction: developer-funded archaeology on the
Northumberland coastal plain
INTRODUCTION
More than anything else, the advent of developer-funding
in archaeology since 1990 has opened up new perspec
tives on the Iron Age of the coastal plain of the historic
county of Northumberland. The present volume reports on
the excavation by TWM Archaeology between 2002 and
2008 of three Iron Age settlement enclosure complexes
in the area immediately north of Newcastle upon Tyne,
and on the investigation of a number of linear boundary
works, subsidiary settlements and isolated structures.
Many of these discoveries have been made possible by
surface mining operations carried out by Banks Mining,
and this company has generously funded the archaeo
logical recording and reporting of much that is described
here, as well as the recently published Iron Age site at
Pegswood, near Morpeth (Proctor 2009). Much of the
value of commercial archaeology lies in the aggregate
picture that can be obtained from numerous individual
developer-funded interventions and radiocarbon dates,
and the opportunity has been taken here to incorporate
reports on excavations funded by the Newcastle Great
Park Consortium developers Persimmon Homes and
Taylor Wimpey, during the development of a 500ha area
of residential and commercial development on the north
west fringe of Newcastle (Tyne & Wear). The work at
Newcastle Great Park complements that funded by
Banks Mining and in combination this material offers
the basis for a new understanding of the Iron Age on the
Northumberland Coastal Plain.
In the 1960s and 1970s the region benefited enormously
from the pioneering research of Professor George Jobey
of Newcastle University. He and the historian and air
photographer Norman McCord were the first to establish
the presence of what were termed ‘Romano-British’ set
tlement sites on the lowland plain, and Jobey was the
first to investigate them. This work led to the widely held
view of the rectilinear ditched enclosure as the basic set
tlement form in the later Iron Age and Roman periods
in this region. Following a lack of investigation in the
1980s and 1990s much new detail now emerges from the
recent developer-funded work, with the rectilinear enclo
sures appearing as one element in a settlement pattern of
greater variety and complexity than hitherto envisaged.
There is now more information on what forms of set
tlement preceded the enclosures, at what date the latter
emerged, and on the fate of these sites after the Roman
conquest of the region and the building of Hadrian’s
Wall across the Tyne-Solway isthmus.

THE REGION (Fig. 1)
The eastern seaboard of Northumberland consists of a
coastal plain, never exceeding an elevation of 150m.

At its widest (25-30km) in the area immediately north
of the Tyne, this level coastal strip gradually becomes
narrower towards the north. Beyond Morpeth the higher
land begins at a distance of only 15km from the sea, and
converges with the coast to a point of constriction in
the area of Alnwick and Alnmouth, 50km north of the
Tyne. North of this there is more variety in the coastal
strip, but much ground below 150m can be found inter
spersed with hills in a wide band which sweeps around
the north-east flank of the Cheviot Hills, to the Tweed
and beyond, ending at the Lammermuir range which
effectively separates it from the coastal plain of East
Lothian. Lowland Northumberland thus divides into two
natural regions: the expansive plain north of the Tyne in
the south-east of the County, which becomes narrower
as it progresses north to Alnmouth, and the coastal strip
and rolling country which run from the Ain to the Tweed
on the east side of Cheviot.
The former of these areas, in the south-east part of
the historic county of Northumberland (its south-east
extremity transferred in 1974 to the metropolitan county
of Tyne and Wear) was the homeland of the Iron Age
communities described in this volume. It was a 675 sq.
km region with obvious boundaries: the sea on the east,
the Tyne to the south (although we do not know whether
this was a cultural boundary), westwards the rising
ground of North Tynedale and Redesdale, and (in George
Jobey’s words) ‘the stark cuesta of the Simonside Hills’
to the north-west.
Between the Tyne and the Ain, the coastal plain is
transected west-east by the rivers Blyth and Wansbeck
and numerous tributary streams. Further north the
Coquet emerges from high ground to run to the sea very
close to the mouth of the Ain. In other words the Coquet
forms part of the northern boundary of the region here
defined rather than crossing it.
The area is underlain by the Coal Measures of Upper
Carboniferous age (‘The Northumberland Coalfield’).
These consist mainly of mudstones and sandstones with
numerous coal seams, heavily mantled by glacial debris,
mainly boulder clay or till, deposited from ice sheets
which covered the area during the last glaciation. Such
deposits have given rise to a relatively featureless till
plain landscape with hardly any exposure of underlying
rock.
Today the non-urban coastal plain is a fertile area
of arable agriculture interspersed with animal pasture.
That the soils of the area (with the exception of a small
number of low-lying waterlogged places like Prestwick
CaiT, which have been drained in recent times) were
capable in the Iron Age of supporting a productive
economy of mixed farming is strongly suggested by
older accounts of agricultural practice in this part of the
county. Those who have dug on the coastal plain will

Fig. 1

Location map o f region

recognise the ‘cold and hungry clay’ which Wallis, in
his History o f Northumberland (1769, 36), says prevails
about Newcastle, where, however, ‘every field appears
by culture like a garden, plentifully manured with
dungs...’. According to Mackenzie’s View o f the Count}’
o f Northumberland (1825, 71), ‘The sea coast...is chiefly
a strong, fertile, clayey loam, well adapted to the culture
of wheat, pulse, clover and grazing... In the middle and
south-east parts of the county, moist loams, on a wet,
cold, clayey bottom, generally prevail: they are princi
pally employed in growing grain, rearing young cattle,
and feeding ewes and lambs’.
Circumstances of excavation and methodology
The details of the circumstances of discovery and ex
cavation of each site are described below at the head of
each individual structural report. It is worth making a
few general remarks about the nature of the archaeologi
cal deposits on these sites and some of the problems en
countered in excavating them. The site at Blagdon Park
1 was excavated by Northern Archaeological Associ
ates rather than TWM Archaeology but the excavation
methodology did not differ greatly from that set out on
the other sites. In all cases described here the Iron Age
sites had disappeared from view under rig-and-furrow
agricultural regimes of post-medieval date, and almost
without exception no standing stratigraphy remained
on the sites. All features were plough truncated and
observed cut into the natural clay subsoil (Fig. 3).
Following topsoil stripping, carried out under archae
ological supervision by machines with toothless buckets,
the first task in each case was to produce a survey plan
of all of the natural-cut features. Selective hand-excava
tion of the features was then carried out according to a
strategy agreed by the relevant local-authority archae
ologist. Excavated features and segments are indicated
on the principal phase plans by grey shading. It will
immediately be apparent that a very small proportion
of the total fills of linear features was emptied out. In
practice a fixed sampling percentage of linear features
(gullies, wall-slots,ditches) was not adhered to, so that
resources could be prioritised on the most complex rela
tionships and the best-preserved fills and features most
likely to yield information. All discrete features, pits and
postholes were at least half-sectioned. At Blagdon Park
2, since the site was to be destroyed anyway, parts of
the fills of the main enclosure ditches were emptied out
by machine to see what finds were being missed in the
portions not subject to hand-excavation. In the event no
additional finds were made, reinforcing the impression
that rather than being evenly distributed through the
features finds were concentrated in particular contexts
such as ditch terminals, roundhouse drip gullies (and
pits, which had already been selected for more extensive
hand-excavation. A palaeo-environmental strategy
for each site was agreed with the English Heritage
Regional Advisor on Archaeological Science. Material
for radiocarbon dating was subsequently sourced from
the processed bulk samples along with naked-eye car

bonised material retained as samples and animal bones
retained as small-finds.
The present report supersedes all previous interim and
assessment reports. It has deliberately been confined to
prehistoric and Roman Iron Age remains. The surface
mines developed by Banks Mining also produced a series
of important medieval sites (a shrunken village and an
early Anglo-Saxon site at Shotton, and a monastic grange
at Fox Covert). These will be dealt with in a separate
publications devoted to the medieval discoveries. Some
remains of later periods (notably early coal mining and
medieval or post-medieval landscape features) were
recorded, particularly at the Blagdon Park Sites. These
are also not reported here and details can be found in the
archive report deposited in the Northumberland HER.
The three largest Iron Age settlements called for rapid
and extensive excavation in difficult circumstances and
the reader must be aware that the work was not carried
out in ideal research conditions. Although the funding
developer in each case did the utmost to facilitate the
work, inevitably there were pressures on the excava
tion teams caused by tight deadlines and bad weather.
Blagdon Park 2, in particular, had to be excavated over
an extremely wet winter season, and in two stages, to
free up half of the site for the rapidly encroaching maw
of the deep opencast (Fig. 4). This prevented capturing
the site in an overall photograph. The archaeologists had
to work fast with blasting operations and fantastically
large machines at their backs. It is inevitable in such
circumstances that some archaeological features did
not receive the time and subtlety of treatment that they
deserved. Hard decisions had sometimes to be taken
about priorities, at least on the three largest sites reported
here. It would be easy to be critical where the level of
coverage on the site might be seen have fallen short of
an ideal. But it is important to see this in perspective:
twenty years before, sites like this might not even have
been discovered, let alone excavated and studied to such
an extent and to such modern archaeological standards.
For all the points of detail that might have been pursued
and that are now lost forever, the PPG 16/PPS5 system
has triumphantly succeeded in rescuing the generality of
information about these Iron Age sites, enough, at any
rate, to change the way we think about the Iron Age in
the region.
The site archives will be deposited with the Great
North Museum, Newcastle upon Tyne (sites in North
umberland) and with Tyne & Wear Archives & Museums
(sites in Tyne and Wear).
Structure of Report
For the excavations conducted for Banks Mining at
Blagdon Park (Delhi surface mine) there is an account
of the setting and discovery of the sites, followed by
narrative descriptions of the excavation of the two sites
there, Blagdon Park 1 and 2. In the case of the larger site
(Blagdon Park 2), to economise on space and to make
for a more digestible narrative factual information on di
mensions, relationships, some structural description, and

Fig. 2

Location map o f excavations reported in this volume. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

Fig. 3 Preservation: Iron Age structures typically showing up as only as subsoil-cut features, as here in the case o f structures R2
(foreground) and 4 at Blagdon Park 2, looking east

finds citation is given in two appended tables, one for
buildings and the other for cut features such as ditches
and gullies. Finally a brief discussion summarises the
chronology and recapitulates the structural sequence of
development of Blagdon Park 2.
The account of the two large sites at Newcastle
Great Park follows a similar pattern, and an account of
the discovery and setting of the two sites is followed
by narrative accounts of the excavations of, first, East
Brunton and then West Brunton, each with a pair of
tables appended to summarise structural information
and give finds citations, and then a summary discussion
which cover both sites.
The Iron Age discoveries at the Banks Mining surface
mine at Shotton are then described.
A final descriptive section deals with the four instances
of prehistoric pit aligned boundaries discovered during
surface mining works in the region: at Blagdon Park, at
Shotton, at Fox Covert, Horton Grange and at the AngloSaxon site south of Shotton village.
The aim here has been to synthesise the results as
much as possible. So, although the structural evidence
from each site is reported in detail on a site by site
basis, radiocarbon dating evidence, the finds (‘material
culture’), and environmental evidence from all sites are

brought together in their individual categories to aid
synthesis and comparison. Within these finds reports the
artefacts are organised by site so that the reader wishing
to examine the material from a selected site can easily
do so.
Radiocarbon dates and their lab numbers are reported
in the text of the structural reports, usually in a section
following the description of the contexts from which
they come. The dates are given as calibrated ranges
to the 95% confidence level. The actual radiocarbon
measurements can be consulted in Table 8, and there
is full discussion of the radiocarbon methodology in
Chapter 6.
A final discussion considers the evidence overall and
its significance for understanding the Iron Age and early
Roman period in the region.
Conventions
Dimensions
Dimensions given are those of features as actually
surviving; in all cases there has been an element of trun
cation by ploughing. All features were recorded in plan,
but only samples were excavated; synthetic descriptions
of excavated features are based on one or more of such

Fig. 4 Excavation in progress on the north-east half o f the Blagdon Park 2 site (right) after the south-west part (left) had been
mined away

samples, so a phrase such as ‘where excavated’ should
be understood in each case. The extent of sampling is
recorded by the grey shaded areas on the principal
plans.
In order to keep the narrative description uncluttered,
dimensions and relationships of most roundhouses and
other cut features are given in separate tables. Internal
features rarely survived plough damage, and in the ex
ceptional cases where they did are usually described in
the text. The tables also itemise all the finds from the
sites, stratified and unstratified.
Terminology
‘Roundhouse’: The term ‘roundhouse’ is used through
out for reasons of simplicity and economy (to avoid
repeating an unwieldy neutral term such as ‘circular
structure’). This should not be taken to indicate belief
that each one was necessarily a domestic residence. The
term is used without prejudice in its traditional English
sense of a building for residence or other use (as in
farmhouse, brew-house, hen-house, warehouse, green
house, outhouse etc.).
In the interests of consistency, rather than giving the di
mensions of surviving roundhouse elements of different

kinds, such as wall-slots, drainage gullies, and so on, in
the tables an estimate is made of the overall diameter of
the actual structure of the building often on the assump
tion that a wall-structure that no longer survives must
have lain a short-distance from the inside edge of what
has been interpreted as an external drainage gully. The
reader requiring the actual dimensions of the surviving
elements can measure them on the plans.
‘Earthwork enclosure’: The term ‘enclosure’ is often
used imprecisely by archaeologists to refer to any
ditched and/or banked compound, however substan
tial or slight in construction. It will be argued in what
follows that the three main sites reported in this volume
were reconstituted in the late Iron Age as enclosed
settlements with banks and ditches constructed on a
monumental scale and apparently intended, in addition
to any practical function, to strike a visual effect. In
this they resemble many of the rectilinear enclosures
on the coastal plain known from air photographs, as
well as the sites excavated by Jobey at Burradon and
Hartburn. It seems essential to distinguish these con
structions from other Iron Age sites, also referred to
as ‘enclosed’, where the enclosing gullies or ditches
are of smaller scale and not accompanied by substan-

tial built banks. At sites like this, exemplified by the
recently published settlement at Pegswood Moor, or the
settlement of Blagdon Park I described in the present
volume, the ‘enclosures’ seem primarily concerned
with the division of the landscape for agricultural or
stock management purposes. In what follows the term
‘earthwork enclosure’ is used to describe the former,
more substantial kind of settlement, sometimes referred
to by writers as ‘heavily enclosed’.
Division o f the Iron Age
Throughout this work the periods referred to as ‘early’,
‘mid’ and Tate’ Iron Age are defined as follows:
Early Iron Age c. 700-450 BC
Mid Iron Age c. 450-200 BC
Late Iron Age c. 200 BC-AD 50

This is not done with reference to any previous theoreti
cal division of the Iron Age; it is merely a convenient
division of the time period, although as will be seen,
these divisions do coincide with some of the major
characteristic phases of activity on the Northumberland
coastal plain (e.g. the shift towards enclosures after c.
200 BC).

2 The Iron Age sites at Blagdon Park (‘Delhi surface mine’)

SETTING AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF
DISCOVERY
Introduction
Blagdon Hall, seat of the Ridley family, lies immediately
west of the A l, seven miles north of Newcastle Figs. 2,
5). The gardens and parkland to the south of the house
(in OS grid square NZ 2176) were extensively opencast
mined for coal between 1940 and 1970. Trial trenching
here in 2001 by Northern Archaeological Associates, in
advance of renewed surface mining in this area by Banks
Mining, revealed no features of prehistoric date, en
countering only parkland features and remains of early
mining galleries. The renewed surface mine was termed
‘Delhi’, the name being that of one of the fields on the
Blagdon Estate, apparently owing to a family connec
tion with the town-planning of the Indian capital. An
eastward extension of the Delhi opencast site, into the
area north-east of Milkhope Farm, was preceded in 2005
by a desk-based assessment (AC Archaeology) which
defined areas that had not previously been opencasted.
Northumberland County Council Conservation Section
used this information to designate two areas (centred on
NZ 218763) (3.25ha and 0.07ha) where archaeological
monitoring of top-soil stripping should take place when
the mining of the extension commenced. The larger of
these areas is shown in Fig. 6. This work was carried
out by Northern Archaeological Associates in 2005. As
well as medieval, parkland, and mining-related features
a prehistoric pit alignment and roundhouses and ditches
of Iron Age date were discovered, planned, and selec
tively excavated (assessment report: NAA 2008). A
report on the pit-alignment is published here (p. 107) as
is the Iron Age settlement. This was of scattered, unen
closed character and is designated in this report Blagdon
Park 1.
In 2006 Banks Mining proposed to continue the
surface mining into an area (‘Delhi remainder’) north
of Blagdon Park 1, immediately north of an estate road
known as South Drive that ran from the south-east lodge
of Blagdon Park (on the old Al road) northwest in the
direction of Blagdon Hall. A desk-based assessment and
earthwork survey were carried out here by AC Archaeol
ogy in 2006. This was followed by a programme of eval
uation trenching by TWM Archaeology in 2007. This en
countered (at NZ 221768) a substantial ditched enclosure
containing roundhouses, only 200m north of the Iron
Age settlement recorded in 2005 (Fig. 6). Following a
strategy approved by Northumberland County Council
Conservation Section, stripping of this site - Blagdon
Park 2 - and an extensive surrounding area (c. 12ha),
and selective excavation (2.75ha), followed between
November 2007 and April 2008.
The excavation and publication of both Blagdon Park

1 and 2 has been generously funded in its entirety by
Banks Mining, while the surface mining and archaeolog
ical investigation were only made possible by the kind
permission of the Blagdon Estate.
It is noteworthy that each of the Blagdon Park sites
was discovered through speculative excavation, a
monitored soil-strip in the case of Blagdon Park 1 and
evaluation trenching at Blagdon Park 2. Prior to this
there was no indication from any source of evidence,
aerial photography, historic mapping or surface indica
tion, of the existence of these settlements (geophysical
prospection was not used in these cases but would have
been an equally speculative exercise).
In 2008-9 further Iron Age remains were discovered
(Fig. 5) 1,000m due south of Blagdon Park 2 (and some
650m south of Blagdon Park 1) by geophysical survey
and evaluation in advance of another surface mining
scheme by Banks Mining, in the fields north of Brenkley
village (at NZ 220758: TWM Archaeology 2010).
Represented were two closely adjacent enclosures, the
western, irregular in shape with rock cut ditches, the
eastern a rectilinear earthwork enclosure of consider
able size (over 0.5ha). The eastern enclosure contained
roundhouses. Alder charcoal from the ditch of the
western enclosure yielded a radiocarbon date (SUERC26979) of 2075±30 (190 cal BC-cal AD 1 at 95% prob
ability), while a charred wheat grain from a posthole
in the eastern enclosure was dated (SUERC-26978) to
2015±30 (100 cal BC-cal AD 70). Structural remains,
including roundhouses, 40m east of the north-eastern
corner of eastern enclosure produced several beehive
querns and a Kilbride-Jones Type 2 glass bangle. The
two enclosures at Brenkley were evidently in contem
poraneous use in the later Iron Age and the glass bangle
shows occupation continuing into the first or second
centuries AD. At the time of writing the area excavation
of the Brenkley site is expected to take place in 2013.
Blagdon Park: topography, geology and
preservation
In the pre-mining landscape the Iron Age sites occupied
a fairly level expanse. From the southern settlement
(Blagdon Park 1), which occupied the slightly higher
position, at about 80mOD, the ground fell imperceptibly
away to north and west. The northern site, Blagdon Park
2, was about 5m lower and situated closer to a water
source, the Snitter Burn (200m north) which meanders
to the river Blyth, at a distance of some 1500m (Fig. 5).
The solid geology of the area consists of Coal
Measures of the Westphalian series, which are overlain
by a glacial drift of boulder clay. The yellow-brown
boulder clay formed the distinctive natural subsoil
throughout both sites. With hardly any exception the
agricultural soil came straight down to the boulder clay

Fig. 5 Detailed location o f the prehistoric features in the area o f Shotton, Blagdon Park and Fox Covert. Positions o f other
probable late Iron Age rectilinear enclosures are marked approximately as HER numbers, except fo r the recently discovered double
enclosure at Brenkley, shown in outline. For general location see Fig. 2. Scale 1:25,000. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown
Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

in which the plough-truncated remains of the prehistoric
features were cut (Fig. 3).
Broad rig-and-furrow, aligned NNW to SSE, with a
wavelength of 12m, extended across the western half of
the Blagdon Park 2 Iron Age enclosure, and a narrower
rig-and-furrow, of 5m wavelength and on an identical
alignment, across the eastern half. The two cultiva
tion regimes were separated by a bank that was faintly
visible before stripping (earthwork survey and assess
ment of Delhi remainder by AC Archaeology, 2006).
This cultivation had removed all upstanding stratigra
phy belonging to the Iron Age settlement and heavily
truncated or entirely removed the cut features in the
paths of the furrows.

BLAGDON PARK 1
Remains of several periods were found during the moni
toring carried out in 2005 by Northern Archaeological
Associates. The following account of the prehistoric
remains draws with grateful acknowledgement on the
assessment report produced by NAA in 2008.
The main area covered 100m by 375m, with an addi
tional area measuring 30m by 200m to the west (Fig. 6).
The Pit Alignment
A pit alignment, apparently the earliest prehistoric
element, was traced running through the extreme south
west end of the larger area on a slightly sinuous NNW
to SSE alignment for an overall distance of 110m. The
excavator believed that cessation at the southern end,
10m from the southern excavation limit, might have
signified a real interruption in the alignment. For a
detailed structural description of the pit alignment and
a discussion of its date in the context of others found
at Shotton North-east and Fox Covert, Horton Grange,
see Chapter 5. As in those cases, the lowest silting of
the pits is scientifically dated to the late Bronze Age or
early Iron Age.
Iron Age unenclosed settlement
The excavation area evidently offers a transect through
a wider landscape of Iron Age settlement and boundary
ditches of which we have no detailed knowledge. Within
this sample, moving from south-west to north-east along
the excavation area, three areas of occupation were
found:
1. Structure 1 (Fig. 7). A roundhouse lay 35m east of
the pit alignment. This was represented by a penannular
ditch, 16.75m in diameter, between 1.06m and 0.56m
wide and up to 0.76m deep. A north-east facing entrance
was 3.4m wide. The ditch is probably the drip gully for a
roundhouse of which no structural trace remained.
The ditch had a V-profile and contained a sequence of
silt deposits and some evidence of slumping. Following
the silting stones were deposited in several parts of the

ditch. Charcoal-rich layers were apparent in the northern
portion of the ditch, and in the eastern and southern part
of the ditch these layers were overlain by deposits of
fired clay and daub. The two ditch terminals had been
re-cut for a length of 1.5m to each side of the entrance,
but it is by no means certain that this followed the depo
sition of the burnt material.
Radiocarbon dating: Two samples from the burnt
deposits above the silting of the ditch produced radio
carbon dates (contexts 26 and 410). The material dated
was unidentified charcoal, but since both samples came
from the same clearly defined horizon of burning there
is a high probability that they are the same actual date
and relate to the destruction of the building. The radio
carbon dates were (context 410) 800-520 cal BC (SUERC-29308) and (context 26) 820-540 cal BC (SUERC29307).
Structure 1 therefore represents a substantial unen
closed roundhouse, whose structural element must have
been 12 - 13m in diameter, destroyed by fire in the
period c. 800-540 BC.
2. Structures 2-5 (Fig. 7). 25m north-east of Structure 1
was an unenclosed cluster of roundhouses. The activity
could be resolved into two broad phases:
(i) Structures 2 and 3. The north arc of the gullies outside
Structure 2 cut a pit (666) at least 0.18m deep and 1. 15m
wide, filled with mixed clays and silts; the tertiary fill
was charcoal rich, perhaps suggestive of the deposi
tion of refuse material. Structure 2 was sub-circular
and consisted of traces of a structural wall slot and drip
gullies. A single posthole occurred in the roundhouse.
The remains were too fragmentary to ascertain whether
an entrance lay in the north-east or south-west side,
or both. If the arrangement of the wall-slot has been
correctly understood this will have been a small building
with a diameter of no more than 6m. Structure 3 survived
as up to three two successive drip gully arrangements,
presumably surrounding another small structure of 6m
diameter or less. Here the entrance clearly faced ENE.
(ii) Structures 2 and 3 were cut by the construction
of a larger house (4). Again all that survived plough
damage were segments of drip gully, with at least three
successive arrangements apparent. The enclosed house
must have had a diameter approaching 9m. The gully
terminals suggest two opposing entrances, which faced
ENE and WSW, although the east facing entrance was
interrupted by a fragment of gully or a pit (143) 1.4m
long, 0.34m wide and 0.07m deep, filled with grey clay
silt.
F ind

From the east entrance, north terminal of the outer gully
(context 148): A heat affected (sandstone) hammerstone
(148 A A)
Annexed to the gully of Structure 4 was a small cur
vilinear enclosure (Enclosure 2) formed by a U-shaped

Fig. 6 Overall plan of Blagdon Park / and 2. Scale 1:3000. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved.
Newcastle City Council LA 076244

gully ditch (34). The ditch extended for 42m and
measured up to 0.39m deep and up to l.lrn wide. The
enclosure covered an area of approximately 260m2.
A further structure (5), the least well preserved,
survived as a drip-gully with east-facing entrance.
The gully measured between 0.39m and 0.66m wide
and 0.23m deep. The northern terminal of the trench
had been recut and extended by 1.38m. This extension
contained blue grey clayey silt and was in turn cut at
its southern extent by a sub-rectangular pit 0.42m long,
0.24m wide and 0.09m deep, also filled with blue grey
clay silt, placed at right angles to the extension and pro
jecting towards the interior.
Although it cut the small enclosure gully, Structure 5
is probably best regarded as being contemporary with
that enclosure and with Structure 4. This is because the
gully did not continue beneath Structure 5, which had
therefore been deliberately sited in relation to he terminal
of the enclosure gully. Secondly, without Structure 5
the enclosure would have been inexplicably open to
the east. Together the two houses (4 and 5) created a
narrow (some 7m wide) easily controlled entrance to the
enclosure.
Finally, a series of three pits and a linear slot were
found some 12m south-east of structure 5. The pits
measured up to 1,5m in diameter and were up to 0.35m
deep. The earliest feature was a linear slot (621) which
was filled with grey clay sand (620) was cut by a pit
(549). Pit 549 had been extensively re-cut (515, 521,
523) and cleaned out. Along with mixed clay and silt
fills the pits contained burnt material and burnt stones,
and the natural clay into which they were cut was heat
affected; they were clearly the setting for some process
involving heat.
3. Structures 6-7 and associated enclosures (Fig. 8).
Towards its north-eastern extent the strip encountered
a system of small-scale boundary or enclosure ditches.
Two roundhouses (6 and 7) lay in a partly-revealed
enclosed area (3) of which 85m of the north side and
63m of the west side were revealed. The ditches forming
this enclosure had been recut on several occasions. The
latest extant cut on the west side was 0.8m wide and
only 370mm deep, with an irregular V-profile. At some
point the northern side of the enclosure was extended to
the west by ditch 836, of tiny proportions at only 0.55m
wide.
A final recut of the northern side (626), 0.85m wide
and 370mm deep, was contemporary with a recut (645)
of the westward extension, 1m wide and 440mm deep.
Both had roughly rounded profiles. An undug causeway
between the terminals of these two recuts created a 4.4m
wide entrance immediately west of the corner of the
original enclosure. Directly north-east of the entrance
were three elongated pits (783, 789, 869), between 3.3m
and 1.2m long, 0.5m and 0.6m wide and up to 0.2m
deep. These pits and all of the ditch/boundary features
had silted naturally and contained the similar featureless
fills of mixed clays and silts.

Within the enclosure, roundhouse 6 survived only as a
drip gully with an ENE facing entrance.
F ind

The tertiary fill (734) of one excavated segment contained
a single sherd of Iron Age tradition pottery (p. 137).
Within structure 6 several internal features, including
postholes and gullies, did not form any coherent pattern.
A curvilinear gully (841, 893), 0.2m wide and 0.05m
deep, may have represented the wall slot of a circular
house within the drip gully (if so, with a diameter of
around 7.75m)
To the north. Structure 7 comprised a distinctly sub
circular drip gully (664) with east-facing entrance and an
internal posthole (730). The gully was up to 1.18m wide
and 0.55m deep. There was evidence for recutting at the
terminals. If the gully contained a circular structure this
would have had a maximum diameter of 6-7m.
Find

A glass Meare bead (Fig. 90 and p. 150, no. 5) was found in
the primary deposit (691) of one of the excavated segments
of the gully of Structure 7. The object is not likely to have
reached the site before the last two centuries BC.

Blagdon Park 1: Discussion
Assessment of biological remains from 31 samples
produced nothing of interpretative value, and the site
produced no metal-working or other industrial residues,
so there is no direct evidence for the productive economy
of the settlements represented at Blagdon Park 1. Nev
ertheless the remains discovered are of great importance
in signalling the existence of forms of Iron Age settle
ment, closely neighbouring and contemporary with, but
archaeologically much less visible than, the well-known
rectilinear enclosures of the region.
The excavated area at Blagdon Park 1 contained
structures and ditches that were evidently not all in use
at the same time. Structure 1, near the pit-alignment to
the south-west, had been burnt in the early Iron Age. The
two structures and the ditches (3) to the north-east were
in use in the later Iron Age, as suggested by the Meare
bead found in association with them. The small enclosure
(2) and cluster of houses in between is undated, although
of undoubted Iron Age character, and its relationship to
the other two elements unknown. An intermediate date
in the mid Iron Age is possible but unprovable.
There is nothing here of the constant regeneration on
one spot implied by the numerous superimposed round
houses of the unenclosed Phase 1 at Blagdon Park 2 (and
other sites that went on to develop rectilinear enclosures).
This absence, and the differing dates of Structure 1 and
ditch complex 3, suggest that the focus of settlement in
the Blagdon Park 1 area, besides remaining small-scale,
shifted through the Iron Age. In this settlement shift the
biggest roundhouse (1) is associated with the earliest

Fig. 7

Blagdon Park 1: detailed plan o f western elements. Scale 1:800

phase. The two round structures dated to the later Iron
Age are of noticeably small size, 7.75m in diameter in
one case and much less in the other.
The ditch of the small curvilinear enclosure (2) and
those found to the north-east (3) were extremely small (all
having a surviving depth of less than 400mm) and thus
bore no resemblance to the substantial enclosure ditches
used to form the characteristic rectilinear Iron Age set
tlements of the region, defined here as ‘earthwork enclo
sures’ and exemplified by Blagdon Park 2, just 200m to
the north. Enclosure 2 appeal's to be a small compound
attached to a couple of houses. Enclosure 3 has a more
extensive character but the ditches seem to be boundaries
forming a system of land-division, Helds, or very extensive
enclosures. These were apparently broadly contemporary
with the occupation of the rectilinear enclosure at Blagdon
Park 2 and it must be concluded that they were either in
some way dependent on the more substantial enclosure or
that they represented a neighbouring but unrelated settle
ment of the landscape of quite different character.

BLAGDON PARK 2 by Nick Hodgson and
Warren M uncaster
Introduction
As will be seen on Fig. 6, the 2007-8 excavation area
occupied 2.82ha and there was an extensive area beyond
this that was stripped under archaeological supervision,

meaning that had any archaeological remains survived
outside the main enclosure they would have been
recorded. In this case (in contrast to Blagdon Park 1,
which constitutes a transect through an Iron Age site of
unknown extent) the limits of Iron Age ditches and struc
tures in all directions except the south (which bordered
onto the previous phase of opencasting) can be regarded
as established with certainty.
The late-iron Age (Phase 3) concentric enclosure
disclosed by the evaluation trenches at Blagdon Park
2 was found to be the final phase in a long process of
structural development (Fig. 9). As at East and West
Brunton, area excavation showed that the late Iron Age
complex overlay an unenclosed roundhouse settlement.
But the greatest interpretive problem at Blagdon Park
2 remains a degree of uncertainty regarding the place
in the sequence of a small-ditched enclosure whose
perimeter had been almost entirely cut away by the
later enclosure complex. It remains impossible to be
certain whether the small-ditched enclosure pre-dated
or post-dated the unenclosed roundhouse settlement, all
relationships between the two having been removed by
latest enclosure ditch.
The late-iron Age inner enclosure of Phase 3 was
clearly designed with an awareness of the small-ditched
enclosure; it was congruent on three sides and on the
fourth (the only side where the earlier enclosure was not
removed by the ditch of the later) the alignment of their

Fig. 8 Blagdon Park I : detailed plan o f eastern elements. Scale 1:800

entrances coincided exactly. For this reason a straight
forward view would be that the smaller enclosure im
mediately preceded the larger. However, an intervening
phase of unenclosed settlement cannot be ruled out: the
radiocarbon dates on non-oak charcoal (1310-1050 cal
BC and 800-540 cal BC) from the surviving ditch of
the small enclosure did not support a date immediately
preceding that of the Phase 3 enclosure, which, as we
shall see, dates to c. 200 BC. Having said that, the two
dates are not compatible; the two samples cannot both
be the same actual date and one or both may be residual.
However, these early dates must raise the possibility that
the small-ditched enclosure contained a settlement of
late Bronze to early Iron Age date.
Although most of the roundhouses of the unenclosed
settlement cannot have co-existed with the small-ditched
enclosure, and will either have overlain it or been cut by
it, some of the structures may have belonged within the
small-ditched enclosure. One roundhouse in particular,
22, has appended gullies which suggest that it lay within
an enclosure: it post-dates houses which belong to the
unenclosed settlement but is itself probably earlier than
the Phase 3 enclosure. This is the strongest structural
evidence we have that the small-ditched enclosure post
dates the unenclosed settlement.
A further problem with an early dating of the smallditched enclosure is that its basic outlines would have
to have remained visible throughout the life of any

overlying unenclosed settlement, surviving, perhaps
over many centuries, as a point of reference for the late
Iron Age enclosure builders.
For these reasons it is considered most likely that the
small-ditched enclosure is some kind of immediate pred
ecessor to the Phase 3 inner enclosure, post-dating the
unenclosed settlement. This means excluding the two
radiocarbon measurements as residual or unreliable. In
this scheme Phase 1 is the unenclosed settlement, Phase
2 is the small-ditched enclosure, and Phase 3 is the late
Iron Age enclosure complex.
It is impossible, however, on the evidence that will
ever be available, to be absolutely certain which of these
two models is correct. Because of this ambiguity in the
structural sequence, the small-ditched enclosure and
the unenclosed settlement (some of whose houses may
belong inside the former) are illustrated together on a
general 'Phase 1/2' plan (Fig. 10).
Phase 1? Unenclosed Settlement (Fig. 10)
At least 25 roundhouses were earlier than the final (Phase
3) enclosure.
There was clearly an extensive period of unenclosed
settlement: many houses of the unenclosed settlement
were cut by the ditch of the inner of the two concen
tric late-iron Age (Phase 3) ditched circuits, and equally
cannot have co-existed with the small-ditched enclosure
largely removed by the later one.

Fig. 9

Blagdon Park 2: all phases plan. Scale 1:1000
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The main concentration of occupation during the un
enclosed phase was made up of a total of twenty round
houses which together formed a straggling group in an
area of about 50 by 70m mostly underlying the Phase 3
inner enclosure. A number of these roundhouses intercut
one another and are therefore clearly not contemporary,
with only a small number occupied at any one time. The
argument that what is represented is a small settlement
of less than half a dozen houses, and possibly only one or
two, constantly regenerating over time, is given at p.38.
The north-western limit of the concentration occupied a
seemingly favourable position where successive round
houses (23, 29, 30, 31) occupied the same ground. It
is notable that the subsequent inner enclosure (and
the preceding small-ditched enclosure, if it is actually
Phase 2) was focused on the area in which the bulk of
the shifting occupation of the unenclosed settlement had
been concentrated.
The houses were poorly preserved, their presence
mainly indicated by plough-truncated drainage gullies.
Best preserved were the succession of six round
houses (R 23, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33) at the northern extent
of the settlement (Fig. 12). Within this palimpsest
can be resolved two pairs of roundhouses (23/29 and
31/32) each showing an original build and a rebuild to a
slightly different size on exactly the same spot, and with
a notably identical door axis in the case of 23/29. The
relatively good preservation of these houses may well be
owed to their more substantial construction than that of
most others in the unenclosed settlement.
The wall trenches of R29 and R23 were similar in
profile with mainly vertical sides and a flat base. The
entranceways were both marked by post settings with
a minimum diameter of 0.2m, evident at each terminal
and allowing a maximum gap of 2.1m to accommo
date a doorway. A porch stood at the entrance to R23,
indicated by two additional postholes (419, 642) offset
1.3m from the post settings at the wall trench terminals
and connected by shallow slots. The presence of a porch
was unusual with no evidence of any others elsewhere
across the site. Three pits or postholes (704, 727, and
751) could have been associated with any of the houses
with whose interior they coincided.
The exact 1m distance maintained by the wall of 23
from 29 has led to the suspicion that these might be the
inner and outer elements of a single structure. A number
of postholes are probably contemporary and make up a
further inner ring of roof supports. The type of plan is
discussed on p.198-200 and the suggestion made that
this arrangement signifies a house where cattle could be
quartered on the ground floor and where the main human
occupation was on a floor raised above. If this is correct
House 23/29 may be identified as the chief or principal
house in the time of the life of the unenclosed settlement
to which it belonged.
The fills of the drainage gullies surrounding the houses
in this concentration generally consisted of greyish
brown silty clay becoming darker in colour due to higher
portion of charcoal and soot towards the terminals.

A number of sherds of a broken pottery vessel (p. 137
and Fig. 84, no. 26) were recovered lying against the
outer edge of the recut (613) of the gully outside Round
house 23 (fill 845, seg 844) close to the entrance at the
northern terminal. The pottery was recovered from a
deposit that stratigraphically post-dated the radiocarbon
dated gully fill.
A gully (710) of unknown purpose lay along the
eastern edge of R23/29, and ran along a slightly sinuous
course orientated northwards. The excavated southern
segment indicated that the gully (710) was cut by the
R23 drainage gully (613) to the west. In profile it had
moderately sloped sides with a concave base. The fill
extended beyond the edge of the cut and consisted of
blackish grey silt with frequent flecks of sandstone and
coal.
Radiocarbon dating: Non-oak charcoal from the upper
fill (702) of the north terminal (698) of the gully outside
the wall of Roundhouse 23 produced a radiocarbon date
of 760-400 cal BC (SUERC-23148).
Outlying Roundhouses
Three roundhouses not readily associated with the
late-iron Age enclosure of Phase 3 (R45, 49, 50) were
situated over 70m east of the main concentration of un
enclosed occupation. Two radiocarbon dates suggest
that Roundhouse 50 may have existed in both the period
preceding Phase 3 and also in the period of the Phase
3 enclosure itself. 45 and 49 appear to be too close to
the late-iron Age outer circuit to have co-existed with
any kind of internal bank (see p.39 for the existence of
such banks). Three further outlying buildings (46, 47,
48) are ascribed to the unenclosed settlement: 46 is
most unlikely to have co-existed with sub-enclosure C,
and cannot if the latter had any internal bank. The two
concentric arcs forming R47 perhaps did not represent
circular structures, as they extended across the east side
where commonly the entrance to a roundhouse would
have been expected. This factor combined with an
absence of an opposing western side may suggest that a
succession of open-sided shelters is in question.
Outlying boundaries
Gully (FI00) underlay the south side of the Phase 3
enclosure and so is certainly associated with the Phase
1/2 site. It is possible that it is somehow associated
with the Blagdon Park 1 site discovered 250m south,
which made use of similar slight boundary gullies. The
boundary gully was traced for a length of 100m. To
the east it turned sharply southwards to be cut by the
Phase 3 enclosure ditch. It could not be traced further
south, but significantly there was a branch from the later
enclosure ditch at exactly this point which may indicate
the direction of the earlier gully. To the west FI 00 curved
more gently to the south before being cut by the Phase
3 ditch. In profile the gully (see context 274 on Section
59) was less than lm wide and 300-500mm deep, mod
erately sloped with a rounded base; it had been recut in
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places. It contained a few sherds of Iron Age tradition
pottery.
A similar kind of boundary gully (F1340) ran northsouth, beneath the north-eastern part of the later-iron
Age enclosure complex, and is perhaps to be grouped
with F100 just discussed.
Phase 2? Small ditched enclosure (Figs. 10, 11)
Within the eastern side of the late-iron Age Phase 3 inner
enclosure was found evidence for an earlier enclosure
of which only the eastern side, including the entrance,
survived, the remainder of the circuit having been
removed by the excavation of the large Phase 3 inner
enclosure ditch, which was congruent with the earlier
enclosure on all sides but the east. That an enclosure is
in question there can be no doubt: this is indicated by the
entrance and by the failure of the ditch to continue north
or south of the later enclosure into areas that were totally
excavated. It is equally inescapable that the south, east,
and west sides of the enclosure were on lines identical to
those of the later enclosure ditch. With an internal bank
the earlier enclosure will have contained an area of some
45 by 40m or some 0 .18ha, and will have measured some
55 by 50m overall.

The surviving eastern side of the enclosure consisted
of two lengths of ditch (804, 589) cut to north and
south by the Phase 3 inner enclosure ditch. Section 34
(Fig. 22) illustrates a longitudinal section through the
sequence of fills (595, 596, 597) in the small ditch, cut
to the south by the southern ditch of the layer Phase 3
enclosure. The small ditch was quite different in profile
from the later enclosure ditches, being relatively narrow
in proportion to depth (1.2-1.5m and 0.82m deep), steep
sided with a sharp break of slope at the base which was
flat or gently rounded. There was an undug entrance 8m
wide. In plan the ditch terminals were square-ended. Set
back lm from the inner edge of the ditch was a pair of
large postholes (1222, 1224), 2m apart, centrally placed
in the entrance.
The bottom of the ditch contained an accumulation of
featureless grey clay silt (Sections 32-3 and 35, contexts
748,747 and 867). Above this was an infill of mixed grey
and brown clay, some dumps or slumps of clean yellow
clay, and much small stone (746, 868). Some rubble had
been compressed into the top of this backfill, suggesting
deliberate consolidation preceding subsequent activity
over the filled ditch.
At the time of excavation some consideration was given
to the possibility that, rather than an open ditch, a trench

Fig. 11 Entrance to earlier small-ditched enclosure (beyond figure in centre of photograph) within entrance to Phase 3 inner
enclosure (foreground)

Fig. 12

Blagdon Park 2: House 2319. Scale 1:200

for a palisade of large timbers some 400m in diameter
was represented. In retrospect this seems unlikely:
the two postholes, implying a gate structure, lying lm
within the ditch edge were presumably incorporated into
an internal bank of some kind, while the character of the
ditch fill implied a gradual silting up rather than filling
following the demolition of a structure.
Radiocarbon dating: Non-oak charcoal from the lower
fill (867) of the north ditch terminal produced a radiocar
bon date of 1310-1050 cal BC (SUERC-23152). Hazel
or alder charcoal form the lower fill (748) of the south
ditch terminal was dated to 800-540 cal BC (SUERC26690).
Structures inside the earlier enclosure?
Any of the following roundhouses could equally well
have lain within the putative internal bank of the smallditched enclosure as have belonged to the unenclosed
settlement: 17, 19, 20, 22, 26, 28. Of these, 17 and 19
would have butted up tightly against the putative internal
bank and are more likely to have been elements of the
unenclosed settlement. 20, 26, and 28 are three succes
sive superimpositions on the same spot which would
have been at the centre of the early enclosure. The struc

tures contained within the circular drip gullies must have
been of a good size, ranging between 8 and 10m; the
members of this series must be good candidates for a
centrally placed roundhouse in the enclosure.
Roundhouse 22 was situated towards the north-west,
adjacent to and almost certainly later than the centrally
placed sequence of houses just described. Its drainage
gully (543) was relatively well-preserved and formed an
almost continuous arc. A remnant of wall trench (836)
1.lm in length also survived which was vertically sided
in profile, with a concave base. This enables a fairly
large house to be reconstructed, some 9m in diameter.
Unfortunately there was no clear relationship between
the elements of House 22 and the sequence of houses
belonging to the unenclosed settlement and underly
ing the north-west corner of the later enclosure (31/32,
23/29) which must belong to an unenclosed settlement.
However, House 22 was definitely later than houses 30
and 33.
The principal point of interest in the present context
is the presence of a gully (F799) which would appear to
have connected the drip gully of Roundhouse 22 to one
of the two successive enclosure ditches to the north. The
ditch in question is most likely to be the earlier (Phase
2) of the two: the gully F799 was superseded by a later
gully (F802) which drained into the outer ditch at the

same point and which, in conjunction with another gully
(F542), formed a sub-division in the north-west part of
the latest Phase 3 enclosure. Meanwhile, the north-south
running element of a further gully which was contem
porary with the drip gully of House 22 (F672) would
certainly have been overlain by the internal bank of
the latest enclosure and cannot have co-existed with it
(Fig. 9). This length of north-south running gully would,
however, have been well-placed to run along the back of
a small internal bank running inside the earlier enclosure
ditch. It seems most likely on these grounds that House
22 and its associated gullies were associated with the
small-ditched enclosure. If this is correct, the fact that
House 22 postdates houses 30 and 33 of the unenclosed
settlement would strengthen the case for the unenclosed
settlement (Phase 1) being earlier than the small-ditched
enclosure (Phase 2).
Roundhouse 50 - a possible shrine? (Fig. 13)
The extreme eastern outlier of all the structures encoun
tered at Blagdon Park 2, this was the only structure to
lie outside the later-iron Age enclosure complex, and
was different in appearance from the houses of the un
enclosed settlement, being more substantial and better
preserved. Two radiocarbon dates suggest that Round
house 50 may have been in use before 200 cal BC. It is
considered at this point because this makes it probable
that it pre-dated the Phase 3 enclosure. There are, as
we shall see, grounds for believing that it continued
to co-exist with the later-iron Age enclosures and was

perhaps even still in use at the end of the occupation at
Blagdon Park.
The structure was significantly larger than the majority
of roundhouses recorded across the site. The wall trench
measured 9.5m in diameter, comparable in size to the
largest occurring elsewhere, R23/29 in Phase 1 and the
two main Phase 3 roundhouses R21/40, 13/14. The gap
between the narrow inner wall trench (1308) and outer
drainage gully (1266) measured up to 2.5m which was
strikingly wider than that observed elsewhere across
the site, perhaps indicative of a different superstructural
from that of the other roundhouses. The distinctiveness
of this large and single-build structure was also empha
sised by its prominently isolated position on the eastern
edge of the settlement.
In profile the wall trench was vertically sided with
a flat base and measured up to ().56m in depth. A post
setting was recorded at the southern terminal of the wall
trench with the opposing northern side truncated by a
later field drain. In plan it was difficult to trace as it had
been backfilled with re-deposited clay subsoil which
may represent packing material. The gully was generally
U-shaped in profile and also contained a high proportion
of clay within its western portion suggesting that it may
have been backfilled or alternatively that a surrounding
bank may have eroded into the feature.
Two pits were recorded inside the entrance. Pit (1305)
was 0.57m in diameter and 0.22m deep, vertically sided
with a flat base. It was filled with black charcoal stained
silty clay (1304). A larger pit (1325) lm in diameter and
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Blagdon Park 2: House 50. Scale 1:200

10m

Fig. 14

Blagdon Park 2: Phase 3, the late Iron Age enclosure. Scale 1:800

Outer Enclosure

E

0.5m in depth was situated to the east. This had a more
gentle profile with a flat base. Five sub-angular stones
had been placed within the empty pit to form a row from
the upper edge of the cut to the base, orientated north to
south. The lower fill consisted of grey silty clay (1324)
with frequent inclusions of charcoal and occasional burnt
‘pot-boiler’ stones. The upper fill (1323) was composed
of orangey brown silty clay with fewer inclusions.
Radiocarbon dating: Alnus glutinosa/Corylus avellana
charcoal from fill 1304 of pit 1305 was radiocarbon
dated to 350-100 cal BC (SUERC-23157). A fragment of
hazelnut shell recovered from fill 1324 of pit 1325 was
radiocarbon dated to 390-190 cal BC (SUERC-23158).
The linear arrangement of stones in pit 1325 may
suggest a ritual or symbolic purpose, and this possibility
is further emphasised by the situation of both pits on or
close to a line of axis drawn through the doorway and the
centre point of this circular structure. The entrance to the
inner Phase 3 enclosure (and indeed the earlier (Phase
2) small-ditched enclosure) happens to lie on the same
axis, suggesting the possibility that Structure 50 was de
liberately placed to stand in front of that entrance, on an
axis drawn east-west through the centre of the enclosure,
70m distant. It may thus have been a shrine or building
of special ritual significance, placed at a distance from
the settlement (and perhaps originating with the Phase
2 small-ditched enclosure) but in cosmologically sig
nificant relation to it. If so its position may also have
influenced the design of the late-iron Age concentric
enclosure: it provides an explanation for the fact that the
entranceway of the outer of the late enclosures does not
align with that of the inner, in what would be the usual
and expected arrangement (c f . Burradon, Hartburn,
Hazlerigg). The outer entrance is displaced 20m north of
the alignment of the inner entrance, perhaps specifically
because the pre-existing Structure 50 made an entrance
in the conventional position impossible. If this is correct,
it indicates that the building was still standing when the
Phase 3 outer enclosure was constructed in the later Iron
Age, and suggests that Structure 50 was so important
that it could not simply be removed; indeed it had to
be incorporated into the new arrangements, possibly
because it was sacred.
Phase 3: Later-Iron Age Enclosed Settlement (Fig. 14)
General overview
In its final state this took the form of a ‘double’ or con
centric earthwork enclosure. The inner circuit measured
some 60 by 55m over the ditches and enclosed 0.25ha;
the outer circuit was 140 by 111m, enclosing 1.41ha
(including the area of the inner enclosure); a number
of gullies further subdivided the space between the two
circuits into discrete areas. Radiocarbon dates show that
both inner and outer circuits were in contemporaneous
use towards the end of the Iron Age and presumably at
the end of the life of the site.
There is, however, no way of proving that the final

forms of inner and outer circuit were constructed con
temporaneously; the outer circuit may well have been
an addition to the inner. It is also not possible to dem
onstrate on strictly stratigraphical grounds that the outer
enclosure did not originate before either of the succes
sive inner enclosures, and it is necessary to confront the
theoretical possibility that the outer enclosure was of
much earlier origin and enclosed the houses of Phase 1
which underlie the central enclosure. This was in fact the
explanation favoured by George Jobey for similar outer
circuits at the settlements he excavated at Burradon and
Hartburn. However at Blagdon Park 2 the only radio
carbon date obtained for the outer enclosure supports a
late-iron Age date. There are also a number of consider
ations that make us think it unlikely that the outer circuit
had an independent and early origin:
1. At all points where the gullies subdividing the space
between the circuits joined the outer enclosure ditch,
the fills were entirely homogeneous and there was no
indication that these subdivisions were additions to an
earlier ditch.
2. In places, especially on the north side, the outer ditch
was of insignificant dimensions, like the slighter ‘outer’
boundary ditches that lay outside the main residential
enclosures at West Brunton. There was evidence for
recutting (e.g. sections 37 and 40, Fig. 22) but no indica
tion of the enlargement that would be expected if this
ditch had been in use for many centuries and enclosed
an early settlement.
3. The position of the entrance on the east side of the
outer circuit did not align with that of the inner; as
suggested above this is almost certainly because the
pre-existing Building 50 blocked the position where a
conventional entrance would have been. Yet Building
50 and the inner enclosure shared a common alignment;
this strongly suggests that the inner enclosure preceded
the outer.
4. Roundhouses 45 and 49, although not directly cut by
the outer circuit, are almost certainly too close to it to
have functioned contemporaneously and would have
been overlain by any kind of internal bank accompany
ing the ditch. These buildings presumably belong to the
unenclosed settlement and suggest that this is unlikely to
have been enclosed within the outer ditch.
5. Linear feature F I00, apparently of early-Iron Age date
and possibly broadly contemporary with the Phase 1/2
settlement, was cut by the south side of the outer enclosure
as well as by the Phase 3 roundhouses occupying one of
the subdivisions within the outer enclosure.
6. A 1.41 ha circuit would seem of grossly dispropor
tionate size for the enclosure of the settlement of two or
three roundhouses that probably existed at any one time
in Phase 1/2.

Fig. 15

Blagdon Park 2: principal houses in central Phase 3 enclosure. Scale 1:200

On these grounds both elements of the double enclosure
complex at Blagdon Park seem to us most likely to have
originated in the later Iron Age, at which time the ra
diocarbon dates establish beyond doubt that they func
tioned together.
There remains the problem that the absence of lateral
stratigraphy between some roundhouses and the later
inner and outer enclosures made it difficult to assign
them to a particular phase of settlement with confidence:
they could have belonged either to the pre-Phase 3 un
enclosed settlement or within the late-iron Age enclosed
site. The reasons for assigning some of these structures
to the late-iron Age enclosures are given in the discus

sion of that phase (p.35); where there is an ambiguity
this is made clear in the tabular listing of structures, and
it is possible that some at least of these need to be added
to the distribution of unenclosed structures shown on
Fig. 10.
Inner Enclosure
The inner enclosure lay west of centre within the outer
circuit, which replicated the greater width evident at
the west end of the inner. The ditch to either side of the
entrance was angled slightly inwards so that the entrance
was slightly inset. Despite these irregularities the form

of the inner enclosure was strongly rectilinear although
this characteristic must have been wholly determined by
its Phase 2 predecessor.
In profile the inner enclosure ditch was a broad,
shallow V shape, rather wide in proportion to its depth,
with moderately sloped sides descending to a gently
rounded base. It was on average, 4.7m wide by 1.3m
deep, increasing in size considerably at the entrance
way where the two ditch terminals (Sections 43, 44,
Fig. 22) were up to 6.80m wide and 1.4m deep. There
was evidence for a recut along the southern and western
sides of the enclosure. Where sectioned on the west side
(Section 45, Fig. 22) the lower fills consisted mainly of
accumulated silty clays (359,360) with a distinctive band
of redeposited clay subsoil also present along both sides
of the ditch (357, 355), in turn recut to a less substan
tial V-shaped profile which had filled with a sequence of
silty clay accumulations.
A layer of clean yellow clay (598) lay on the inner
lip of the primary cut of the Phase 3 enclosure ditch at
the point where it cut the fills of the east side of earlier
Phase 2 enclosure ditch (Section 34, Fig. 22). This is
best explained as material slumped from an internal bank
built of clay excavated from the Phase 3 ditch; it was
in turn cut by a recut or redefinition of the ditch. These
clay deposits (357, 598) represent some of the clearest
evidence from any of the enclosures described in this
report for the existence of internal banks accompanying
enclosure ditches. The occurrence of a similar deposit on
the outer face of the ditch in Section 45 also suggests the
possibility of an additional external bank at least on the
west side of the enclosure.
The base of the ditch contained waterlogged organic
material with the fragmentary remains of possibly three
Celtic shorthorn cattle skulls, presumably a structured
deposit, recovered from the layer of clay silt immedi
ately above the lowest silting in the southern terminal
(fill 1213, section 43, Fig. 22).
Radiocarbon dating: A sample from the deposit of
Celtic shorthorn cattle skulls from context 1213 in the
south ditch terminal of the inner enclosure was dated to
100 cal BC-cal AD 60 (SUERC-23163).
Entranceway
The entranceway consisted of an undug causeway 6m
wide between the two ditch terminals (Fig. 11). Four
intercutting post-settings (1215, 1217, 1236, 1238) lay
1.2m southeast of the northern terminal. The largest
posthole (1217) was substantial and measured 0.4m in
diameter by 0.55m in depth. These could be understood
of components of a gate structure incorporated into the
inner bank - postholes (albeit forming a more coherent
structure) existed in a similar relation to the ditch terminal
at Burradon. At Blagdon, however, it remains impossible
to explain why there was no trace of any corresponding
features on the opposing side of the entrance.
A shallow sub-rectangular pit (1201) was recorded
at the outside edge of the northern ditch terminal, east

of the post settings. The purpose of the pit was unclear.
It narrowed at its northern end and in profile had steep
sides with a flatfish base that was filled by a distinctive
dark silt with fine charcoal and soot (1202) inclusions.
Interior o f Inner enclosure
The interior of the enclosure was dominated by two
roundhouses which had each been rebuilt over the same
approximate position on at least one occasion (R 13/14,
21/40, Figs. 14, 15). The entranceways were both ori
entated towards the entrance causeway of the inner
enclosure; this seems to have determined the orientation
of R21/40, which deviated from the east-facing norm.
The north-west quadrant of the interior was sub-divided
by gullies to form a small sub-enclosure behind the two
main roundhouses. On the western side of R 13/14 were
the remains of a gully and slot R24 which together may
represent the remains of a possible working area and an
associated slot for a timber screen.
Roundhouses 14 and 13 (Fig. 15)
These were situated at the centre of the southern half of
the enclosure and represented two successive structures,
with the sequence of their associated drainage gullies in
dicating that R14 was the earlier and the larger: its gully
had been recut everywhere except on the west side to
form the drip gully for the smaller House 13.
Hardly anything survived of the actual wall structure
of Roundhouse 14, its existence and size being deduced
from the earlier of the two drip gully circuits. The
assumed position of the wall of House 14 is projected as
a solid line on Fig. 15.
Of some 26 postholes recorded within the interior of
houses 13/14, seven could be resolved into an internal
post-ring of roof supports that would fit well with the
earlier and larger house 14 (indicated in darker tone on
Fig. 15).
Two of the postholes of this ring of inner supports
contained stone objects suggestive of ritual deposition
within abandoned postholes. A base of a beehive quern
was found in posthole 524 (p. 159 and Fig. 94, no. 19)
and a cupmarked stone was wedged within posthole 478
(p. 153 and Fig. 92, no. 3). This posthole had then been
subsequently recut and is labelled on Fig. 15 as 490. It
was clear that the stones did not represent in situ post
packing, and the objects attest ritual deposition at times
when posts were renewed or replaced, or possibly, in the
case of the quern, when the house was abandoned.
One posthole (391) and an internal feature (409), one
of a number of intercutting pits at the centre of the suc
cessive houses, contained a high proportion of charcoal
and burnt animal bone (fills 392, 410 respectively). It is
impossible to be certain to which house pit 409 should
be ascribed, but the similarity of its fill to that of posthole
391 of the inner post ring would argue for the larger and
earlier house.
A wall trench (425) associated with R 13 could clearly
be traced along the northern and northwestern perimeter
of this much reduced roundhouse. While the eastern side

had been partially truncated by a later furrow, it termi
nated mid-way along its western side and was succeeded
for a short distance by a row of three postholes (506,496,
483). The wall trench (425) was very shallow (0.15m) in
comparison to the earlier (Phase 1) roundhouses R23,
29 and varied in profile from vertical sided with a flat
base to V-shaped. It was filled with redeposited clay
subsoil and dark grey silty clay (422). The wall trench
and associated postholes would form a polygonal plan, a
pattern also followed by the surviving perimeter of other
house in the central enclosure (Roundhouse R40, to
the north). A posthole (512) near the northern drainage
gully terminal may have marked the north side of an east
facing doorway.
If this reconstruction is correct it means that the latest
house on this plot represented a reduction (to some 8m
in diameter) from an originally larger size (perhaps
some 11m in diameter), and the introduction of an ir
regularity of plan and variety of construction technique
which is conspicuously unusual in the context of the
recently excavated sites at Blagdon Park and East and
West Brunton.
An alternative interpretation of postholes 506,496 and
483 would be that, rather than being associated with the
wall-slot, they should be grouped with other postholes
in the vicinity (417, 385, 445) which could not be under
stood in terms of either house. Several - 417, 385, 506,
483 - could be seen as forming part of an arc (projected
as a dashed circle on Fig. 15), and one of these (385)
returned a mid-Bronze Age radiocarbon date. There is
a possibility, then, that some of these features represent
the fragmentary survival of a roundhouse of posthole
construction of much earlier date than the two succes
sive Iron Age houses. If this is correct, the Bronze Age
roundhouse would have been some 8m in diameter.
Radiocarbon dating: Non-oak charcoal from fill 366 of
a posthole (385) within House 14/13 but which could not
be understood in terms of the structural plan produced
a radiocarbon date of 1430—1260 cal BC (SUERC23147).
Roundhouses 40 and 21 (Fig. 15)
Here the only visible roundhouse structure, a wall slot
(F937) had been cut by a recut of the surrounding drip
gully (Section 49, Fig. 23, where the wall-slot is numbered
860); the wall-slot therefore did not represent the latest
structure on the site. The number 21 has been assigned
to the putative, no longer extant structure that must have
accompanied the latest phase of the drip gully. Visually
the line of the segmented wall trench (937) belonging to
House 40 was continued by a straight row of postholes
(896,956,958, 1060) at the back of the structure, implying
a polygonal plan for the building. So great was the plough
damage and fragmentary the remains, however, that little
certainty can be attached to this unusual arrangement.
On the other hand, it will be remembered that a similarly
unusual plan was recovered from the latest extant phase
of the other house (13/14) in the central enclosure.

It was unclear which of the two successive round
houses the twelve postholes/ post-settings recorded
within the interior belonged. Four (869, 879, 888, 989)
were relatively small, with an average diameter of 0.25m
and may have been related to internal features such as
partitions. There were two short rectilinear slots (872,
899) that were each orientated roughly perpendicular to
one another towards the centre of the roundhouse. In the
entrance area lay a posthole and slot (925).
The drainage gully had an undug entrance causeway,
obviously oriented towards the enclosure entrance, and
exhibited at least two major recuts (Fig. 16). A complex
succession of cuts survived in the northeast portion
(Section 50, Fig. 23) where a ditch recut (994) had been
partially revetted with sandstone fragments (993) laid
against the inside of the cut presumably to support the
eroding edge of the earlier gully. The dark silty fills of the
drainage gullies were relatively rich in finds, including
pottery, fired clay and metalworking debris.
All that can be safely concluded, then, is that on this
plot there was a roundhouse provided with substantial
drip gully, the house itself between 8 and 9m in diameter,
that was itself replaced; in the penultimate phase there is
a possibility of an irregular style of construction. The
recorded sections across the drip gully offer the possibil
ity that the earliest phase had the greatest diameter, and
that there was originally a house of larger diameter that
has been removed by the increase in width (inwards) of
the gully. In this case it is possible that there was the
same tendency towards a smaller structure as observed
in the other house plot within the central enclosure.
Radiocarbon dating: Fill 873 of posthole 872 contained
Primus charcoal dated to 180 cal BC-cal AD 10 (SUERC-23153). Fill 988 of posthole 989 contained inde
terminate carbonised grain dated to 350-50 cal BC (SUERC-23155).
Other features within the enclosure (Fig. 14)
A curvilinear gully (516) and slot (174) (R24) were
situated at the rear of roundhouse R 13/14. Although
truncated to the east by a furrow, enough was visible
suggest an open, curvilinear feature rather than a round
house. A semi-enclosed working area seems a possi
bility. The gully was orientated approximately northsouth with the main length formed by a wide arc which
straightened at its southern end where a shallow pit
(505) was incorporated at the end of the gully. It was
filled with dark greyish brown clay silt throughout. The
shallow curvilinear slot (174) lay on the eastern side of
the gully. In profile it was steep sided with a flat base.
Its original extent was unknown as it was truncated to
the north and south. Its main portion was semi-circular
straightening only at its short surviving south eastern
end. Strictly these features could belong to any phase of
the settlement, although they were later than a structure
(18) ascribed to the unenclosed phase. On the strength of
this, and the fact that the pit at the gully 516 terminated
to the south at the point where the back of the Phase 3

Fig. 16

House 21/40 under excavation, looking west with entrance in foreground.

enclosure bank would have been, they have provision
ally been ascribed to the late-iron Age enclosure, but this
cannot be regarded as certain.
Northwest corner o f the Inner Enclosure
The northwest quadrant of the inner enclosure parti
tioned off by gully (542) to the south and to the east by
gully (802). The eastern end of gully (542) was shallow
and indistinct where it cut the phase 1 gully associated
with R28 and deepened towards the inner enclosure
ditch to the west. Where it joined the ditch (317) it was
filled with a deposit that contained a high proportion
of clay subsoil that differed from the grey silty clay fill
elsewhere along its length to the east. The clay material
may have derived from an internal bank that had been
bridged over the gully on timbers or which had been in
terrupted for the purpose of drainage (see p. 193). The
eastern boundary was first defined by gully (802) which
replaced an earlier phase 2 gully (799) that was probably
associated with roundhouse R22 to the south. The gully
split into two main branches with a shallow extension
southward that cut across R20 and 28 before fading out.
In profile the main portion had steep sides and an uneven
base.

Outer Enclosure
The northern and southern sides of the outer enclosure
were generally straight with the exception of a slight
kink along the northern length. In contrast both ends of
the enclosure at the east and west were bowed slightly
outwards. The western end was considerably longer
(110m) than the eastern (86m), a distortion shared with
the inner enclosure.
The outer enclosure ditch (Fig. 17 and Sections 37-42,
Fig. 22) was of markedly smaller dimensions (in places
only 2.15m wide and 0.83m deep) towards the north.
The southern half was of considerably greater width and
depth (up to 4m wide and 1.5m deep), although nowhere
as substantial as the inner enclosure ditch. Could this be
because the southern side faced the neighbouring settle
ment of Blagdon Park 1, just 250m away?
In profile along the southern portion it was moderate
ly sloped, with a flatfish base with upper edges eroded to
form a gentle slope along most of its length. Elsewhere
where narrower in profile it was moderately sloped with
mainly convex sides and a rounded base. The lower fills
of the ditch predominantly consisted of grey clayey silts,
overlain by layers of clayey fills possibly derived from
clay eroding into the ditch. This was most distinctive

Fig. 17

Section (37) at he south-east corner o f the outer enclosure ditch
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Fig. 19 Structure R5 in zone of specialist activity, looking S

in the southwest corner of the enclosure, with no clear
evidence of a bias of the deposition of fills on either
side.
The entrance (Section 36, Fig. 22)
The east facing entrance was not in the centre of its side,
probably because pre-existing Structure 50 would have
obstructed a centrally placed entrance. The entrance
consisted of an undug causeway 5.75m wide. There was
no evidence for a timber gate structure. The usual grey
silty clay fills had accumulated in the ditch terminals. A
quern (p. 158 and Fig. 94, no. 17) had been deposited in
one of the lower silt fills (1291) in the southern terminal.
A thick layer of redeposited clean yellow clay (1243,
1169) had been dumped on top of the accumulated
silt fills in each of the terminals. This probably repre
sents a widening of the entrance at the time when the
internal droveway or trackway with gully to either side
(FI 123, F936) was supplied. The side ditches of this
track funnelled out at the entrance, and the previous
ditch terminals would have obstructed the new funnel
arrangement. The clay filling the terminals was probably
taken from an internal bank, portions of which had to be
removed to create the new wide entrance to the funnel
arrangement.

The clay dumped in the northern terminal (1243) was
partially sealed by scattered sandstone fragments (1184,
1185) which extended across the causeway and presum
ably served as a rudimentary metalled surface. This was
sealed by a further dump of clay (1168) intended to con
solidate the entrance area.
Radiocarbon dating: Indeterminate animal bone from
the clay infill of the southern terminal (1221=1169) to
effect the widening of the entrance yielded a radiocar
bon date of 50 cal BC-cal AD 90 (SUERC-23162).
This sequence and date establish that the internal
droveway was not added until some time in the period
between 50BC and AD 90, and that the outer ditched
enclosure was already in existence at the time the
droveway was added.
Droveway
A track or droveway (Fig. 20) defined by gullies FI 123
and F926 ran westwards from the entrance towards the
northeast corner of the inner enclosure and divided the
eastern part of the outer enclosure into sub-enclosures B,
to the north, and C, to the south. The distance between
the two gullies varied between 3.80m and over 9m. No
doubt an accompanying bank, hedge or fence would

have accompanied each gully, but there was no way of
being certain whether these had been on the inside or
the outside of the droveway gullies. It is impossible to
be certain whether Roundhouse 36, one of a sequence of
houses lying immediately to the north, was contempo
rary, but at least two other structures in the group were
contemporary with the outer enclosure and its subdivi
sions. If Roundhouse 36 did belong to the late enclosed
phase, it can only have co-existed with internal droveway
banks or hedges, as it came right up to the exterior edge
of the north droveway ditch. A slot (1358) south of the
entrance to sub-enclosure C may indicate a fence in the
same relative position (see reconstruction in Fig. 25).
At the north-east comer of the inner enclosure the
droveway apparently turned turned southwards into an
area defined by a gully forming the west side of sub
enclosure C (R764) and the inner enclosure. As a route it

Fig. 20

therefore provided access from the entrance to the outer
enclosure to the entrances to both the inner enclosure and
to sub-enclosure C, which also had a funnelled entrance.
The funnel shaped plans at the outer enclosure entrance
and the entrance to sub-enclosure C strongly suggest that
the channelling and control of livestock was envisaged,
and perhaps gives a clue to one of the functions of
sub-enclosure C, as a compound for holding livestock.
Obviously this would also be the only available route for
human access to the inner enclosure, where the holding
of livestock might also have taken place. It is possible
that some livestock could also be directed around the
north-east corner of the inner enclosure into the western
part of the outer enclosure, but the passage at the north
east comer was very restricted, perhaps implying human
access only.

Roundhouses in sub-enclosure B: 'droveway’in foreground, outer enclosure ditch in distance.

Western portion o f Outer Enclosure
W est of sub-enclosures B and C the outer and inner
enclosure ditches defined extensive areas up to 30m
wide. Two gullies (F156, F733) at the western end of the
sub-enclosure thus formed indicated that this area was
subdivided into small parcels of land, although there was
no way of establishing whether this was for some form
of cultivation, for stock-holding, or some other purpose.
In light of the analysis of livestock access offered above,
stockholding seems perhaps less likely. The western end
of the southern gully (F I56) clearly terminated 4m east
of the ditch, perhaps indicating the former presence of an
internal bank up to which the gully had been run. Apart
from these features the dearest evidence for activity in
this general area is the south-east corner, immediately
south of the inner enclosure, where there was a group
of buildings that were probably used for a specialist
activity: metalworking.
This group (Fig. 18) consisted on one large circular
structure (R6), a circular structure with two opposed
entrances (R2), a semicircular or open sided structure
(R3/4) and three extremely small circular structures (R
12, 7 and 5), the first two possibly contemporary and the
last succeeding the other two. With the exception of these
three small structures, there was a lack of intercutting
relationships to indicate how many of these buildings
might have been in use at one time or the sequence in
which they were built. They are considered as a group
because of a range of unusual structural characteristics
confined to this area: small size, dual entrances, opensides. A radiocarbon date from Structure 7, the interme
diate of the sequence of three tiny ‘roundhouses’ firmly
associates it, and presumably the rest of the group, with
the late-iron Age enclosed settlement.
Round structure 2 was relatively well preserved and
unusual in form, constructed using two opposing arcs of
wall trenches (182, 183) arranged with a gap 1.3m wide
in the west that may have functioned as a secondary
entrance; the main entranceway faced eastwards and
measured 1,70m. The drainage gully (184) also mirrored
in part this configuration although the two terminals at
the western end were connected by a shallow channel.
Roundhouse R6 was delineated by a partially truncated
drainage gully (204) with no trace of the roundhouse
itself surviving.
A sequence of three intercutting small circular drainage
gullies lay along the west side of sub-enclosure C (gully
764). They were minute in comparison to the average
size of roundhouses across the site: the structures within
the three drip gullies must have been 3m in diameter or
less. The two northern gullies (R7, 12) which may have
been contemporary (their fills were indistinguishable),
represented the earliest of the group, forming a figure of
eight arrangement.
R5 was the latest in the sequence of three small
structures (Fig. 19). Its drainage gully (233) formed a
complete circuit with no gap provided for an entrance
way. A shallow linear slot (474) ran north-south across
its eastern side. In profile it was very shallow with

vertical sides and a flatfish base, filled by grey silty clay.
The purpose of the slot is unknown and since it was cut
by the drip gully presumably it was earlier than the con
struction of R5 . A stony spread (302) was also recorded
within the interior of the structure on the western side
of the slot.
Hemmed in by all the structures just described, the
‘semi-circular’ or crescent-shaped structure R3/R4 lay
with its open side-towards the south and the internal
bank of the outer enclosure. A curvilinear slot (R4, 226)
was succeeded and cut by a gully (R3, 225). The slot
was vertical sided and probably represented a narrow
wall trench/ fence line. The succeeding semi-circular
arc of gully was U-shaped and had a distinct terminal
at each end. There were also two small irregular projec
tions from the north-eastern side of the gully.
Two pairs of irregularly shaped shallow pits filled with
a distinct black upper fill (219/ 231, 237/227) lay in the
area faced by the open side of R3/4. The northernmost
pair of pits lay within the crescentic structure. A fragment
of heavily fired clay was found in the lower fill which
consisted of pale grey clay (260) and extended through
out both pits. Deposit (260) was overlain by a blackish
brown crumbly loam with inclusions of both burnt and
unburnt clay especially along the eastern side.
The southernmost pits (237/227) were very similar
in appearance to the northern pits. They were orientated
along a north-south axis and were sub-oval in shape with
the northern one smaller in size. The pits situated only
0.1 m apart and may prior to truncation have intersected.
The fills were the same as the pits to the north and also
contained occasional inclusions of burnt clay. The south
ernmost pits lay immediately north of the enclosure ditch
and therefore cannot have co-existed with an internal bank
at this point; they could, however, have been sheltered in
an alcove cut into the back of a bank.
Immediately south of here an additional six shallow
pits all of which were filled with a similar material were
situated outside the outer enclosure ditch, in the lee of
a curvilinear projection (161) from the enclosure (see
p.37).
It seems that the group of structures outside the
southeast corner of the inner enclosure can with some
confidence be interpreted as belonging to a specialist
production zone. Crescentic open-sided structures such
as R3/4 are commonly interpreted as shelters for open-air
craft or ‘industrial’ activity, and the fired clay and other
burnt material from pit 219 within that shelter attests a
craft activity involving heat. A parallel for a crescent
shaped shelter protecting industrial activity may be
found at Street House, Loftus, N. Yorks (Sherlock 2007,
11-13). The dual entrance in R2 could be interpreted as
facilitating the through-draft that would aid the firing of
a furnace. Separate finds of slag and vitrified clay were
made in the gully of this open-ended structure, and met
alworking debris was recovered from the gully of the
neighbouring circular structure R6. A complete smithing
hearth base was found only 40m away (context 1375)
where it had been used to consolidate the muddy en

tranceway to sub-Enclosure C. Since only two other finds
of metalworking residue were found in all phases across
the rest of the site, a genuine concentration of activity
is signalled. The pits outside the main ditch suggest
that these activities spilled out into the area beyond
the outer enclosure, perhaps implying access through
the enclosure bank at this point - unless the processing
area was already is use when the outer enclosure was
added. The purpose of the very small circular structures
(7/12, 5) remains unexplained: perhaps they were for the
storage of materials.
A fragment of arcing slot (R8) earlier in sequence than
Structures 3 or 6 may have been a further open sided
crescentic structure like R3/4.
Radiocarbon dating: Betula charcoal from the drip
gully around the small circular structure R7 (which su
perseded R7/12) produced a radiocarbon date of 170 cal
BC-cal AD 20 (SUERC-23146).
The north-east area o f the outer enclosure: Subdivision B
This encompassed an area 51m by 31m (0.16ha) in the
northeastern corner of the outer enclosure ditch (101).
To the south it was defined by gully (1123), the northern
side of the droveway. Its entranceway was located in
the western side of the sub-enclosure where two gullies
(1353, 1340) ran along its western side. A grouping of
six intercutting roundhouses/ structures (R 34, 35, 36,
37, 38, 39, 42) represented by their surviving drainage
gullies were situated within the western half of the sub
enclosure.
There seems originally to have been a 7m wide
entrance to sub-enclosure B, directly opposite the north
east corner of the inner enclosure. The entrance was
defined by the terminals of gully FI 354, (which swung
westwards from the west side of the sub-enclosure just
before it reached the corner of the inner enclosure) and
FI 123 (the north side of the droveway). In a subsequent
phase gully 1354 was filled in and the west side of sub

enclosure B extended directly southwards to stop just
short of the gully on the north side of the droveway. Pre
sumably there was still a (narrower) entrance directly
opposite the inner enclosure corner. A further gully
branched west from the sub-enclosure west side to join
with the filled terminal of F I354, defining a narrow
(2-2.5m wide) passageway allowing movement from
the droveway round the north-east corner of the inner
enclosure. Finally another gully (F I355) was driven
across the entranceway area, cutting the corner of the
sub-enclosure.
A number of roundhouses (R 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 42)
formed a distinct group within the sub-enclosure (Fig.
20). Not all can have been contemporary. Radiocarbon
dating suggests that R37 - not the last in the sequence is correctly ascribed to the latest enclosed phase. Round
houses 35 and 36 seem probably associated but strictly
could belong to a pre-enclosure phase.
Roundhouse R36 lay only 0.2m north of gully (1123)
alongside the droveway. The gully (1012) was formed
from two semicircular arcs that were divided to the west
by two terminals 0.1m apart opposite the east facing
entrance. In profile the gully was generally steep sided
with a concave base.
Roundhouses R37 and 42 were represented by two
successive drainage gullies (901, 1026 respectively)
although the sequence between them was unclear. The
gully of House 37 was the better preserved; that of R42
was discontinuous. The northern terminal contained
three possible recuts (922, 1030, 1027) one of which
was probably associated with Roundhouse R42. This
establishes a continuity between House 42 and the ra
diocarbon dated House 37, but it is not possible to say
which is the earlier. The drainage gully of R37 varied in
profile from moderate to steep sides with a rounded base
and was filled by dark grey clayey silt with occasional
stone fragments some of which were burnt.
Roundhouse R38 was the latest structure in the
sequence and was unusual in form. The gully was
slightly horseshoe shaped in plan rather than circular and
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measured a maximum diameter of 8.5m with south-east
facing entrance. The southern length of the gully was
formed by a series of three connected pits. The pits had
straight sides with rounded ends. These were of irregular
lengths and up to 0.27m in deep (Section 71, Fig. 23).
The upper portion joined together to form one continu
ous circuit and in profile they were steep sided with a
rounded base. Both the pits and gully were filled with
the same dark brown/grey clay silt.
Only a short arc of possible drainage gully (1014)
survived from R39 within the footprint of R35. If this
really represents a roundhouse it must have been very
large and cannot have co-existed with the droveway, and
would have to be ascribed to the unenclosed Phase 1 set
tlement or the earliest phase of enclosure (2). However
the feature was so fragmentary that no significance can
be placed upon it.
Radiocarbon dating: Betula charcoal from the drip
gully of Roundhouse 37 returned a radiocarbon date
of 360-110 cal BC (SUERC-23154). Alnus glutinosa/
Corylus avellana charcoal from the fill (1025) of the
gully of Roundhouse 38 was dated to 5730-5620 cal BC
(SUERC-23156). This second result from the sequence
of houses here must be regarded as erroneous: see dis
cussion of radiocarbon dating.
Sub-Enclosure C
Sub-enclosure C lay in the south-east corner of the outer
enclosure and was delineated by the droveway to the
north, and by gullies (F764 and F926, a southward turn
of the southern droveway ditch) to the west. The area
thus enclosed was 59m by 49m (0.29ha).
The entrance to this subdivision was in its west side,
opposite the entrance to the inner enclosure. As they
neared the entrance both gullies veered slightly eastwards
creating a slight funnel towards the entrance itself that
consisted of a narrow gap 1.60m in width between the
two gullies. Like the funnel at the main entrance into the
outer enclosure, this suggests that livestock was chan
nelled along the droveway and into sub-enclosure C.
The gullies were very slight, no more than 1.5m wide
and 0.3m deep. The western arm of gully (926) had been
recut on at least two separate occasions (Section 60,
Fig. 23). A narrow U-shaped gully (1187) cut across the
small entranceway and terminated immediately north of
gully (764) on the opposite side of the entrance. Gully
(764) extended in a slightly sinuous course southwards
to the outer enclosure ditch. In profile it was generally
U-shaped and filled with greyish brown silty clay, quite
homogeneous with the fill of the outer enclosure ditch.
A slot that had perhaps held a fence or screen (1358)
was recorded alongside the western side of the gully just
south of the entrance.
A muddy hollow had been worn in the entrance pre
sumably from volume of livestock entering sub-enclo
sure C. This contained dark grey clay silt into which
many stones - and some metalworking waste - had been
pressed to consolidate the surface (1375).

None of the internal features in sub-enclosure C could
be ascribed to Phase 3 with certainty. A relatively wellpreserved roundhouse (44; Fig. 21) lay 25m east of the
entrance in a nearly central position. This is tentatively
ascribed to the enclosure on the basis that it would be
rare for a house belonging to the earliest unenclosed set
tlement to have so much physical survival; indeed this
was the only example from the entire site where traces
of an internal occupation or floor level seemed to have
survived. Although this could be to do with the variable
effects of ploughing, it might indicate that this structure
was in use at the end of the life of the site.
The wall of the structure (some 6.5m in diameter) made
combined use of lengths of slot and individual postholes
(as in the late houses within the inner enclosure). There
was no evidence for an inner ring of postholes to support
the roof. Two postholes (1121, 1127) were set 1.3m apart
marking the doorway. Extending across the entrance and
into the interior was a brown clay silt with inclusions
of burnt stones and charcoal, possibly remnants of a
floor. A scatter of three postholes was recorded inside
the structure. A cup marked stone (p. 153 and Fig. 92,
no. 5) had been placed in the top of posthole (1127), on
the south side of the doorway, after the post had been
extracted. Although the stone could just possibly have
functioned as a post-pad, it seems more likely that it was
deposited when the building was abandoned.
The drainage gully (1073) associated with R44
followed a pattern identified elsewhere on the site (R2,
36, perhaps significantly both in the outer enclosure),
with two opposing semi-circular gullies separated by
two terminals at the opposing side of the trench to the
entranceway. The terminals lay 0.3m apart and were
connected along the upper portion of the cut to form
a continuous gully. It had been recut on at least one
occasion. A scatter of flat sandstones had been laid to
form a rough surface alongside the southern edge of the
entrance to the roundhouse after the southern terminal
had completely silted.
On the south side of the entrance the two concentric
arc-shaped gullies (R47) described under Phase 1/2
might just possibly have belonged inside this enclosure,
if in fact they were open-sided shelters. R43 was a
feature of unknown purpose in the north-west comer of
the enclosure, badly cut through by post-medieval dis
turbance. The surviving eastern end of a sub-circular or
curvilinear gully (F1036) enclosed a slightly rounded,
rectilinear area that measured 5m in width. There was
also a vestigial trace of a curvilinear gully west of the
later ditch that may represent a western extension of
1036.
A gully (1320) ran southwards from the droveway
gully (926) and sub-divided an area in the northeast
corner of the enclosure. The gully was very shallow
with a U-shaped profile. It contained a sherd of Iron Age
pottery.
A series of at least 11 narrow linear cuts that probably
represented plough marks (1277) were recorded in a
small area alongside the droveway gully (926). The
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marks ran parallel to the gully aligned in an east-west
direction at approximately 100mm intervals, perpendicu
lar to the medieval rig-and-furrow. In profile they were
V-shaped and measured up to 60mm in width by 40mm
in depth. Two small indistinct pits or possible disturbance
were recorded cutting the plough marks (1281, 1283).
Area outside outer enclosure ditch (Figs. 6, 9)
With exception of Structure 50, no archaeological
features were found beyond the confines of the outer
enclosure ditch to north, west, or east. A zone between
75m and 125m wide beyond the outer enclosure ditch
was included in the area stripped under archaeologi
cal supervision (Fig. 6), so we can be sure that a true
absence is represented, at least of activity that would
leave natural-cut structural traces. There was, however,
a series of features that joined the southern side of the
outer enclosure, suggesting that to the south of the set
tlement the area was divided into a network of fields or
enclosure, at least some of which may have related to the
enclosure gullies recorded earlier at the Blagdon Park 1
site.
A ditch (712) ran north-west to join the outer enclosure
a short distance west of its south-eastern corner. Its full
extent was unclear as to the south it was truncated by
a medieval boundary ditch. In profile it had steep sides
and a flatfish base that was worn to a narrow channel in
the middle and grew considerably larger as it neared the
enclosure ditch. Since this continued the line of a pre-en
closure gully found to the north (F100), which had been
cut by the southern outer enclosure ditch, it is possible
that for some reason this length of the earlier gully was
retained and enlarged; however it could be traced no
further than a point 12m south of the outer enclosure.
A gully (691) joined the southern side of the enclosure
ditch 22m west of ditch (712). The gully was shallow in
profile and extended southwards for a distance of 6m
before all trace of it faded.
A curvilinear feature (161) joined the enclosure ditch
midway along its southern side, situated opposite the
group of structures that may have functioned as a spe
cialist industrial area within the outer enclosure (Fig.
18). The southern length of the ditch was broad and
shallow and turned sharply eastwards before swinging
northwards, where it was also joined by a small spur
of a gully that ran towards the enclosure ditch where
it deepened considerably. The base of the cut where it
connected with the ditch was sealed by a compact layer
of small stones (332) and accumulated layers of silt. The
purpose of ditch 161 was unclear although its position
ing opposite the structures associated with the possible
industrial area seems unlikely to have been coincidental.
Opposite the intersection the enclosure ditch contained a
broad stepped area through which a pit (338) was cut. A
cluster of six oval shaped features were identified on the
western side of ditch 162; they were very shallow and
did not survive the poor weather during the excavation
and could not be further investigated. The pits contained
the same similar light grey clay and black loamy fill as

the irregular pits (231/219, 227) excavated in the spe
cialist production area identified on the north side of the
outer enclosure ditch. Another shallow gully (754) was
identified towards the western end of the outer enclosure
which probably represented a field boundary. This could
have continued much further south, for the edge of the
opencast was very close and there was no investigation
of the area further away from the outer enclosure at this
point.
Taken together this evidence is suggestive of a
network of boundaries or enclosures lying on the south
side of the main enclosure and occupying the area north
of the previously excavated houses and gully-enclosures
at Blagdon Park 1, which lay 250m south of the main
enclosure of Blagdon Park 2. It also seems clear that
there was some overspill of the specialist production
area within the outer enclosure into the area immediately
south of the ditch, where it seems that similar activities
were carried out in the lee of ditch FI 61.

Blagdon Park 2: Discussion
The material culture and evidence for the productive
economy of the site is discussed in chapters 7 and 8,
while the radiocarbon dating evidence is cited and
discussed in Chapter 6. The following section summa
rises the chronology and recapitulates and discusses the
structural sequence of development.
Chronology
Two of the fourteen radiocarbon measurements obtained
suggest the possibility of Bronze Age activity (in the
period c. 1400-1000 BC) at Blagdon Park 2. One of
these was came from the north terminal of the entrance
in the east side of a small-ditched enclosure, whose
other three sides had been removed by the late-iron Age
central enclosure. The other early date came from an
arc of postholes within Structure R 13/14 that could just
possibly be the remnants of a Bronze Age house.
It is possible that the earliest phase of ditched enclosure
on the site (the small-ditched enclosure) is late Bronze
Age, although on structural grounds it seems more likely
to be mid Iron Age forerunner of the Phase 3 enclosure.
One of the structures that cannot have co-existed with
the small ditched enclosure, in the conspicuous group of
superimposed structures at its north-west corner, was in
use in the period 760-400 BC.
A radiocarbon date of 380-200 cal BC from a pit in
Structure 50, which lay isolated from and to the east of
all the others, suggests that it may have originated during
the period preceding the construction of the Phase 3
enclosure (in ‘Phase 2’, when either the unenclosed set
tlement or, more likely, the small-ditched enclosure, was
current).
The concentrically arranged Phase 3 double enclosure
originated after 350 BC and possibly much later than
that, around 200 BC. Bone recovered from both inner
and outer enclosure ditches returned two radiocarbon
dates of the period 100 BC-AD 90. Roundhouse 21

Fig. 25

The late Iron Age enclosure at Blagdon Park 2 with interna! banks and fences restored

within the inner enclosure produced two dates suggest
ing use in the period 350 BC-AD 40; circular structures
within subdivisions of the outer enclosure produced
dates of 360 BC-AD 100 (Structure 37, outer enclosure
B) and 170 BC-AD 20 (Structure 7, industrial area in
western portion of outer enclosure).
A second date from a second pit within Structure 50
showed that this remained in use at some time in the
period 260 BC-90 BC, so possibly continuing in use as
a free-standing structure beyond the east frontage of the
late-iron Age enclosure. The suggestion that structure 50
might be a shrine is based on its isolated position, its
situation on the central axis of the small-ditched and the
Phase 3 enclosures, the presence inside its entrance of
two pits on the same alignment, relating to the central
axis of this structure and the settlement enclosures, and
the deliberate placing, in one of the pits, of an alignment
of stones. Finally this structure was important enough
to be avoided by the entrance of the Phase 3 outer
enclosure.
None of the calibrated date ranges extends beyond
AD 90, and there were no Roman finds from the site.

Blagdon Park 2 must be assumed to have ceased being
maintained in the early-Roman period.
Phase 1: unenclosed settlement
Although one possible model would be that a Bronze
Age-Iron Age transition small-ditched enclosure was
replaced around 600-500 cal BC by an unenclosed
settlement, it seems on the whole more likely that the
small-ditched enclosure succeeded the open settlement
as an immediate predecessor to the Phase 3 enclosure in c. 400-200 cal BC say. This involves dismissing the
two radiocarbon dates form the small-ditched enclosure
as residual; one of them at least must be residual, since
the two samples are not of a compatible date range.
In the most likely interpretation, then, the unenclosed
settlement will have had a life of some 300-400 years
(appropriate to the 25 houses represented), if continu
ously occupied, before the imposition of the Phase 2
small ditch began the move towards the later Iron Age
enclosure of the site.
If we arbitrarily assign an average life of 40 years to
each of the minimum of 25 houses represented, this would

suggest that perhaps three structures were in existence
at any one time (see further the arguments on p.91-2).
Even at this early stage in the Iron Age, however, occu
pation here was presumably more continuous on this one
spot and more intensive than at Blagdon Park 1, only
200m to the south, where although an isolated structure
existed at this period, despite similar preservation there
was no evidence in the form of multiple superimposed
structures for continual house-replacement.
The range of roundhouse diameters in the unenclosed
phase was considerable, the largest (23) being 10.5m,
situated in the notable palimpsest of house-builds
situated directly under the north-west corner of the later
inner enclosure ditch.
Phase 2?: The small-ditched enclosure
The surviving side of the small-ditched enclosure
displayed a noticeably narrow and steep-sided ditch,
with a flat base and square ended terminals, of similar
form to the enclosure ditch at Coxhoe, Durham (Haselgrove 1982).
The small-ditched enclosure was removed on all sides
except the east by the wider ditch of the Phase 3 inner
enclosure, which on that side lay further out. The smallditched enclosure can thus be interpreted as having
enclosed an area of some 45 x 45m (0.2ha), although this
needs to be reduced to take account of an internal bank
or fence which is implied by the internal position of gate
posts at the entrance. It is difficult to ascribe structures to
this enclosure with certainty: Structures 22, 20, 26 and
28 are the strongest possibilities.
Phase 3 Enclosure
The late-iron Age central inner enclosure, (50 x 50m,
i.e. 0.25ha within the ditch) was constructed on a more
imposing scale than the small-ditched enclosure of Phase
1/2. Material subsided into the underlying east ditch of
the Phase 1/2 enclosure supplied evidence for a Phase
3 internal bank formed from the clay upcast from the
ditch. The outer enclosure was probably also supplied
with an internal bank. In contrast to West Brunton (p.95)
it seems unlikely that external banks were provided at
Blagdon Park 2. An external bank to the inner enclosure
would have interfered with movement from the droveway
area to the area of specialist metalworking activity. A
surviving fragment of possible fence line (1358) on the
west side of gully 764 (forming the west side of sub-en
closure C) suggests that there may have been extensive
use of fences to demarcate areas of movement from open
features: an arrangement is suggested on Fig. 25 but this
can be no more than conjectural.
There were two principal roundhouses within the
central enclosure, each aligned so that its doorway faced
the 8m wide east-facing entrance-gate. There was no
way of establishing whether the two buildings were in
use contemporaneously, although this seems likely given

that they sites respect each other and apparently share
the available space. Although of substantial size at 1lm
(14) and 9m (40) (in one of the series of reconstructions
each had apparently gone) these houses did not exceed
in size the largest houses of the unenclosed settlement.
Each had at some time gone through a poorly understood
timber phase of sub-circular or polygonal form - in he
case of 13, replacing 14, this was the latest detectable
phase. The north-western quadrant of the interior of the
enclosure was portioned off by gullies, but the function
of this area is unknown.
It is unclear whether the inner enclosure was planned
integrally with the larger (0.41ha) outer enclosure, or
whether the latter was subsequently added. Whenever
the outer enclosure was supplied, the isolated structure
50, possibly a shrine, was perhaps still in use, for its
location seems to have influenced the off-centre situation
of the eastern entrance to the outer enclosure. The ditch
terminals at the east entrance were filled to create a wider
opening needed to match the funnelled arrangement of
the droveway that proceeded from the entrance into the
interior. This could have been a localised adjustment
and does not necessarily indicate that the whole system
of partitioning of the outer enclosure was secondary.
The material used to fill these terminals suggested the
presence of an accompanying bank or banks; the gap left
between partition gullies F156 and F733 at the west end
of the site suggested that there was such a bank at least
on the inner side of the outer enclosure ditch.
The droveway separated two unequally sized sub
enclosures (B and C) into which the interior part of the
settlement, lying in front of the inner enclosure, was
divided. The route of the droveway, and the funnelled
entrances leading into the settlement and from the northsouth arm of the droveway into Enclosure C suggest that
the latter (some 2,475 sq.m) was used for the holding
of stock. The function of sub-enclosure B is unknown,
although it contained one or more roundhouses. There
is some slight evidence of further sub-partitioning of
the rear part of the outer enclosure (that part embracing
the back and sides of the central enclosure) in the form
of two gullies at the western end. Immediately south of
the central enclosure and west of sub-enclosure C was
an area of structures shown by recovered residues to be
connected with metalworking. These were mostly of
special form (either semi-circular, having dual opposing
entrances, or being very small).
Owing to lack of preservation a number of ditches
which ran away from the south side of the outer enclosure
could not be traced very far, but, although no direct con
nection could be made, it is possible that these once
related in some way to the system of minor enclosure
ditches in use in the late Iron Age at Blagdon Park 1, just
200m to the south Otherwise no surviving evidence for
landscape division or cultivation could be found in the
extensive area stripped under archaeological supervision
outside the Blagdon Park 2 enclosure.
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(wall trench)

<N

Cannot have co-existed with outer Phase
3 enclosure

Ol
o
—

5m est.

Intersects R46, 47

o
—

Unknown possibly not a
round-house

CN

Unknown possibly not a
round-house

East
East

2 pits (1305, 1325) on entrance
alignment - see text

Unknown

Unknown

None

None

None

East

Drip gully. N terminal:
Burnt daub: 1253.

Drip gully fragment: Flint: (1227), SF 21.

None.

None.

26, 2 7 ,2 8 ,2 9 ,3 0 ,3 1

None.

East/southeast

None

Cannot have co-existed with outer Phase
3 enclosure

See Fig. 24 for internal
features

Fill o f posthole (1127) to SW side o f entrance:
Cup-m arked stone: (1128). SF 17, p. 153 and
Fig. 92, no. 5.

South-east

3 internal postholes/ features (see
text)

6.5m (wall slot
and postholes)

None

Illustrated sections
(Figs. 23-24)

Finds

Entrance
Alignment

Internal Features

Relationships

Diameter

Intersects R46, 48 and cannot have co
existed with sub-enclosure C

TT

Intersects R47, 48. Unlikely to have co
existed with sub-enclosure C
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Table 2: Blagdon Park 2 other cut features, data and finds
Feature

Phase

Location

Dim ensions

Finds

100

1

Boundary gully beneath S side of
Phase 3 outer enclosure

1,5m width
0.27m depth

From segment 214:
Pottery: (213), SF 36.

101

3

Outer enclosure ditch

3.4m width
1.5m depth

S terminal:
Quern: (1291), SF 22, p. 158 and Fig. 94,
no. 17.
Flint: (1168), SF 20.

Illustrated
Sections

36, 37, 38, 39, 40,
4 1 ,4 2

SE angle:
Flint: (1086), SF 14.
SE, at junction with F7I2:
Bone: (655) cow.
From hom ogeneous fill at junction of
outer enclosure and W side of enclosure B
(FI 353):
Flint: (1318), S F 23.
From stone surface running over infilled N
terminal after widening of entrance:
Bone: (1185) horse.
156

3

Gully linking outer enclosure with
SW corner o f inner

1.3m width
0.3m depth

161

3

Ditch projecting S of outer enclosure

2.6m width
0.45m depth

Flint: (fill 163), SF 6.

219

3

Pit within R4, outer enclosure, in S
specialist activity area

1.15m by 0.75m
0.18m depth

M etalworking residue: (220), SF 3

231

3

Pit within outer enclosure, in S
specialist activity area

1. lm by 0.6m
0 .16m depth

227

3

Pit within outer enclosure, in S
specialist activity area

1.34m by 0.7m
0.2m depth

237

3

Pit within outer enclosure, in S
specialist activity area

0.73m by 0.49m
0.27m depth

317

3

Inner enclosure ditch

6.9m width
1.35m depth

S terminal:
Bone, including fragm ents o f 2-3 ’Celtic
shorthorn' cattle skulls; indet. fragments
(1213), p. 165 and Fig. 95.

34, 43, 44, 45

From upper (ills:
Medieval pottery: (683; 1087).
N side, at junction with F804:
Flint: (1064), SF 13.
5 16 =R24

3

Probably a curvilinear gully rather
than a house

0.75m width
0.4m depth

542

3

E-W gully partitioning inner
enclosure

0.75m width
0.4m depth

564

2

Sub-enclosure within putative Phase
2 Enclosure, E of R22; joins F799
to N

0.36m width
0.12m depth

589

2

Ditch form ing E side of putative
Phase 2 Enclosure, S of entrance

1.67m width
0.82m depth

710

1

Curvilinear gully E of a preceding
Phase 1 palim psest o f houses
including 23

0.60m width
0.25m depth

712

3

Branch to S from Outer enclosure

2.26m width
0.43m depth

733

3

Sub-enclosure gully connecting inner 0.57m width
and outer enclosures at W side
0.12m depth

799

2

Sub-enclosure within putative Phase
2 Enclosure, E of Roundhouse 22

0.55m width
0.3m depth

802

2 or 3

Inner enclosure: N-S sub-enclosure,
successor to F799

0.7m width
0.2m depth

804

2

Ditch form ing E side o f putative
Phase 2 Enclosure, N of entrance

2m width
0.84m depth

35

926

3

S droveway gully, turning to form W
side o f sub-enclosure C

0.64m width
0.20m depth

60

From point of junction with S Phase 3
enclosure ditch:
Bone: (597) horse

3 2 ,3 3

Feature

Phase

Location

Dim ensions

1123

3

Sub-enclosure B: N droveway gully

1,45m width
0.28m depth

1201

3

Inner enclosure entrance, Subrectangular pit by N terminal

0.95m by 0.7m
0 .13m depth

1215

3

Inner enclosure entrance: intercutting
post settings

0.28m by 0.32m
0.17m depth

1217

3

Inner enclosure entrance: intercutting 0.76m by 0.39m
0.55m depth
post settings

1219

2

Entrance to putative Phase 2
enclosure: posthole

0.25m diam eter
0.29m depth

1222

2

Entrance to putative Phase 2
enclosure: posthole

0.28m by 0.5m
0.35m depth

1224

2

Entrance to putative Phase 2
enclosure: unidentified feature

1m by 0.4m
0.08m depth

1236

3

Inner enclosure entrance: intercutting
post settings

0.49m width
0.52m depth

1238

3

Inner enclosure entrance: intercutting
post settings

0.27m by 0.35m
0.37m depth

1320

3

Gully running from droveway into
sub-enclosure C

0.64m width
0.2m depth

Finds

62

From S terminal:
Pottery: (1322), SF 45.
From upper fill:
M edieval pottery (1339)

1340

1

Gully under sub-enclosure B and
droveway

0.95m width
0.2m depth

1353

3

Gully form ing W side of sub
enclosure B

1.45 m width
0.35m depth

1354

3

Gully at SW corner o f sub-enclosure
B

0.78m width
0.29m depth

1355

3

Gully at SW corner o f sub-enclosure
B

0.50m width
0.28m depth

1398

1 or 2/3

Isolated curvilinear gully in sub
enclosure C, W of Roundhouse 44

0.39m width
5 .10m length
unexcavated

Illustrated
Sections

3

The Iron Age sites at East Brunton and West Brunton (Newcastle
Great Park)

SETTING AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF
DISCOVERY
Introduction
Newcastle Great Park (NGP) (sometimes known as the
Northern Development Area) is a residential and com
mercial development of land covering over 5 square km
(over 500 ha) on the north-west fringe of Newcastle
upon Tyne which was projected in the 1980s and which
will continue in piecemeal stages into the foreseeable
future. The archaeological and historical background to
the area was originally detailed in two desk-based as
sessments (by Colm O’Brien in 1991 and the Archaeo
logical Practice in 1997), following which a written
scheme of mitigation works was agreed between the
Great Park Consortium and the Tyne and Wear Specialist
Conservation Team. Various programmes of archaeolog
ical lieldwalking, geophysical survey and trial trenching
followed and a supplementary assessment was prepared
by Tyne and Wear Museums (2001), and it was at this
time that it was realised that there was air-photographic
evidence for enclosures at both of the excavation sites
reported here.
The present report concerns itself solely with the
evidence for prehistoric occupation that was either
already known or which has been positively identified.
Essentially this comprises three concentrations of Iron
Age settlement: a pair of enclosures at Hazlerigg (HER
1969), long known from the air, unexcavated, but almost
certainly Iron Age in date: and two further enclosure
pairs discovered within the life of the Great Park project
at East and West Brunton (Figs. 2, 26).
It is probable that as development progresses in NGP
in the years to come further prehistoric sites will be
identified. Scrutiny of available aerial photographs has
suggested some possibilities (see the supplementary as
sessment of 2001) but none that can be recognised with
certainty. However, it should certainly not be assumed
that the areas between the sites mapped here are blank.
The excavation of the sites at East and West Brunton
was generously funded by the Newcastle Great Park
Consortium developers Persimmon Homes and Taylor
Wimpey.
Location and discovery
The map background of the NGP is changing year by
year as new developments and roads appear, and the
setting of the sites is illustrated in terms of the pre-de
velopment map (Fig. 26).
The known Iron Age sites cluster around Brunton
Lane, which branched from the Great North Road in
northern Gosforth to run through the fields of the three
farms, probably of eighteenth century origin, that it
linked: East, Middle and West Brunton. The medieval

settlement pattern had been quite different: aerial pho
tographs (e.g. NMR Film OS/80076 Frame 281, 1980)
show the tofts and crofts of what is almost certainly the
documented village of East Brunton, 500m due south of
Middle Brunton Farm. This was partly destroyed without
archaeological record when the A1 bypass was driven
through it in the late 1980s.
The Iron Age settlement here designated East Brunton
was found in Cell I, Field 45 of the NGP development,
immediately south-west of East Brunton Farm (NZ
234705). The site had first been observed as an area
of cropmarks on a suite of aerial photographs taken by
T.M. Gates in 1994 (Fig. 27; NMR Gates Collection:
TMG 15969/14). It was subsequently seen to be visible
when air photographs in the NMR taken in 1977 (NMR:
MAZ/77024 Frame 049) were examined in 2001. When
the field came up for development an evaluation was
carried out in December 2001 (Fig. 27). This found
roundhouses and Iron Age tradition pottery, and an area
was selected and stripped for excavation to specifications
approved by the Tyne and Wear Specialist Conservation
Team. The excavation took place between February and
May 2002.
The settlement of West Brunton lay 1.2km WNW of
that at East Brunton, in Cell LC, Field 8 of the NGP de
velopment (NZ 223712). It lay immediately east of the
small Hawthorn Farm, but has been named from West
Brunton Farm, 300m to the south-west. The site was
first recognised from cropmarks on aerial photographs
(taken in 1977: NMR: MAZ/77024 Frame 049) scruti
nised for the supplementary assessment carried out by
Tyne and Wear Museums in 2001. A geophysical survey
was carried out in 2002. This is not reproduced here as
it did no more than confirm the existence of a ditched
enclosure and revealed no significant detail. An evalua
tion followed in 2003, which recovered Iron Age pottery
and structures; and the selection and excavation of an
area to specifications approved by the Tyne and Wear
Specialist Conservation Team followed between April
and August 2004.
The Brunton Lane sites: topography, geology and
preservation
The Iron Age sites occupied level terraces within
a landscape that falls gently from the north to the
Ouseburn (Figs. 26, 46). They lay therefore on the north
side of an extremely shallow, fertile valley, East Brunton
at a distance of 400m from the burn, at an elevation
of 60mOD, West Brunton 900m away from the water
course, at 70mOD.
The enclosures at Hazlerigg I and Hazlerigg 2, first
noted in the 1968 survey by McCord and Jobey, lie further
from the Ouseburn at an elevation of 70m, equidistant
(at 1km) from East and West Brunton, and directly north
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Fig. 26 Detailed location o f the prehistoric features at East and West Brunton. Positions o f other probable late Iron Age rectilinear enclosures are marked approximately as HER numbers. For
general location see Fig. 2. Scale 1:25,000. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244
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of the former site. The Hazlerigg sites have never been
excavated but were subjected to geophysical survey in
2000 (report by Timescape Surveys in HER).
The solid geology consists of Carboniferous deposits
up to 650 deep, comprising the Lower and Middle Coal
Measures. Above is a glacial drift of boulder clay 5-35 in
depth, which constituted the natural subsoil throughout
both sites.
Broad, exactly north-south aligned, rig-and-furrow,
with a wavelength of 10-12m extended across the
whole of the East Brunton site, with a maximum depth
of 600mm. This cultivation technique had removed all
upstanding stratigraphy and heavily truncated or indeed
completely removed many of the cut features within the
furrows. West Brunton was similarly affected by rigand-furrow with a more variable wavelength, again on
an exactly north-south alignment.

EAST BRUNTON by Jonathan M cK elvey and
Nick Hodgson

Introduction
For the location and discovery of the site, see p.47.
The area selected for excavation in 2002 (Fig. 28)
measured 128 by 100m (1.28ha). It concentrated on
the western of the two adjacent enclosures visible on
the aerial photograph of 1994, but also took in part of
the eastern enclosure and a further enclosed area to the
north. Information on features lying away from the main
enclosures is supplied from trenches dug during the
2001 evaluation of the site (Fig. 27).
The excavation found that the double enclosure visible
on the air photographs overlay an earlier, unenclosed,
roundhouse settlement. This in turn overlay a palisaded
enclosure. The following description takes the palisaded
site to be the earliest element in the whole sequence, but
it should be remembered that there were several round
houses lacking a relationship with the palisades that,
while appearing to be part of the subsequent unenclosed
settlement, could theoretically have either belonged
within, or even pre-dated, the palisaded site.
Phase 1: Palisaded enclosure (Fig. 29)
A series of 3-4 concentric palisade-lines defined the
north-west, south-west and south-east sides of a sub-rec
tilinear, or possibly D-shaped, enclosure with a minimum
internal area of 0.5ha. Over considerable lengths the
distance between parallel palisade slots (whether con
temporary or successive) was as little as 2-3m, but the
outer lines, and all those along the south-west side, had
much greater distances between them.
One of the evaluation trenches preceding the main
excavation (no. 5, Figs. 27, 28) recorded three slots
or gullies which are probably to be identified with the
north-western side of the palisaded enclosures. The
alignment of the features would indicate that the palisade

lines were swinging towards the north-east (just as those
on the eastern side begin to swing inwards) to form a
D-shaped enclosure.
The palisade slots (Sections 15.1-13, Fig. 37) were
generally vertically sided with flat bases averaging
415mm in width, surviving up to 300mm in depth. A
few sections revealed a rounded profile. They were
excavated in samples lm in length, with postholes, up to
220mm in diameter and 200mm in depth, being present
in two instances (140 and 484). Packing stones were
also noted, although it was not possible to determine
the frequency of the intervals of post-settings. The slots
were uniformly filled with mixed clay which varied in
colour from orange to silvery-grey.
The palisade trenches were heavily disturbed by later
activity and several of the drawn profiles show them
in a severely truncated state. It is this disturbance that
accounts for the way in which one palisade line appears
to respect the large late Iron Age roundhouse H. In reality
the house was later than and cut the palisade line. It was
impossible to determine whether trenches running in
parallel were contemporary or successive. Although it is
possible that to some extent the multiple lines represent
successive enlargements of a palisaded enclosure, there
are parallels for double palisades with 2-3m uniform
spacing (e.g. West Brandon: Jobey 1962, 3, Fig. 1.; 5,
Fig. 2; 9, Fig. 3). That there may have been complex
alterations over a long period of time is indicated by the
way in which the palisade slots appeared to bifurcate in
two places (presumably in reality a new line superseding
an old).
It is difficult to trace any of the individual lines con
sistently around the circuit; for example the innermost
line on the north-west side appeared to join the central
line on the south-east side. It is possible that lines 484,
158 and 420 joined to form an outer circuit and 486, 140
and 418 a central; but it is unclear how the ‘inner’ lines
416 and 488 related. Palisade 483, lying to the south,
bore no obvious relation to the enclosure.
Nevertheless, if successive enlargements are repre
sented, at its largest the enclosure could have measured
some 90 by 75m, enclosing some 0.67ha.
If a palisaded settlement is represented, one or more
round-houses might be expected to have belonged to this
phase. Several, including houses J, D, C, Ab, Yd, L, Z
and Za could theoretically have belonged to one or other
of the phases of palisaded enclosure, although they are
equally likely to have belonged to the subsequent unen
closed settlement.
Radiocarbon dating: A radiocarbon date of 770-400
cal BC (UBA-7820) was obtained from oak charcoal
from the central palisade slot on the south-east side
(context 131, fill of 132=486), just as it approached its
south angle.
The only finds were two flints from the north-western
end of the outer southern slot 140 (Section 15.2, context
423, SF92, 102).

Fig. 27 East Brunton AP transcription and location o f evaluation trenches. Photo (1994) bv Tim Gates, rectified by TWM
Archaeology. Copyright reserved. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

Fig. 28

East Brunton: all phases plan. Scale 1:1000

Phase 2: Unenclosed Settlement (Fig. 29)
In Phase 2 the palisaded enclosure was superseded by
a settlement of timber round-houses extending across
much of the excavation area. There was no sign of
boundary features delimiting the spread of these round
houses and it seems inescapable that an unenclosed set
tlement is represented.
A considerable sequence of house-builds can be
shown stratigraphically to post-date the palisaded set
tlement and to pre-date the enclosed settlement of
Phase 3, so the reality and long-lived nature of the un
enclosed settlement phase is not in doubt. As already
stated, however, several others could theoretically have
belonged inside the palisaded enclosure. In any case, it
is possible that the unenclosed settlement grew organi
cally out of the palisaded settlement. The destruction,
demolition or dereliction of the palisade was not neces
sarily accompanied by abandonment of the settlement
within, which may simply have expanded over the line
of the former palisade. Equally there are a number of
structures that could as well belong to the later enclosed

settlement. Structure A, for example, which on sequen
tial grounds alone might have been placed in the unen
closed Phase 2, produced a probable melted glass bangle
of the type current following the Roman conquest and
has thus been assigned to the enclosed settlement of
Phase 3. The possible and certain attributions to phase of
the various structures, their sequential relationships with
one another, and orientation of entrance (where known)
are expressed in Table 3, with firm attributions to phase
given in bold.
As far as could be discerned from the heavily truncated
remains the round-houses belonging to this phase were
built with the same construction technique. They varied
between 8m and 12.5m in diameter and where traces of
the structural wall survived, had been built with walls
set in continuous slots. The slots had steep, near-verti
cal sides and flat-bases averaging 330mm in width and
surviving to a depth of around 200mm. In other cases
only external encircling drainage gullies survived.
These typically had U-shaped profiles of greatly varying
surviving dimensions, up to 2m in width and 0.8m in

Fig. 29

East Brunton: Phases 1 and 2. Scale 1:800

depth. In a number of cases it was impossible to tell
whether a wall slot or drip gully was represented.
Round-house O was one of only two Phase 2 struc
tures in which internal features survived. The structure
had been destroyed by fire and the wall slot (186), which
was 8.60m in diameter, 200mm deep and 300mm wide,
was filled with clay (135) overlain by hard and red
baked daub, charcoal, black silty clay (196) and carbon
ised wattles (197), the whole representing the base of
the roundhouse wall burnt in situ (Fig. 30). At the centre
of the round-house was a hearth consisting of a 40mm
deep scoop (198), 0.82m by 0.7m in size, containing a
mixture of ash, charcoal and black silty clay (195). To
the north-east of this feature was a vertically-sided pit
(144) 700mm in diameter and 290mm in depth (Fig. 31).
It was filled by deposits of yellow clay (194) and dark
brown silty clay (143) and contained 15 sherds of pottery
from an Iron Age bowl, as well as an amount of charred
barley grain, which yielded a radiocarbon date for the
unenclosed settlement phase (see end of this section).
A further house unambiguously dated to the pre-en

closure phase by radiocarbon, B, was 9m in diameter
and contained five postholes forming an inner ring set
2.5m from the line of the wall trench. In situ packing
stones (272) surviving in one of the postholes (218)
suggested that posts c. 160mm in diameter had been
used to support the roof.
In round-house D two postholes (234 and 246) 2.4m
apart formed part of the same structural group as the wall
trench (230) representing doorposts defining an entrance
facing south-west.
A curvilinear gully (400), itself cut by the north-west
side of Enclosure 1, cut the surviving elements of both
round-houses Yd and Ab. The gully (400) which of
U-profile, 1.82m wide and 0.6m deep, was different in
character to the drainage gullies surrounding the round
houses, suggesting that it served a different purpose.
An absolute minimum of 14 structures belong to the
open settlement, for these certainly post-date the palisade
and predate the later enclosed settlement. A total of 33
structures do not relate to the later enclosed settlement
and could belong to the open settlement, although in

Fig. 30

House O, baked and carbonised outer wall structure, with interned pit 144 to left. Looking south

Fig. 31

Section through pit 144, House O

practice some probably belong to the palisaded phase.
These figures probably drastically underestimate the
true number that once existed: a glance at the highly
fragmentary survival of many structures reveals the like
lihood that many more will have been completely lost
to plough damage. See below (pp.91-3) for a discussion
of how many of these structures are likely to have been
in contemporary use, concluding that the unenclosed
settlement consisted of a maximum of 6, and possibly
far fewer, structures at any one time. There remains the
difficulty that we do not know how far the settlement
may have extended beyond the confines of the excava
tion area.
Radiocarbon dating: A charred barley grain from a clay
fill (143) of the pit (144) in Roundhouse O, which post
dated the palisaded settlement and preceded the Phase
3 enclosures, yielded a radiocarbon date of 520-380 cal
BC (UBA-7818), showing that the building was in use at
some point within that range.
Short-lived wood charcoal (alder or hazel) in the
fill (219) of a posthole (220) in the internal post-ring
of House B, which seems very unlikely to relate to the
palisade enclosure, returned a date of 410-360 cal BC
(OxA-22491).
A sample of oak roundwood from the fill (247) of
posthole 248 in House C l gave a range of 750-400 cal
BC (OxA-22628). Short-lived wood charcoal (alder/
hazel) from the same context gave a date of 410-380 cal
BC (OxA-22492). A third date from short-lived (Betulaceae) wood charcoal from the same context dated to
400-230 cal BC (OxA-22493).
A charred tuber submitted from fill 151 of the wall-slot
(152) of House Va (Ox-22490) of the open settlement
returned a result calibrating to 170 cal BC-cal AD 10;
some 200-400 years later than expected and therefore
likely to be intrusive.
Phase 3: Enclosed Settlement
The general layout of the later-iron Age enclosures at
East Brunton is graphically revealed by an aerial photo
graph taken by Tim Gates in 1994 (Fig. 27). Two main
enclosures are apparent. A curvilinear ditch (‘Enclosure
3’) swings from the north-west corner of Enclosure 2 to
enclose an area north of Enclosure 1. The photograph
shows a break, possibly a north-east facing entrance,
half way along the visible length if this ditch. Where the
ditch swings back towards the south-west (near the dual
carriageway on the AP) it was confirmed by an evalua
tion trench preceding the main excavation (Figs. 27, 28;
see Enclosure 3, below).
On lower-lying ground between 100m and 250m to
the south of the main enclosures the photograph appears
to show the corners of two smaller ditched enclosures
(they are seen just over halfway along the field-bounda
ry running from the farm to the top right comer). There
were tested in a programme of evaluation preceding the
main excavation. In the northern case Trench 2 failed
to reveal any trace of a ditch, so the crop mark on the

photograph remains unexplained, unless the trench had
chanced upon an entrance; but the ditch of the southern
enclosure was revealed in Trench 3. This was 3m wide
with sides sloping at 45 degrees, but could not be emptied
to full depth. The orange-grey clay fill was similar in
character to ditch fills in the main enclosure complex and
consistent with an Iron Age date. A system of ditches, on
a less substantial scale than those of Enclosures 1 and 2,
is therefore indicated at a distance 100-200m south of
the main earthwork enclosures at East Brunton, although
there is no way of establishing whether they were con
temporary.
The photograph (Fig. 27) shows a fairly straight linear
feature running from the vicinity of Enclosure 2 towards
the dual carriageway in the foreground. This was also
tested with an evaluation trench (No 7). This revealed
no trace of any archaeological feature: the line perhaps
represents a modern field boundary.
Finally, the dark band on the photograph that sweeps
in a broad semi-circle to the west of the principal en
closures appears to be of geological origin: no archae
ological feature to correspond with it was revealed in
those trenches (4, 5 and 2) which lay on its course, rather
extant natural-cut Iron Age features.
The main excavation (Fig. 32)
The main excavation area encompassed Enclosure 1 and
part of Enclosure 2. The two large sub-rectilinear enclo
sures were set very closely side by side by side (the undug
subsoil between the two enclosures was lm wide at its
narrowest). The more westerly of the two (Enclosure 1)
enclosed an area 62m by 46m and contained one large
WSW-facing roundhouse just north of centre. Only part
of Enclosure 2 lay within the excavation area. Three
ESE-facing roundhouses (E, F and G) were ascribed to
Enclosure 2 on the basis that they were the only struc
tures found within it and because they formed a discrete
grouping separate from the concentrations in the unen
closed settlement phase. Strictly there is no way of de
termining whether these houses in fact belong to the un
enclosed phase or to Enclosure 2. Unidentified charcoal
from a feature within Structure G, however, yielded a
later-iron Age radiocarbon date which would fit comfort
ably within the phase of enclosure which may be dated to
the later-iron Age on a number of other grounds. A third
enclosure ditch (3), discussed in the previous section,
enclosed an area north and east of Enclosure 1 and was
clearly an addition to Enclosure 2.
Enclosure 1
The full perimeter of the enclosure ditch was traced
with the exception of an 18m portion lying beneath an
electricity pylon. The enclosure faced to the south-west
with two symmetrical terminals defining a causewayed
entrance. The ditch averaged 5m in width. Both entrance
terminals were excavated and a section taken across the
south-east side of the enclosure.
The entrance originally consisted of an undug
causeway 8m wide (Fig. 33, A). The causeway had sub-
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East Brunton: Phase 3, the late Iron Age enclosure complex. Scale 1:800

Enclosure Ditch 3

Fig. 33

East Brunton: archaeological sequence at entrance to enclosure 1. Scale 1:500

sequently been cut across by a narrower ditch (394),
3.3m in width and 1.5m in depth (Fig. 33, B). Finally the
continuous ditch was interrupted by an inserted 5m wide
causeway, surfaced with a spread of sandstone fragments
(174) (Fig. 33, C).
Section 17 (Fig. 36), 7m from the original south
eastern terminal, provides a representative sample of the
main body of the enclosure ditch. The primary ditch had
a very rounded ‘U ’ shaped profile (318) 4.35m in width
and 1.52m in depth, with a flatfish base. The ditch had
become partially silted (317) before being cut by another
very rounded recut (316), 3.3m in width and 1.4m in
depth. This gradually filled with deposits of silty clay
and sandy clay (315, 314, 313, 312, 309 and 308) before

being recut by a narrow V-shaped feature (311) located
toward the external side of the line of the original ditch.
Section 20 (Fig. 36) records the point where the north
western terminal of Enclosure Ditch 1 was extended to
form the narrower ditch (394) cut across the causeway.
The extended ditch (394) had been recut (390) following
the accumulation of clay (393), bands of grey-orange silt
and grey-brown clay (392) and blue-grey silty clay (391)
on its base. Subsequently the original terminal and the
narrower ditch were gradually filled with mixed deposits
of clay and silty clay (389, 388, 387, 386 and 385).
The only internal features were the massive round
house (H) and a 2m wide gully (25), only 320mm in
depth, which followed a curvilinear path from the

Fig. 34

East Brunton: House H. Scale 1:200

entrance to a point midway along the south-east side of
the enclosure. The fill was very similar to that of the main
enclosure ditch. The gully either formed a sub-division
in the south corner, or drained the enclosure, or both;
as it ran into the south-east enclosure ditch any internal
bank must have been bridged over it, or breached for the
purpose of drainage, at this point (cf. p.95).
The central house in Enclosure 1 (Fig. 34)
The large central roundhouse (H) was encircled by a
drainage gully up to 4m in width and lm deep with a
WSW facing entrance. Two substantial gullies (304 and
193) formed a horn-like pair of outworks defining an
area of 12m by 7m in size outside the house entrance.

Where sectioned (Section 21.4, Fig. 36) the main
circular drainage gully (508) was 3.3m in width and
had filled with brown silty clay (499) before a major
recutting episode (384) where the gully was reconsti
tuted in U-shaped form, just over lm wide. This recut
eventually filed up with silty brown clay.
There are considerable difficulties in trying to re
construct the plan of roundhouse H, two north-south
oriented furrows removing virtually all trace within the
large encircling gully. The only surviving traces of a
structural wall to accompany the large gully are repre
sented by two rounded terminals (510 and 512) set 3m
apart, forming a WSW facing door, and some stretches
of wall-slot traced on the southern side of the building

(368). If these fragments are used to reconstruct a house
whose wall was everywhere an equal distance from the
large drainage gully, then the house will have had a
diameter of 15-17m, somewhat wider north-south than
east-west.
Two cut features (380 and 507) both located imme
diately to the west of the terminals (510 and 512) of
the wall trench may represent extraction pits for posts
belonging to a porch arrangement, though apparently
with an earlier phase of the roundhouse: the northern
most (507) of the two was cut by the northern terminal
(570) of the wall trench and a secondary phase of the
great surrounding gully (505).
A number of truncated postholes and post-pads,
averaging 450mm in diameter and 210mm in depth
occurred in the interior. Several (343, 338, 341, 347,
351, 353, 320, 323, 346) formed a central sub-circular
arrangement some 5m in diameter. As a house some 16m
in diameter would have required internal roof supports,
this arrangement it is probably contemporary with the
outer wall of the house as reconstructed above, rep
resenting a ring of roof support posts. More than one
phase of this ring was evident, with one posthole (343)
being cut by a post-pad (323). Although the majority of
these postholes were truncated, two round post-pipes (in
postholes 338 and 347), 230mm and 250mm in diameter
respectively, provided an indication of the width of the
uprights used.
Towards the northern side of the area of the great central
house, the surviving arc of a further gully (337) was steep
sided, and over lm wide and almost as deep, and repre
sented either part of the drainage gully of an earlier house
or possibly a drain or gully within House H of the sort
associated with so-called ‘ring ditch’ roundhouses where
a ditch-like feature runs around the inside of the outer
wall (see p. 199). Slot fragments 321, 322 and 517 and a
number of other postholes (359, 326, 357, 355, 349, 334)
do not conform to any readily understandable pattern.
Enclosure 2
The enclosure ditch was examined at three points. The
enclosure ditch had originally been up to 5.82m in width
and 2m in depth. There was evidence for several phases
of silting and recutting.
Where sampled on the south-west side (Section 22,
Fig. 36) the primary profile (466) was a symmetrical 45
degree angled cut with a flat base, 4.5m in width and
1.60m in depth. Following an initial silting of mixed
clay and sandy clays (465 and 464), the base of the ditch
was recut (481). Evidence for this primary recut (481)
survived only on the external side of the ditch, consist
ing of a concave profiled cut with a flat vertically sided
base. It was notable that the silting deposits (463, 462
and 461) infilling the primary recut of the ditch accumu
lated from the external side of the enclosure ditch. The
partially silted ditch was recut (480) to a rounded profile
with a vertically sided cleaning slot 260mm in width
and 330mm in depth cut through its base. The lowest
fill of this final recut was an anaerobic grey clay (460)

over which mixed clay deposits (459) accumulated at a
more rapid rate from the external side of the enclosure.
The uppermost fills (458, 457 and 456) of the ditch were
deposited at an even rate from either side, only the final
fill being clearly recognisable as a deliberate infilling,
consisting of an orange-brown clay containing frequent
randomly distributed sandstone fragments (456).
On the north side (Section 23, Fig. 36) the primary
profile had the same V-shape and flat base (412), 5.82m
in width and 2m in depth. Mixed deposits of clay, silty
clay and sandy clay (411, 410 and 414) accumulated
on the base of this feature being deposited at an even
rate from either side. Here also the base of the ditch
was subsequently recut (519). Deposits filling the lower
portion of this recut ditch (519) consisted predominantly
of blue-grey clays (409, 408, 407) with an even rate of
accumulation from either side giving no indication of
the siting of a bank or counterscarp bank. The upper fills
of the ditch (406 and 405) consisted of brown clays con
taining sandstone fragments, with pottery of medieval
date being recovered from the latest fill (405).
Radiocarbon dating: Two charred wheat grains from
the clay (460) in the base of the third and final recut of the
south-west side of Enclosure 2 in Section 22 produced a
radiocarbon date of 200-1 cal BC (UBA-7819).
Houses in Enclosure 2 (Fig. 35)
A group of houses (E, Fl-3 and G) lay towards the
eastern corner of the excavation area. F3 was repre
sented by a substantial drip gully (usually character
istic of the late Iron Age enclosure phase) and had the
appearance of a large central house in Enclosure 2. Its
entrance lay outside the excavation area but must have
faced somewhere between east and south-east and pre
sumably faced towards the enclosure entrance. There
were no extant remains of a house (which might be
expected to have had a diameter of some 12-13m) to
correspond with this gully, so the wall-slot had presum
ably been removed by the plough. Two successive wall
slots representing smaller but still substantial houses
with diameters of 9.75 (FI) and 9m (F2) lay within and
presumably predated the large drip gully; the earlier of
these (FI) yielded radiocarbon dates of 350-60 cal BC
and 370-170 cal BC. Houses FI and F2 could therefore
either predate the enclosure or be earlier phases of the
central house.
Immediately north, House G was represented by a
substantial drip gully, though this can have contained a
house of only 6m diameter. This faced ESE. Radiocar
bon dates of 170-1 cal BC and 200-40 cal BC indicate
its contemporaneity with the Phase 3 enclosure and the
sequence of houses at F. House G was distinguished by
two kidney-shaped pits, 2.80m apart, within the gulley
entrance (although offset from it in an anti-clockwise
direction). Further north (and probably too close to be
contemporary with the drip gully of G) the wall slot of
a further house (E) had an entrance facing ESE. Despite
its proximity to F and G it would have lain close to the
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East Brunton houses E, FI-3 and G. Scale 1:200

internal bank of Enclosure 2 and perhaps belongs to the
pre-enclosure phase, representing the beginning of a
sequence of house-building here that continued into the
enclosure phase.
Radiocarbon dating: Two samples of short-lived wood
charcoal (birch; poplar) from the fill (112) of a wall-slot
(113) of House FI (not the latest in the sequence of
houses at F) yielded dates calibrating to 350-60 cal BC
(OxA-22485) and 370-170 cal BC (OxA-22486).
Unidentified charcoal from the fill (121) of a pit or
post-setting (122) at the south side of the entrance to
House G in Enclosure 2 was dated to 360-40 cal BC
(SUERC -1398).
A sample of oak roundwood from the fill ( 119) of the
equivalent pit or setting (120) on the north side of the
entrance to House G was dated to 170-1 cal BC.
Two samples of short-lived wood charcoal (field
maple; alder/hazel) from the fill (117) of the drip gully
(118) terminal at House G both yielded calibrating to
200-40 cal BC (OxA-22487; OxA-22488).
The only other feature found in Enclosure 2 was a
gully (126) similar to gully 25 in the other enclosure,
which had perhaps partitioned off an area in the west
corner of Enclosure 2. Although the common alignment
of these gullies suggests the possibility that they represent
the same pre-enclosure feature, the more westerly cut

houses belonging to the unenclosed settlement and both
had fills similar to the man Phase 3 enclosure ditches.
Enclosure 3
Enclosure Ditch 3 represents a supplementary enclosure
or boundary feature appended to the northern corner of
Enclosure 2, with a 20m length of the feature being traced
as far as the north-eastern limit of excavation. Where
sampled (Section 25), its primary phase was 4.2m wide
and 1.3m deep, having an irregular and uneven profile,
with a steeper angled cut on the external (i.e. eastern)
side. Mixed clays (451 and 453) had accumulated at an
even rate from either side before the ditch was recut to
an irregular profile (520), 4.12m in width and 1.04m in
depth. From this point the ditch followed the curvilin
ear course indicated by the air-photographic evidence,
which also suggests a north-east facing entrance half way
along the arc. At a point 45m north of the north corner
of Enclosure 1, where Enclosure ditch 3 had swung back
towards the south-west, an evaluation trench (Figs. 27,
28, No. 4) preceding the main excavation showed that
the crop mark represented a shallow concave ditch (43)
lm deep and 6.60m in width.
House A, lying north of Enclosure 1, was probably
contemporary with and enclosed by the additional ditch
3: this is on the basis of a melted glass object probably
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representing a glass bangle of the type that originated
at the time of the Roman conquest. This would suggest
that house A should belong to the late-iron Age enclosed
Phase 3 rather than to the earlier unenclosed settlement.
It may be significant that the entrance of House A was
aligned on the entrance observed in the additional ditch.

House B is unequivocally dated to the period of the
earlier unenclosed settlement.
16m south-west of House A was an arrangement of
heavily truncated postholes (‘Ac2’), on average 0.3m in
diameter and surviving to a depth of 0.2mm. Three lay in
a line (spaced at 1.5m) and one was offset 1.8m at right

angles from the north-western end of the row. A further
posthole was offset 3.6m from the central one of the
row. This arrangement bears some resemblance to the
structures interpreted as four-poster granaries, although
it does not have a regular square arrangement of posts.
There was no stratigraphic relationship to associate it
firmly with the Phase 3 enclosed settlement.
Southern ditch
A shallow gully (491) leading into a 3.75m wide and
0.9m deep ditch (493) located towards the south
western limit of excavation, lay 15m south of the

main enclosures. Unfortunately it was impossible
to make sense of this isolated fragment without
following it out of the main excavation area, and the
air photographs give no indication of what it may
have formed a part. This ditch clearly cut structures
of the unenclosed settlement phase. Its fill of dark
brown mixed clay-silt produced a ceramic fragment
identified as possible Roman tile (context 205,
SF118). It is tentatively ascribed to the late-iron Age
enclosed Phase 3.
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Table 3: East Brunton circular structures, data and finds
Structure Phase Diameter

Relationships

A

Wall: 10.4m

Cuts Ac

Wall slot built in
straight segments
2.50m in length
(292). Packing
stones imply
settings averaging
130m m in diam eter

Phase 3 date suggested
by presence o f Roman
tile

3

Internal
Features

Alignment
and door
details

Finds

North-east;
3.20m wide

Fill of primary drip gully S
terminal:
Bone: (285), SF 103, cow or
horse.

Illustrated
sections
(Figs. 36-37)

Fill of recut of drip gully S
terminal:
M etalworking debris: (282), SF
85.
Glass, probably a melted bangle:
(282), SF 86, p. 150, Fig. 90, no. 3.
Bone (282), SF 87, indet.

Large outer drip
gully

Upper fill o f recut o f drip gully N
terminal:
Ceramic, possibly but not
certainly Rom an tile: (206), SF
115, p. 144.
Bone: (206), SF 52, horse or cow.
Ab

1 or 2

8.5m est. (drip gully
11 m)

Cut by curvilinear
gully, in turn cut by
Phase 3 enclosure

None

Unknown

None.

Ac

2 or 3

fragm ents o f two
phases o f wall slot
(15m diam .?) and a
drip gully

Cut by A

None

Unknown

None

B

2

Wall: 9m
Large outer drip
gully

No relationships but
radiocarbon dated to
open settlem ent phase
(2)

Five postholes Unknown
(218, 220, 222,
224 and 267)
form ing an
inner ring set
2.50m from
the line o f the
wall trench
(216).

Drip gully fill:
Bone: (207), SF 7, 9, 42, indet
and pig.
M edieval pottery: (207), SF 8.
Flint: (207), SF 10.
M etalworking residue: (207), SF
12.
Fill of posthole 224:
Fired clay, poss. metallurgical:
(223), SF 43.

Cl

1 or 2

Wall: 8m

Slot 244. Cuts D and
J. Too close to Phase
3 enclosure ditch to be
contem porary?

postholes in
structure C 1
(248, 250,
252)

West?

Fill o f posthole 248:
Stone: (247), pot boiler.

16.2

C2

1 or 2

Wall: 10m

Slot 242. Rebuild
of C 1 at larger
diameter. Cuts D and
J. Too close to Phase
3 enclosure ditch to be
contem porary?

None

Unknown

Fill o f slot ring 242, E arc:
Quern: (241), SF 65, p. 157 and
Fig. 93, no. 2.
Rubber: (241), SF 69, p. 157 and
Fig. 93, no. 4.
Flint: (241), SF 70.

16.2

C3

1 or 2

10m est.

Probably represents
a third house in the
sequence rather than
accom panying C2

None

Unknown

None.

(drip gully 13m)

Structure Phase Diameter

Relationships

Internal
Features

Alignment
and door
details

Finds

Illustrated
sections
(Figs. 36-37)

D

Cut by C l and K
(Phase 2).

None

West;
3.60m
wide.
Doorposts
2.40m apart

N terminal of drip gully:
Quern: (237) SF 66, p. 157 and
Fig. 93, no. 1.
Bone: (237) SF 53, indet., 57,
indet., 58, cow, 59, 60, indet., 61,
s/g, 62, cow, 63, s/g.
Teeth: (237), SF 55, indet., 56,
horse.
M etalworking residue: (237), SF
54.

16.2-6

1 or 2

Wall: 10.2m
Outer drip gully
with recut

Upper fill of drip gully:
M edieval pottery: (225), SF 13.
Fill of S door posthole:
Iron: (233), SF 64, p. 150, no. 1
(pin, too fragmentary to retain).
E

3?

Wall: 8m

Within Enel. 2. No
relationships but
alm ost certainly Phase
3 given proximity to
and shared alignment
with F and G

None

East; 1.80m
wide

None.

FI

3

Wall: 9.75m

Two successive wall
slots: FI (outer) and F2
(inner)

None

Uncertain

None.

F2

3

Wall: 9m

See above

Unknown
Linear
feature 0.74m
in length
(1 8 4 )and
two internal
postholes (182,
187)

F3

3

G

3

None
Drip gully 18m in
diameter, too large for
FI or F2, suggests third
house in sequence, est.
12.8m in diam eter
6m est.
(drip gully 9m)

W ithin Enclosure
2, immediately S of
Roundhouse E

Unknown

East; 2.65m
Two kidney
wide
shaped
features,
2.80m apart
w ithin gully
entrance, offset
from entrance

Towards N terminal of wall slot:
Pottery: (183), S F 47.
Bone: (175), SF 39, indet.
W arc o f wall slot:
Bone: (110), SF 29, indet., 33,
indet.
None.

S terminal:
Pottery: (117) SF 30, 31.32.
N terminal:
Fired clay: (117) SF 34, p. 144
and Fig. 85, no. 2; SF 36, p. 146.
Bone: (117), SF 35, 38, both indet.
Fill o f N internal feature:
Bone: (119), SF 25, indet.
Fill o f S internal feature:
Pottery: (121) SF 27, 28, p. 135
and Fig. 83, no. 3.
Bone (121), SF 26, cow or horse
size.

Structure Phase Diameter

Relationships

Internal
Features

H

W ithin Enclosure 1

Internal central West; 3m
wide with
post ring,
4.50-5.50m in ditched
diam.
outworks
enclosing
area o f 12
Three
x 7m
intercutting
linear features
(321.322,
517), approx.
2.70m in
length.

3

Wal 1:16m Large
outer drip ditch 25m
in diam. overall

Alignment
and door
details

Curvilinear
feature
towards N
limb possibly
representing
drip gully
o f earlier
structure or
internal gully
of ‘ring-ditch’
house.

Finds

Illustrated
sections
(Figs. 36-37)

Upper fill of primary cut of S dripditch terminal:
Fired clay. poss. metallurgical:
(376), SF 105.
Fired clay: (376), SF 109, p. 146.
Bone: (376), SF 104 cow (3), SF
108, cow (4).

21.1,21.2,
21.3,21.4,
21.7,21.7,
21.10,
21.12,
21.13,
21.14,
21.15

Latest recut o f N drip-ditch
terminal:
Quern: (503). SF 113, p. 157 and
Fig. 93, no. 3.
Latest recut o f S drip-ditch
terminal:
Bone: (371) SF 107, indet., I l l ,
cow, 112, indet.
N outwork terminal:
M etalworking residue: (301), SF
72.
Daub: (301), S F 71.
Latest recut of S outwork
terminal:
Bone: (189), SF 67, indet.
Fill of internal feature:
Pottery: (306), SF 90.

J

! or 2

Wall: 16m est. (drip
gully: 18.80m)

Cut by C and K (Phase
2) and Enclosure ditch
1 (Phase 3)

None

Unknown

None.

K

2

10m est.

Cuts Phase 1 palisade
enclosure and J and
D (Phase 2); cut by
Enclosure 1 (Phase 3)

None

West

None.

(elliptical drip
gully 17m by 20m
overall)
L

1 or 2

Wall: 11m

Cuts one of Phase 1
palisade lines. Cut by
Phase 3 gully

None

Unknown

None.

M

2

Wall: 8.6m

Later than any o f Phase None
1 palisades and cut by
Phase 3 gully

Unknown

None.

N

2

Wall: 9m

As above, and cut
by M

None

Unknown

None.

O

2

Wall: 8.8m

Too close to Phase
1 palisade to be
contem porary; cut by
Phase 3 enclosure

Central
hearth (198),
circular pit
(144) towards
N limb of
structure

Unknown

Fill of pit 144:
Pottery (16 sherds o f same vessel):
(143; 194), SF 73-80; 93-99, p. 135
and Fig. 83, no. 1.

None

Unknown

Accom panying drip
gully.

Oa

2 or 3

Wall: 10m

Cuts Phase 1 palisade
feature

Central hearth:
Glass bead: (195), SF 81, p. 150
and Fig. 90, no. 4.
Bone: (195), SF 82, indet.
None.

16.1

Structure Phase Diameter

Q

2 or 3

10m est.

Relationships

Internal
Features

Alignment
and door
details

Finds

Cuts Str Qb (Phase 2)

None

Unknown

Wall slot, N arc:
Pottery: (293), SF 84.
Fired clay: (293), SF 110, p. 144
and Fig. 85, no. 1.

Cuts Phase 1 palisade
and cut by Phase 3
enclosure. Cut by
Str Q

None

Unknown

Drip gully, W arc:
Pottery: (201), SF 114 (80 sherds
o f massive bowl), p. 135 and
Fig. 83, no. 2.
Stone: (201), SF 117(2 pot
boilers).

None

Unknown

Drip gully, N arc:
Fired clay object: (203), SF 119,
p. 146 and Fig. 85, no. 3.
Stone: (203), SF 116 (4 pot
boilers).

(drip gully 12.5m)

Qb

2

10m est.
(drip gully 12.5m)

R

2

8-9m est.
(drip gully 10m)

S

1 ,2
or 3

uncertain whether
wall o f drip gully:
10m diam.

Cuts Str D

None

East-facing
entrance,
3.80m wide

None.

Va

2

10m est.

Va cuts palisade and
is cut by linear feature
154; linear feature 154
cut by V I 62

None

Unknown

Drip gully. W arc:
Bone: (151), SF 101, indet.

(drip gully 12m)

V I 62

2

11.5m est. but
uncertain whether
wall or drip gully

V I 62 cut by V 160
enclosure

None

Unknown

None.

V I 60

2

7.5m est. but
uncertain whether
wall of drip gully

Cuts V I 62; cut by
V476

None

Unknown

From NW arc:
Fired clay: (159), SF 100, p. 146,
no. 4.

V476

2

5m est. but
uncertain whether
wall o f drip gully

Cuts V I 60

None

Unknown

None.

W

2

Wall: 12m

Cannot have co-existed
with Phase 1 palisade
or Phase 3 enclosure
ditch

None

Unknown

None.

X

2

Wall: 7.6m

Cut by Phase 3 gully
491

None

Unknown

None.

Xb

2

Wall: 9m

Cuts Xe and cut by X

None

Unknown

None.

Xc

2

Wall: 11.8m

Cuts Xe and cut by X

None

Unknown

None.

Xe

2

10m est.

Cut by Xb and Xc

None

Unknown

None.

Xf

2

Cannot have co-existed
with Phase 1 palisade
or Phase 3 enclosure
ditch

None

Unknown

None.

(drip gully 12.5m)
8m est. but
uncertain whether
wall o f drip gully

Illustrated
sections
(Figs. 36-37)

Structure Phase Diam eter

Relationships

Internal
Features

Alignment
and door
details

Finds

Y

2

Curvilinear feature
(400) west of
Enclosure 1, possibly
not a roundhouse
drip gully.

Cuts Yd; cut by
Enclosure ditch 1
(Phase 3).

None

Unknown

None.

Yd

1 or 2

15m est.

None

Unknown

None.

(drip gully 19m)

Cut by 400 and
underlies Phase 3
enclosure

Z

1 or 2

Wall: 6m

Cut by Za

None

Unknown

None.

Za

1 or 2

Wall: 6m

None

Unknown

None.

SF No.

Context No.

Description

Context type

Page

6

107

Flint

Unstratified

-

22

100

Fired clay

Unstratified

23

100

Med/Pm Pot

Unstratified

Illustrated
sections
(Figs. 36-37)

147
-

40

100

Fired clay

Unstratified

147

41

100

M ed Pot

Unstratified

-

44

100

IA Pot

Unstratified

p. 135 and Fig. 83. no. 5

48

100

Flint

Unstratified

-

49

100

Flint

Unstratified

-

50

100

Flint

Unstratified

-

51

100

Flint

Unstratified

-

106

100

Med Pot

Unstratified

-

124a

100

Roman am phora sherd

Unstratified

142

124b

100

Ceram ic, possibly Roman tile

Unstratified

144

124c

100

Post-m edieval tile

Unstratified

124d

100

Fired clay items

Unstratified

147

125

100

IA Pot

Unstratified

p. 135 and Fig. 83, no. 6

-

Table 4: East Brunton other cut features, data and finds
Feature

Phase

Description

Dim ensions

Finds

Ac2

3?

Rectilinear post-built
structure W of enclosure
1. Postholes 428, 430,
432, 434, outlier 446.
Posts 0.3m diam eter

2m by 3 m

Fill of posthole 428:
Flint (427), SF 91.

1

3

Enclosure 1 ditch

3.2-5m width
1.5 m depth

Upper fill, evaluation trench across E side of
enclosure:
Medieval pottery: (004), SF 122.

Illustrated Sections

17, 20

Upper fill at S side of enclosure:
Iron Age pottery: (200) SF 123.
Fired clay: (200), SF 120, p. 146.
2

3

Enclosure 2 ditch

4-5.5m width
1.65-2m depth

Upperm ost fill, N section:
M edieval pottery: (116), SF 1,4.
Flint: (116), SF 2.
M edieval pottery: (116), SF 3, 5, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18, 1 9 ,2 0 ,2 1 .

22, 23

Fill of Recut, N section:
Iron Age pottery: (409) SF 89, p. 135 and
Fig. 83, no. 4.
Bone: (407), SF 88, indet.
3

3

Enclosure 3 ditch

25

3

Gully inside Enclosure 1 2m width
0.4m depth

126

3

Gully inside Enclosure 2

1.6m width
0.4m depth

491 = T

3

Gully/ditch 20m S o f
Enclosures 1 and 2

1.7m width
0.55m depth

493 = Xd

3

G ully/ditch 20m S of
Enclosures 1 and 2

3.8m width
0.95m depth

400 = Y

2

Curvilinear gully W of
Enclosure 1

l-2m width
0.3-0.6m depth

3.6m width
1.2m depth

25
Iron Age pottery: (003), SF 121.

From the fill o f 491:
Ceram ic, possibly Roman tile: (205), SF
118, p. 144.

WEST BRUNTON by Nick Hodgson
Introduction
For the location and discovery of the site see p.47.
Areas excavated (Fig. 38)
Of the two rectilinear enclosures forming the basic
components of this site in the later Iron Age, the more
southerly showed clearly enough on the 1977 air-pho
tograph, but there were only faint indications of what
transpired to be a northern neighbour. In 2004 the main
excavation area (of roughly 110m square: 1.21 ha) was
paced over the southern enclosure; narrow (3m wide)
extension trenches were run out from all sides of this in
order to ascertain the true limits of the settlement. Both
the main area and the northern extension confirmed
the existence of a second substantial enclosure only
20m north of the other. Neither the time nor the
resources available allowed the area excavation of the
northern enclosure; it was agreed that its plan should be
recovered by archaeological monitoring, in the form of
a strip and record watching brief, at such time as that
area was actually stripped for development. However as
part of the 2004 excavation the interior of the northern
enclosure was further explored by means of a second,
5m wide trench extended out for a distance of 50m north
from the main area, establishing the northern side. Still
more of the northern enclosure was revealed, and its
west side located for the first time, when in the winter of
2008-9 a spine road, curving in from the north, was con
structed, entering the 2004 excavation area at its north
west comer.

tion or grouping can be made out, with major palimpsests
in the north-west and north-east corners of the excava
tion area being most readily identifiable. With very few
exceptions the houses of this phase were of small size,
less than 10m in diameter. Construction techniques were
as at East Brunton, with no use of individual post con
struction for outer walls and instead the use of continu
ous slots 300-400mm wide in which to set uprights. The
very small size of some circular structures, notably 25,
with wall-slot just over 5m in diameter, should be noted.
Owing to plough damage there was hardly any surviving
evidence for internal arrangements. In a number of
instances only half of the circuit of a gully was found
(e.g. nos. 7, 28), but there was no reason in these cases
to suspect open-sided semi-circular structures as attested
at Blagdon Park 2 (p.31).
Radiocarbon dating: A calcined bone (probably sheep)
from the fill (1202) of the south terminal of the gully of
Roundhouse 4 returned a radiocarbon date of 750 BC
-390 cal BC (UBA-7809).
Charred barley grains from the southern terminal
area of Roundhouse 6A, which was structurally later
than house 4, gave radiocarbon dates of 410-210 cal BC
(UBA-7808) and 350 cal BC-cal AD 10 (UBA-7807).

Phasing
For simplicity the unenclosed and enclosed phases of
settlement are numbered 1/2 and 3 to allow for easy
concordance with East Brunton. At the time of East
Brunton Phase 1 there was either no activity at the West
Brunton site, or the western settlement originated as an
unenclosed site contemporary with the Phase 1 palisade
at East Brunton.
Although there was a palisaded element within the
site at West Brunton this did not take the form of an
enclosure as large as that at East Brunton, nor was there
any indication that it preceded the unenclosed settlement
phase. Rather it seems to have been the earliest stage in
a sequence of development that culminated in the con
struction of the southern major late-iron Age enclosure
(Enclosure A).

House l A and surrounding palisade
House 1A, 11.5m in diameter, lay to the south of the
main concentrations. Besides being larger than any other
structure in the unenclosed settlement, House 1A was
exceptional in two ways. First, it was architecturally
more elaborate than any other, the clearly defined outer
wall-slot (300m wide and 200m deep) containing an inner
ring of posts set 2-2.75m inside the outer wall, defining
a central area some 6.5m in diameter. Secondly, it was
contained within a rectangular palisade enclosing an
area of perhaps 33 by 27m. There is a remarkable degree
of congruence between this large house and enclosure
and the central house (1 A) and large enclosure (A, Phase
3) that occupied this part of the settlement in the lateriron Age (Fig. 38, showing all phases, illustrates this).
That the former was a direct precursor of the latter seems
at first sight to be disproven by the fact that a round
house (2), which cut both house 1A and the palisade,
was in turn cut by House IB of the Phase 3 enclosure,
as well as predating the Phase 3 enclosure itself (had the
latter possessed any kind of internal bank). The palisade
is such an obvious precursor to the enclosure ditch,
however, that it seems inconceivable that the Phase 3
enclosure laid out without some reference to it. There
seem to be two possibilities:

Phase 1/2: The unenclosed settlement (Fig. 39)
The earliest phase of settlement contained in excess of
40 individual circular or part-circular structures, mainly
occupying a band across the northern half of the main
excavation area, although isolated examples occurred
further north and south. Most house plots showed
evidence of rebuilds, and a number of areas of concentra

1. The palisade was abandoned and the construction
of House 2 sees a reversion to unenclosed settlement
on this part of the site, but the outlines of the former
palisade (and no doubt House 1A) remained sufficiently
visible to be deliberately followed when the earthwork
enclosure was built. In support of this, a reversion to
unenclosed settlement would have been brief: as we

shall see, radiocarbon dates suggest that House 1A with
its surrounding palisade belongs within to the period c.
400-200 cal BC, while the earthwork enclosure belongs to
the period from 200 cal BC onwards. There is therefore a
narrow time slot in which to fit House 2, and no indication
of an intervening period long enough for all traces of the
earlier palisade/House 1A to be entirely obliterated.
2. An alternative possibility is that when House 1A was
replaced with House 2, the palisaded enclosure was
enlarged by moving the palisade lines outwards, so that
House 2 could have been included within the enclosure
(see Fig. 40 for a reconstruction of this hypothetical
sequence). All trace of the putative outer palisade will have
subsequently been removed by the digging of the Phase
3 enclosure ditch. House 1B (the latest and largest on the
site) might have been erected within such an enlarged
palisade: this might explain the apparent constriction of
the south-east arc of its drip gully to respect the wall line
of House 2. House 2, on the other hand, cannot have
co-existed with the latest Phase 3 ditched and banked
enclosure. House 2 would have to have been demolished
when the Phase 3 enclosure was dug, leaving House IB
as the main central house in the latest ditched enclosure.
The advantage of this explanation is that it dispenses
with the need for a ‘reversion to unenclosed settlement’
and explains how the late Iron Age enclosure may have
developed organically from its palisaded predecessor.
House 1A (Fig. 46)
As well as the well-defined wall-slot of House 1A,
truncated by the later house on this site, and the inner
circle of postholes, a narrow U-shaped drainage gully,
400mm wide, survived only at the south-east quadrant,
at a distance of 1.60m from the wall-slot. Of the inner
ring of posts most were truncated and represented little
more than extraction pits, with only fragments of stone
packing arrangements surviving in situ. Nevertheless, a
round post-impression (1162) in the base of posthole 1117
indicated an upright with a diameter of 140mm. The posts
had been reset on a number of occasions, as indicated by
the three intercutting pits (1307, 1359, 1362) on the inner
ring just to the left of the door on entry.
In the north-eastern quadrant of the inner ring were two
successive pits (1462=1394 and 1313); the latter, which
cut the backfill of the former, had been filled gradually
with a series of layers of ashy material. This sequence
of features belonged to the earlier house, because it was
cut by pit 1060, whose fill (1057) produced radiocarbon
dates showing that it must belong to the earlier structure.
Pits 1313 and 1060 had a similar character, and a similar
accumulation of fills of ash, clay and charcoal. They may
have been successive hearths or ash pits just northeast of
the centre of the 1A house.
A pit (1352) in the southwest quadrant of the inner
ring of the earlier house, was cut by a further posthole
(1334) but this sequence can not be related to the suc
cessive houses. Neither produced finds and each had the
character of a posthole rather than a hearth.

A posthole (1180) was almost centrally placed in
House 1A. It is not possible to be absolutely certain
whether it belonged to House 1A or IB. The posthole
was 0.78m east-west by 0.65m north-south, 0.33m
deep, and packed with clay, ashy material and sandstone
fragments and cobbles (1181) which included a beehive
quern (No. 7, SF40; see also Fig. 41). This had formed
part of the packing for a secondary upright towards the
west end of the feature, replacing an earlier and more
centrally placed post.
Also most likely associated with the earlier house 1A
was a shallow scoop or pit (not a posthole) 1061, which
lay just within the southern arc of the inner post ring, and
appeared to be earlier than an adjacent posthole (1028)
belonging to the internal post ring of the later house IB.
The pit 1061 was filled with clay, ash and charcoal (1058),
including burnt grain, which yielded a radiocarbon date.
Radiocarbon dating: Hazel charcoal from the fill
(1309) of the excavated section of the wall slot (1308)
at the back of roundhouse 1A yielded two dates of
(UBA-7806) 410-260 cal BC and (OxA-22354) 410-380
cal BC.
Fill 1057 in the internal ash-pit or hearth 1060 yielded
results of 360-160 cal BC (OxA-22397) and 385-200 cal
BC (OxA-22847).
A charred barley grain from the fill (1058) of the
internal ash and charcoal filled scoop 1061 yielded a ra
diocarbon date of 770-380 cal BC (UBA-7811).
A sixth date (OxA-22780) was obtained from short
lived species charcoal from the fill (1069) of a posthole
1068 which is best ascribed to the subsequent Phase 3
house (IB); however this posthole cut an ash pit which
was itself earlier than the ash-pit described above (1060)
which certainly belonged to House A. There is a high
probability, then, that posthole 1068 contained material
disturbed from a feature earlier than 1060. The result
was 400-200 cal BC.
Sub-rectilinear features
Enclosure AB: Roundhouse 35a was contained within a
small (11m by 8m internally) sub-rectangular enclosure
(AB) formed by a gully up to 1.15m wide and 0.65m
deep. The house faced east while the enclosure was open
to the south, so the two may not have been contempo
rary. The enclosure (AB) had been filled with stones
in the entrance to roundhouse 35 of the Phase 3 settle
ment, showing that it must have still been at least partly
open when house 35 was planned. Otherwise ditch 1829
forming AB was filled with silt and mottled, and ironpanned clay silt. The gully of house 7, a short distance
to the south, had also been filled with stones before
the construction of house 35. The function of this subrectilinear enclosure is unknown. Although it predated
House 35 there can be no guarantee that it is actually
earlier than the Phase 3 enclosed settlement in general,
but it is shown in the Phase 1/2 plan for convenience.
Enclosure AD: two lengths of gully 0.9m wide and
0.55m deep, steep sided with a flat base, cut houses 11

—

enl arged palisade ?

V

\

Fig. 41 Packing of posthole 1180, House la or IB, incorporating quern no. 7.

and 22, forming a two-sided rectilinear enclosure of
unknown purpose. The gully was filled with ashy dark
grey and black silty clay. As with Feature AB it is impos
sible to be certain that this did not belong to the Phase 3
enclosed settlement. It could conceivably have formed
an annexe attached to the south side of Enclosure B. the
external bank of which might be respected by the termi
nation of the northern arm of AD.
39: a third feature consisting of two straight lengths of
gully, at the extreme northwestern extent of excavation,
was certainly earlier than Phase 3 Enclosure B.
Other slot like features
As well as the palisade surrounding House 1A, there
were a number of other isolated lengths of vertical-sided
slot around 350mm wide and 300mm deep, one within
the south-eastern corner of the excavation area, one
between the two northern concentrations of structures,
and another possible example towards the northern
extremity of the long extension trench (Features PI, P2
and P4). It was not possible to make any overall sense
of these fragmentary survivals, although all had the sil
very-brown mixed clay fills characteristic of the palisade
phase at East Brunton and the fence line surrounding
House 1A at West Brunton.

Unphased human burial
An inhumation was found towards the eastern edge
of the excavated area, in the space surrounded by the
(non-contemporary) houses 4, 5 and 6. The burial was
indicated by a shallow impression of reddish grey silty
sand 0.8m long and 0.35m wide, within which all solid
bone had dissolved except for fragments of the left-side
teeth. These indicated that the burial was lying on its left
side, its head to the south-east, while the ghostly outline
suggested a crouched inhumation. The inhumation
occurred at the bottom of an oval and vertically sided
pit, 1.4m long, 0.74m wide and 0.3m deep, filled with
grey-red sand and mixed clays. The obvious interpreta
tion of this pit is as the grave in which the individual was
placed, but the scanty skeletal remains were recorded
as being truncated and lying in a shallow cut that went
below the bottom of the oval pit, which was taken to
be a later and unrelated feature which had disturbed the
burial.
For the specialist report on the burial, see p. 163.
Unfortunately neither the inhumation or the oval pit had
any direct relationship with any other feature on the site,
and in the absence of scientific dating the burial could
in principle have preceded or belonged to any phase of
the Iron Age settlement. Spatially it would have lain in
an area probably given over to cultivation during the

enclosed Phase 3, so an earlier date may be preferable. It
is possible that the burial was deliberately sited between
houses 4, 5 and 6, for although these buildings were not
in use at the same time, if they survived as a group of
house platforms the space effectively enclosed by their
intersection might have been perceived as an emphasised
point suitable for a burial. That would place it during
some phase of the mid-iron Age unenclosed settlement,
and later than House 6A which yielded radiocarbon dates
of 410-210 cal BC and 350 cal BC-cal AD 10. But the
burial may equally well have been pre-iron Age.
Phase 3: The enclosed settlement (Figs. 42, 43)
General Layout
As at East Brunton the site in Phase 3 was occupied by
two principal rectilinear enclosures, the distance between
them being 20m at minumum.
As explained above, the southern ditched and banked
enclosure (A) had been preceded by two successive
palisaded circuits (the first certain, the second putative);
the first of these had surrounded a predecessor (1A) to
the main central house (IB) of the Phase 3 enclosure.
House (1B), the latest on the site, had probably originated
during the life of the second palisade, as it respected the
site of House 2 which cut the first palisade and predated
the Phase 3 enclosure.
In the excavation of 2004 Enclosure A was complete
ly revealed. The ditch enclosed an area 43m by 34m
(0.14ha) and contained a large east-facing roundhouse
somewhat west of centre, and probably another smaller
house towards the south-east corner. To the north of this
was Enclosure B, of which only a small part lay within the
investigated areas in 2004; at that time an air photograph
confirmed the reconstruction of a rectilinear enclosure;
the western quarter of the enclosure was fully revealed
during a watching-brief during spine road construction
in the winter of 2008-9. This proved that enclosure B
had a north-south dimension of 45m within the ditches
and an east-west dimension of 56-62m, giving an area
within the ditches in the order of 0.27ha. The western
side was notably out of parallel with the eastern, and the
east facing entrance was considerably north of the centre
of its side.
22m to south of Enclosure A shallow ditch (C) ran
sinuously east-west through the excavation area. A series
of smaller ditches subdivided the space between the two
major enclosures and the land division into a number of
discrete areas, described in detail below. One air photo
graph was available showing these features and some of
the minor boundary ditches associated with them. The
photograph provides a faint suggestion that the northern
side of the northern enclosure may have fallen in with a
linear ditch system extending further west and east. The
easternmost of these projected extensions was confirmed
in 2009 during the watching brief on the new spine road
(Fig. 42) This found a ditch running WNW-ESE 150m
east of the south-east corner of the northern enclosure

(B). The alignment was appropriate for a continuation
of the ditch seen on air photographs running east from
the north-east enclosure B, and if identical shows that
the latter must have curved very gently to the south-east.
The ditch was between 1.2 and 1.8m deep, with gently
sloping sides (steeper on the southern side) and a fairly
flat base. It contained fills of brown, grey and orange
clay typical of the Iron Age features on the main site and
had been recut more shallowly (0,90m wide and 0.17m
deep) along its northern side. After being followed for
65m the ditch turned sharply SSW and passed out of the
watching brief area. It may therefore have been turning
to form the eastern side of an outwork or outer enclosure
whose south side was possibly formed by the continu
ous ditch or land boundary (C), found in the excavation
south of Enclosure A. The aerial photograph showed
that this extended sinuously west and for at least 100m
east of the excavation area (see transcription on Figs.
26, 42). On the basis of this fragmentary evidence, it
seems likely that both principal enclosures, and the sub
enclosures and apparently unenclosed Phase 3 structures
between them, were surrounded by an outer enclosure
or boundary ditch. If this is correct, the outer enclosure
would have been of considerable extent: perhaps 300m
east-west, and a maximum of 150m north-south.
Enclosure A
The ditch of Enclosure A was of irregular width, between
5 and 8m on average. The enclosure faced east with an
undug causewayed entrance 5m in wide. The ditch was
excavated at the terminals and at two other points on
the north and south sides. Both of the complete width
sections were very similar, showing (Fig. 44) a very
wide (7m) ditch, 1.80m deep with very shallow sides,
a fairly flat, rounded base (owing to waterlogging this
could only be ascertained in the northern section), and
no evidence of recutting.
In the northern section (Fig. 44 and Section 272,
Fig. 50) the lowest fill of the ditch (1684) was water
logged and contained preserved organic material and a
sample of charcoal yielding a radiocarbon date. This was
overlain by fills of blue-grey silty clay (1683), two bands
of lighter-coloured, featureless silty clay (1682, 1681)
and an upper layer of silty clay (1680) containing a sherd
of medieval pottery 194. This was in turn overlain by the
rig-and-furrow.
In the northern entrance terminal (Section 259, Fig.
50), the primary fill (1661) was a dark grey clay silt with
many rounded sandstones up to 200mm in diameter lying
on the inner face of the ditch. The lowest part of this
accumulation contained waterlogged organic material
from which two radiocarbon dates were obtained. This
was overlain by a light-brown silvery clay loam (1660),
again with more stone on the inner face of the ditch, and
an uppermost level of dark silty loam (1659) which contained
a possible saddle quern (p. 158 and Fig. 94, no. 9).
The southern terminal (Section 280, Fig. 50) contained
a primary fill of iron-panned grey brown silty clay
(1686=1687), with lots of rounded sandstone cobbles

Fig. 42a West Brunton. Phase 3, the late Iron Age enclosure complex, total extent o f the site. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244. Dark
tone: excavated. Light tone: from aerial photograph. Light shading and open dashed lines: conjectural.
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Detail o f north-west part o f West Brunton late Iron Age enclosure complex.

100-400mm in diameter on inner side of ditch; above this
(1670), orangey grey clay silt again with large stones on
the inner side of ditch; a sandy silt (1669); grey brown
clay with many cobbles on inner face of ditch (1668); a
dark grey silty loam (1331). The uppermost clay loam
fill (1330) contained animal bone and medieval pottery.
Whereas the north and south complete ditch sections
give the impression of having gradually silted up over
time, the deposition of stones and Iron Age finds in the
terminals suggest a deliberate infill over the silting and
organic material that had accumulated in the bottom of
the ditch. In theory this could have simply been a filling
of the terminals in order to create a wider entrance.
Against this the occurrence of stone on the inner faces of
the ditch terminals suggests derivation from a structure,
possibly a core or revetment of river cobbles, associated
with the putative mound on the inside of the ditch. If so,
there had been no widening of the opening through this
structure. Although there can be no certainly of this, the
nature of the terminal fills suggests the possibility that
this structure was slighted and the terminals filled at the
end of the life of the settlement. The alternative would
be a slow silting and deposition of finds taking place
in the ditch terminals while whatever rampart mound
existed on the interior gradually decayed and slumped
into the ditch. In either case the profiles of the terminals
were never cleaned, recut or further maintained after the
deposition of the primary silting contexts.
Radiocarbon dating: A date of 180 cal BC-cal AD 10
(OxA-23067), was obtained from a fragment of Acer ap.
roundwood charcoal from the primary silting (1684) of
the northern ditch of Enclosure A.
From the north ditch terminal at the entrance to
Enclosure A the lowest waterlogged silting (1661)
contained cherry wood and hazel wood which yielded
dates of cal AD 60-AD 240 (UBA-7812) and cal AD
50-AD 220 (UBA-7813).
Enclosure A contained a large central house (IB). A
second, smaller house (of two phases: 3, 3a) was tucked
into the south-east corner of the presumed internal bank.
A gully (W) connecting the drip gully of this house with
the enclosure ditch was perhaps bridged over with logs
or timbers beneath the bank, or conducted through a
break in the bank.
The central house (IB) in Enclosure A (Figs. 45, 46, 47)
The large central roundhouse (IB) was encircled by a
drainage gully varying in width from 0.70 to 1.5m, with
an east-facing entrance 4m wide.
This was excavated in segments (Sections 4, 15, 19,
39, Fig. 51). In Section 39: the gully, 1.1m wide and
0.4m deep, had a primary silting of blue-grey clay
(1153); over this was an orange mottled blue-grey clay
(1018) containing some carbonised material from which
a date of cal 50 BC-AD 130 was returned. Above this
was a layer of ash (1014). The ditch was not subsequent
ly cleaned out or redefined; contexts 1018/1014 appar
ently represent the last deposition while the gully was

still in use and before it gradually silted up with grey/
brown clay silt (1008).
In other segments it was apparent that the gully had
been recut, for example Section 19, near the back of the
house, where an original infill of weathered clay (1085)
had been recut with a sharp V-shaped profile 1.15m
wide and 0.7m deep, and Section 15, where a recut had
removed almost the entire original fill of the gully (1081).
In all segments it appeared that after a primary infill of
the recut gully with silt or weathered material the gully
had ceased to be maintained and naturally filled up over
a long period of time.
Radiocarbon dating: A date of 400-200 cal BC
(OxA-22780) was obtained from short-lived species
charcoal from fill 1069 in a posthole (1068) which is
best ascribed to the Phase 3 house (IB), but the material
is probably redeposited from an earlier feature belonging
to House 1A: see discussion on p. 121.
Primus spinosa charcoal from the primary fill of the last
recut of the drip gully of House IB was dated to 200-45
cal BC (OxA-22846)
A charred wheat grain from a deposition (1018) before
the drip gully of House IB began its final silting up
returned a date of 50 cal BC-cal AD 130 (UBA-7810).
The only structural wall slot visible was earlier than
and truncated by the drainage gully, and belonged to
the Phase 1/2 house (1A) on this site. The Phase 3 wall
structure is assumed to have lain immediately within
its ring ditch and to have been truncated by ploughing,
although four post-settings (1339, 1152, 1391 and
1367) may have been remnant indicators of its outline,
the last probably forming the south side of the east
facing entrance confirmed by the 4m wide break in the
drainage gully. The Phase 3 house would therefore have
had a diameter of some 12.5m. An inner ring of posts
was defined by several postholes (1115, 1148, 1096,
1028,1059, 1068). The inner supports lay between 3
and 4m from the outer wall and defined an area 5-5.5m
in diameter. The postholes belonging to the inner ring
had been truncated and too badly damaged by extrac
tion to leave much evidence for the size of the uprights
involved. Remnants of the packing and setting in 1028
suggested a post around 150mm in diameter. A number
may have been replaced on more than one occasion.
A posthole (1180) placed east of centre, described
above under 1A, could conceivably have belonged to
the 1B house.
The only other surviving internal features were
scattered postholes or pits (1334, 1352, 1157, 1398) that
could have belonged to either house.
Enclosure Ditch B
Section 286 (Fig. 50) across the north side of the northern
enclosure revealed that an original wide, shallow ditch
(4.5m wide, 1.2m deep) was filled with a layer of silty
clay (1621) containing stone fragments and traces of
burnt daub on its inner face, and over this an accumu-
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Fig. 43

West Brunton: Phase 3, the late Iron Age enclosure complex. Scale 1:800

Fig. 44

Fig. 45

Section (272) across north side o f Enclosure A

House IB looking west. 2m scales

lated fill of grey silty clay with sand lamination (1605).
This infill was recut by a smaller V-shaped ditch (1617),
2.2m wide and 0.85m deep, filled with a succession
of grey silty clays with stone inclusions (1616, 1620)
and loam (1618, 1619). The occurrence of much stone
(1620) on the inner half of the ditch only may mean that
it had degraded from an internal bank.
The south side (Fig. 48 and Section 47, Fig. 50)
revealed similar evidence for a recut of the original ditch.
Here the earlier ditch was quite different in profile to the
north side, with a steep-sided (shallower towards the
top) V-shaped profile 4.5m wide and 1.60m deep. The
lower part was filled with a silvery grey waterlogged
clays (1055, representing the primary silting, 1054), and
a gritty brown-grey clay silt (1053). The waterlogged
primary deposit was rich in plant remains which yielded
much information in palaeoenvironmental analysis.
The deposits appeared to suggest the gradual silting
up of the ditch over a long period of time. Above this,
deposits 1051 and 1052 may have represented slumping
from the clay sides into the top of the silted ditch.
Then came the recut (1049), producing a much smaller
and shallower ditch (still 4.5m wide at top, and lm
deep), but with quite a pronounced V-profile towards its
bottom. This was filled with gritty grey clay-silt (1050),
further silty clays (1048, 1047) and an uppermost loamy
clay fill (1046).
A further section (Section 237, not illustrated) where
the southern side began to turn north at the south-east
angle showed the ditch to be again 4.5m wide and l . 15m
deep: here there was no evidence of a recut and merely
a succession of characterless clay silt fills. A trench
extended north from the main excavation area confirmed
the inner side of the ditch as far as a rounded terminal
at the south side of an east facing entrance. Only a

Fig. 46

West Brunton: detail o f houses 1A and IB. Scale 1:200

sample of the uppermost fill of this terminal, a stony
clay loam (1655) was excavated. The entrance aligned
with the entrance to the central roundhouse (29) and was
noticeably offset from the central axis of the enclosure,
about two-thirds of the way along the eastern side. The
fill of the south terminal contained a cup-marked stone
fragment.
The central house (29) in Enclosure B (Fig. 49)
Only a transect across the eastern third of the large
central roundhouse 29 was uncovered.
The large drip gully appeared to have had two phases:
a drip gully represented by the inner edge (1603)
appeared to have been cut away by a recut (1623), which
had removed the outer part of the former. The ‘second
phase’, recorded as 1623, was up to 2m wide and 0.95m
deep. A house lying immediately within this drainage
ring must have had a diameter of around 11 m.
A break in the ring ditch 2.75m wide denoted an east
facing entrance, within which was a plough-disturbed
surface of cobbles (1606).
A flat bottomed gully (1609), 1.60m wide and 0.8m
deep where sectioned, swung in an arc from the ringditch some 4m from the north side of the entrance, rep
resenting a hornlike projection to the side of the entrance
as observed in House H at East Brunton. A curving gully
(1601) on the south side of the entrance represented
either the corresponding outer work or another circular
drip gully for a house to the south-east, interesting with
that of House 29. The fill (1600) of 1601 was homogene
ous with the main House 29 ring ditch fill and contained
similar finds.
A number of postholes were found immediately inside
the entrance. Of these, 1643 and 1647 no doubt represented

Fig. 47 House 1A/B after excavation, looking south-east. To the right the ditch fill o f the west side o f Enclosure A can be seen. In
the distance, the ground falls away to the Ouse Burn and Newcastle upon Tyne.

the door posts, 2.5m apart, and 1653, 1647, 1649 and 1651
possibly the door posts in an earlier version or versions of
the building. The purpose of postholes occurring further
into the interior (1653 etc.), including four (1635, 1627,
1635, 1615) in a rectilinear arrangement (which would ap
parently block the alignment from entrance to centre) is at
first sight difficult to understand. If, however, cattle were
stalled on the ground floor of the house, as suggested on
p.198, and the human occupation was on an upper floor,
posts in this position might have enclosed steps or a ladder
leading to the upper floor. Additionally, posts on this
position might have supported the front of an upper floor
stopping short of the door (like a mezzanine) to allow light
into the upper space (cf. p. 198).
Both the fill (1602) of the ‘original’ drainage gully
and the fill (1622) of the ‘recut’ contained a large and
exceptional number of finds (see Table 5), including:
pottery sherds, metalworking residues, fragments of a
clay lining from some form of structure, burnt daub and
fired clay objects. The character of the finds and fill were
alike in the two ‘phases’, so much so that it is hard not to
see the two fills as being related. Since the deposits were
only observed in a narrow transect it was difficult to
come to a firm interpretation, but it seems possible that
rather than representing two phases of drip gully, the

finds-rich material represents two phases of the filling
of one large gully. The presence of burnt daub suggests
the possibility that the house was destroyed by fire; if
this was the case, an initial deposit of debris might have
accumulated on the inner side of the drip gully during
the destructive event, and the ‘second phase’ fill might
represent clearance of remaining debris into the gully.
There is, then, a hint that House 29 might have been
destroyed by fire at the end of its life. If this is correct,
the fired clay structural items in the gully deposits might
well derive from structures in the house itself, such as an
upper floor hearth, or a wattle and daub encasement of
steps to an upper level. However, in such an explanation
the metalworking debris common in this deposit is not
so easy to account for.
Radiocarbon dating: Samples of short-lived charcoal
(Corylus sp. and Acer sp. roundwood) from the fill
(1626) of one (1627) the rectilinear arrangement of
postholes just inside the entrance gave dates of 50 cal
BC-cal AD 70 (OxA-22398) and 90 cal BC-cal AD 60
(OxA-22851).
Two results from the fill (1602) of the earlier of the
two phases of the surrounding gully were considerably
older: non-oak charcoal, 750-390 cal BC (UBA-7814)

Fig. 48

Section (47) across the south side o f Enclosure B (inner side in foreground)

and hazel roundwood, 400-260 cal BC (OxA-X-238633), but there are problems with the samples, as discussed
on p.129 and both dates are likely to be erroneous.
Other features
Two other features were recorded in Enclosure B which
may have been contemporary with the enclosed set
tlement. The first consisted of two alignments of gully
(Feature PI: 1611 and 1613) filled with grey clay,
surviving in a very fragmentary state, running between
the central house and the northern ditch. Gully 1613 did
appear to terminate some 3m from the ditch edge, sug
gesting the possibility of a drainage gully or partition
feature ending at the back of an enclosure bank. This
could equally well have been a pre-enclosure feature,
and resembled somewhat the palisade trenches under
Enclosure A. The second was a shallow clay filled linear
cut (T), up to 1.2m wide and 0.18m deep, which ran
obliquely across the south-east comer of Enclosure B.
This cut Roundhuse 33 of the unenclosed settlement, but
otherwise no relationship with the enclosure ditch was
observed.
‘Outer’ditch C
The easternmost section taken (Section 32, Fig. 50)
revealed an originally wide, shallow ditch (5m wide, lm
deep) which had been recut on at least two occasions.
The base of the original cut had accumulated grey sandy

silts (1138, 1140), followed by grey brown sandy clay
(1137) within which was a lamination of fine grey silt
(1134).
This silting up had been cut by a V-profile recut only
0.7m deep (1135), confined to the northern side of the
earlier ditch fill and probably only around 3m wide when
complete, and filled with brown clay (1136).
This in turn was cut by the final recut (1131), 4m
wide in total and south of centre of the original ditch,
its base consisting of two parallel shallow and irregular
linear features separated by an upstanding spine of
undug material, the southern some 0.5m deep (from the
surviving ground surface) and lm wide, the northern
some 0.6m and up to 1.5m wide. Lying in the base of the
wider of these two features was a carbonised deposit,
100mm deep (1133), clearly the result of burnt material
being cast into the ditch. This was one of the richest
samples to undergo palaeoenvironmental analysis.
The carbonised deposit was followed immediately in
the sequence by the dark brown clay fills (1130, 1129)
representing the final silting up of the disused ditch and
which in other ditch sections produced medieval pottery.
The carbonised deposit therefore represents the last
deposit accumulating in the ditch when it was still in
use in the Iron Age; the ditch was not further maintained
after the deposition of 1133.
A section (16, Fig. 50) 57m further west revealed a
recut of the original shallow V-shaped ditch (1039) con
sisting of a small and gulley like feature (1041) south of
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West Brunton: detail o f structure 29. Scale 1:200

centre of the ditch, separated by an upstand of material
from a second shallow depression to the north. The recut
had been filled up with silty brown clay.
The earliest extant profile (1306) in the westernmost
section across feature C (Section 57, Fig. 50) showed
it to be extremely broad (8.5m wide, allowing for the
oblique section) and 2.2m deep; this may have rep
resented a recut of an originally narrower ditch, as
indicated buy an upstand of material in the base. An ac
cumulation of brown silty clay (1198) was superseded
by a recut (1196), extremely steep-sided towards its
base, 6m wide and 2.1m deep. The sequence of fills
consisted of silt (1195), silty brown clay (1194), a dump
of heat-reddened sandstones and whinstones mingled
with charcoal fragments (1193), brown clay (1192) and
loam (1191).
All three sections across boundary C therefore showed
evidence of use over a long period of time, with multiple
recuts interspersed by episodes of silting up, and carbonised/fire-reddened material occurring in the infill of the
latest recut in two of the cases.

Other spatial divisions
A series of small ditches or gullies divided the area north
of Boundary C into a number of discrete parcels or more
or less enclosed areas. Three linear features radiated
from Enclosure A forming defined areas to south (con
taining structure 12) and to the south-east. The northern
most parcel investigated (that containing roundhouse 35)
was formed by ditches that related to enclosures A and
B respectively, indicating that the two major enclosures
were in use at the same time and were both incorporated
into the layout of the subsidiary enclosures.

Radiocarbon dating: Section 57 (western): the fill
(1193) in the last recut of boundary ditch C contained
short lived charcoal yielding the following dates: 50

The northern division
Formed on the south side by steep-sided V-shaped ditch
D (Section 86, Fig. 50), 2.5m wide and 1.3m deep,

cal BC-cal AD 70 (OxA-22848, Acer sp. roundwood)
and 40 cal BC-cal AD 130 (SUERC-28599, Popitlus/
Salix sp.).
Section 32 (eastern): charred wheat grains from the
carbonised material (1133) representing the final deposit
before the ditch ceased to be maintained produced radio
carbon dates of cal AD 60-AD 230 (UBA-7815) and 40
cal BC-cal AD 210 (UBA-7816).
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which had a basal fill of silty clay above which clay, silt
and loam had accumulated naturally. Rounded terminals
defined an opening 6nr wide; at its western end the ditch
terminated 2m from enclosure ditch A. To the east,
Ditch D continued beyond the excavated area.
Forming the north side of this division, ditch Z
(profile not illustrated) could not be traced all the way

to the ditch of Enclosure B, probably because it ran up
to an external bank 2.5-3.5m wide. From this point it ran
eastwards, narrowing in width and swinging south to a
terminal 0.84m wide and 250mm deep, filled with grey
silty clay.
To the east this area was defined by Gully L (Section
59, Fig. 51), leaving openings 14 and 6m wide between
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L and Z and D respectively. Gully L was up to lm wide
and around 0.5m deep, with extremely steep sides and a
flat base, and filled with dark grey silty loam. Gully L cut
an earlier gully, 0.5m wide and deep (AC), running on a
NNW to SSE alignment, filled with grey-brown clay but
traced only over a length of 12m.
House 35
An internal arrangement of posts 2.5m square and two
door posts were all that remained of the structure of the
east-facing house, which will have had a diameter of
some 9m. The drip gully was conspicuously large, filled

with grey silty clay, homogeneous with the fill of linear
feature I which snaked away from the back of the house,
eventually defining a possible western limit to the space
under discussion and probably running up to a bank
external to enclosure ditch A. This was a low-lying and
waterlogged part of the site, perhaps accounting for the
large drip trench and the heavy surfacing of the entrance
area with cobbles.
Radiocarbon dating: Hazel charcoal from the fill
(1817) of the gully of House 35 was dated to 210-40 cal
BC (OxA-22789).

Table 5: West Br unton circular structures, data and finds
Structure

Phase

Diameter

Relationships

Entrance alignment

Einds

1A

2

Wall: 11.5m

Cut by 2

East; at least 3.75m
wide

Wall slot N side:
Flint: (1337), SF 78.

Drip gully
16m est.
overall

Illustrated
sections (Fig. 51)

Wall slot W side:
Bone: (1309) indet.
Central posthole 1180:
Quern: (1181), SF 40, Fig. 93 and p. 158, no. 7.
Posthole 1175:
Quern (1176), SF 37, Fig. 93 a n d p . 157, no. 5.
Posthole 1301:
Pottery: (1311), SF 5.

IB

12.5m est.
from drip
gully 16m
overall

3

Cuts 2. cut by K East

S terminal:
Pottery: (1001), SF 6, 7 (p. 137 and Fig. 84, no. 20).
Bone: (1001) cow tooth, SF 8.
Daub: (1001), SF 266.
N terminal:
Pottery: (1002), SF 1,2.
M etalworking residue: (1002), no SF no.
Calcined bone, indet. (1002).
Drip gully:
Bone: (1003) indet.; (1017) cow; (1021) s/g.
Dem olition backfill of internal posthole 1059/60:
Daub: (1057), SF 268.
Unstratified, ploughed up from area of House 1B:
Querns: (1000), SF 258, 259, Fig. 93 and p. 158
nos. 10-11.

Unknown

Drip gully:
Pottery: (1169), SF 3.
Fired clay object: (1066), SF 11, p. 148, no. 14.

7m est.

Unknown

None.

3

7m est.

Unknown

Drip gully:
Bone: (1504) indet.

3a (later)

3

7m est.

Unknown

Drip gully:
Pottery: (1506), SF 132.

4

2

7m est.

Cuts Bu, cut
by 6a

East

Drip gully S terminal:
Burnt clay, possible hearth fragment: (1202), SF
27.
Bone: (1202) calcined, sheep size, from sample
and indet.
Fired clay object: (1214), SF 261, Fig. 86 and
p. 148, no. 11.

5

2

Wall: 7.40m

Cuts 5a

East

N terminal:
M etalworking residue: (1205), SF 26.

5a

2

Unknown

Cut by 5

Unknown

Drip gully SE arc:
Pottery: (1204), SF 49.
Bone: (1204), S F 4 1 , indet.
M etalworking residue: (1204), SF 42.
Daub: (1204), SF 269.

6

2

5m est.

Cuts 6a, cut
by D

Unknown

None.

6a

2

6m est.

Cuts 4, cut by 6

Unknown

None.

7 (later)

2

7.5m est.

Cuts 7a

East

S terminal:
Daub: (1796), SF 116.

7a (earlier

2

7.5m est.

Cut by D and 7

Unknown

N terminal:
Pottery: (1794), SF 221, 222, p. 135 and Fig. 83,
no. 8.

2 (later)

2

8m est.

2a
(earlier)

2

3 (earlier)

Cuts 1a and 2a,
cut by 1

S terminal:
Pottery: (1795), SF 218.
8 (later)

2

7 m est.

Cuts 8a, cut
by L

Unknown

None.

Drip gully: 4,
15, 19,39
Internal
postholes: 1028,
1068, 1096,
1339,1334

Structure

Phase

Diam eter

Relationships

Entrance alignment

Finds

8a
(earlier)

2

8m est.

Cut by 8

Unknown

Drip gully:
Bone: (1255) indet.

9 (later)

2

7m est.

Cuts 9a

East

S terminal:
Pottery: (1761), SF 198.
Flint: (1761), SF 199, 200.
Bone: (1761) indet.
N terminal:
Pottery: (1762), SF 121; 196, p. 135 and Fig. 83,
no. 7.
S side o f gully:
Flint: (1765), SF 199.

9a
(earlier)

2

8m est.

Cut by 9

Probably east

None.

9b

2

7 m est.

Earlier phase
o f R/H 9 N
terminal

Probably east

None.

10

2

9m est.

Cut by 10b

Unknown

None.

10a

2

5m est.

Unknown

None.

10b

2

unknown

11

2

8m est.

Cuts 10 and 10c

Unknown

None.

East

S terminal:
Pottery: (1574), SF 206.
Quern: (1574), SF 126, p. 158, no. 12.
NW segment:
Flint: (1745), SF 183.
Gully S side:
M etalworking residue: (1598), SF 209.

11a

2

4m est.

East

Drip gully:
Pottery: (1576), SF 207.

12

3

8m est.

East

S terminal:
Daub: (1528), SF 275.
Pot boilers: (1528), no SF no.

Unknown

None.

Unknown

None.

Unknown

S terminal:
M etalworking residue: possible hearth fragment
(1640), SF 178.

14

2

8 m est.

16

2

8.5m est.

17

2

3m est.

Cut by B

18

2

Wall: 4.28m

Unknown

None.

20

2

Wall: 6m

Unknown

None.

22

2

6.5-7m est.

East

S terminal:
Fired clay: brick-like object (1573), S F 2 7 6 , p . 148,
no. 12.
Daub: (1573), SF 277.
Bone: (1573) indet.

Cuts 23

22a

2

5m est.

Cuts 22b and 23

East

None.

22b

2

6m est.

Cut by 22a

Unknown

None.

23

2

5.5m est.

Cut by 22 and
22a

Unknown

None.

24

2 or 3

12m est.

internal posts
flanking
entrance (1753
and 1746),
or form ing E
corners of a
square inner
post-ring; 1753
cuts 25

East

Posthole 1746:
Quern: (1744), SF 193, Fig. 93 and p. 157, no. 6.

25

2

Wall: 5.55m

Cut by posthole
in 24

No break for entrance
visible

E side o f slot:
Flint: (1590), SF 208.

26

2

Uncertain
whether
gully or slot:
6m

East

None.

27

2

5.5m est.

Cuts 28

Probably east

Drip gully NW arc:
Fired clay: (1759), SF 202.

28

12

9m est.

Cut by 27

Unknown

None.

Illustrated
sections (Fig. 51)

Structure

Phase

Diameter

29

3

11 m est.

Relationships

Entrance alignm ent

Finds

Illustrated
sections (Fig. 51)

East

Infill of earlier phase drip gully:
Pottery: (1602), SF 140, 141. 142, 173, 174, 175
(p. 135 and Fig. 83, no. 13), 176, 177, 182,211 (p.
135 and Fig. 83. no. 14), 229 (p. 00 and Fig. 83,
no. 10).
Fired clay: (1602), SF 214, p. 135, no. 13.
Flint: (1602), SF 138.
M etalworking residue: (1602), SF 179.
Daub: (1602), SF 164. 180.
Bone: (1602) cow; s/g.

219

Drip gully
some 16m
overal 1

Infill of later phase drip gully:
Pottery: (1622) SF 143, 144, 152, 170 (p. 135 and
Fig. 83, no. 12), 171,212. 213, 217, 226 (p. 135
and Fig. 83, no. 9).
Stone: (1622), SF 160, Fig. 90 and p. 152, no. 7.
Flint: (1622), SF 148. 167.
M etalworking residue: (1622), SF 146, 165.
Daub: (1622), SF 150, 166, 225, 226, 279.
Fired clay: support (1622), SF 159, Fig. 85, no.
6; brick-like object (1622), SF 260, p. 147. no.
9; several fragm ents of clay lining, backed with
wattle and other structural impressions, possible
furnace-lining (1622), SF 265. p. 148, no. 15 and
Fig. 86, no. 15.
Bone: (1622) cow (3); horse; (1644) indet.
S outwork, second phase:
Pottery: (1600), SF 139, 172 (p. 135 and Fig. 83,
no. 11), 228.
Fired clay: support (1600), SF 162, Fig. 85, no. 5.
Daub: (1600), SF 163, 164, 230.
Metalworking residue: (1600), SF 161.
Bone: (1600) Cow
N outwork, second phase:
Fired clay support: (1608), SF 224, p. 147, no. 7.
Fill of posthole 1615:
Pottery: (1614), SF 136.
Fill o f posthole 1626:
Bone: (1626) indet.
33

2

9.5m est.

Cut by T

Unknown

34

2

Wall: 5.5m

Cut by Z

Unknown

34a
(smaller)

2

Wall: 3.76m

35 (later)
ring gully

3

9m est.

SW side of gully:
Flint: (1818), SF 238.

Unknown
Cuts 7, 35a, AB

East-facing entrance
with cobbled surface
M outside

S terminal:
Pottery: (1429), SF 94, 95; (1817), SF 235, 236,
237, 247, 248 (p. 136 and Fig. 84, no. 18), 249,
250, 251.
Quern: (1817), SF 231, Fig. 93 and p. 158, no. 8.
Daub: (1817), SF 282.
M etalworking residue: (1817), no SF no.
Bone: (1817) cow (5), s/g (2), pig, horse.
N terminal:
Pottery: (M BF03:504), no SF no.
Cobbled entranceway:
Pottery: (M BF03:502), no SF no., p. 137 and Fig.
84, no. 21; (M BF03:505), no S F n o ., p. 137 and
Fig. 84. no. 22; (M BF03:506), no SF no.; (1283),
SF 8 6 ,2 1 9 , 220.
Sharpening stone: (1283), SF 98, Fig. 90 and
p. 152, no. 6.
Pot boilers (4 including a quern fragm ent): (1283),
SF 938b, c, d and 264 (p. 158, no. 16).
Bone: (1283) cow tooth.
Unstratified but ploughed up from area of 35:
Pottery: (M BF03:501), no SF no.

35a
(earlier)
wall slot

3

Wall: 9.7m

East-facing

None.

Structure

Phase Diam eter

Relationships

Entrance alignm ent

Finds

Illustrated
sections (Fig. 51)

36

2

6m est.

Unknown

None.

36a

2

5m est.

Unknown

None.

38 (later)

3

10m est.

East; break in drip
gully, 4m wide

Drip gully S terminal:
Pottery: (1430), S F 9 1 .9 6 , 101, 103, 104, 105,
108, 109, 114; (1433), SF 204; (1819) 240 (p. 136
and Fig. 84, no. 17), 2 4 1 ,242, 243, 244, 245, 246,
254, 255; (1819), SF 203.
Daub: (1430), SF 102, 107, 110, 111, 112,113,
273, 274, 283.
M etalworking residue: (1430), SF 97.
Bone: (1430) cow tooth; (1433) cow; (1819) cow
(2), pig, s/g (2).
N terminal:
Pottery: (1820), SF 252 (p. 135 and Fig. 83, no.
15), 253.
Bone: (1820) indet.

38a
(earlier)

2

Cut by 38.
Uncertain
whether wall Uncertain
or drip gully: whether 38a or
3.5m est.
38b earlier

Unknown

None.

38b

2

Uncertain
whether
wall or drip
gully:7.5m
est.

Cut by 38.
Uncertain
whether 38a or
38b earlier

Unknown

None.

39

2

Gully, part
o f non-house
feature?

n/a

None.

40

2

8m est.

East; break in drip
gully, 2.25m wide

None.

41

2

7m est.

Unknown

None.

42 drip
gully

2

9m est.

Unknown

None.

43 drip
gully

2

5m est.

Unknown

None.

Cut by Phase
3 boundary
ditch C

Small finds number

context

type

area

234 (p. 137 and Fig. 84, no. 23)

1000

Iron Age pottery

unstratified

137

1607

Iron Age pottery

unstratified over Enclosure B

278

1607

possible furnace lining

unstratified over Enclosure B

House 38
At the northern edge of excavation the fill of Gully Z
was cut by the drainage gully of House 38, which, if we
accept that features I, Z, L and D defined an enclosure
containing House 35, would be the latest element of the
structural sequence.
Sub-rectilinear features AB and AD
These features, which could possibly have belonged to
enclosed settlement phase, are illustrated for convenience
on the Phase 1/2 (unenclosed) plan and described on p.70.
The south-eastern division
The opening through Ditch D gave access to an area
bounded to south by ditch C, and to the west by the
main enclosure A and gully G. In the eastern area of the

excavated part of the sub-enclosure were three extensive
areas where a silvery-grey soil horizon thought to
represent cultivated ground, with a straight western edge
18m east of the entrance to enclosure A. Ard-marks were
found cut through and sealed by this material. There
was insufficient time to record more than a sample of
these; they represent the only prehistoric plough marks
seen in the entire Brunton excavations, and do seem to
confirm that this was a field or area of cultivation. This
was bounded to the north by a meandering small ditch
(E) up to 2m in width.
Between this area and Enclosure A was an arrange
ment (S) of four large postholes (1472/5/7/9); three
were regularly spaced at 2.80m apart; the fourth was
only 2.5mm from its western neighbour. Nevertheless
the whole arrangement forms a tolerably regular square
closely resembling the ‘four poster’ structures so well-

Table 6: West Bruntun other cut features, data and finds
Feature

Phase

Description

Dim ensions

Finds

Illustrated Sections
(Figs. 50-51)

A

3

Main central enclosure
ditch

Average 6m, up to
10m width
1,75m depth

S terminal:
Pottery: (1331), SF 189 (p. 136 and Fig. 83, no.
16); (1669) SF 195.
Fired clay object: (1331), SF 190, p. 147, no. 10.
Daub: (1331), SF 191; (1689). SF 281.
Flint: (1687), SF 181.
M etalworking residue: upper fill but probably
ploughed up from IA levels (1330), SF 133.
Pottery: (1330), SF 188.
Bone: (1331) cow (2); (1669) s/g, horse; (1689)
cow, horncore, cow, s/g (2).

259, 272, 280

N terminal:
Pottery: (1660), SF 192.
Possible quern with cup mark: (1659), SF 187,
Fig. 92 and p. 153, no. 1 = Fig. 93 and p. 158,
no. 9.
Coarse stone tool: (1659), SF 210, Fig. 91 and
p. 153, no. 1.
M etalworking residue: (1661) S F 223.
Daub: (1660). SF 280.
Bone: (1660) cow (4), pig; (1661) indet.
AB

2 or 3

Sub-rectilinear enclosure
gully preceding House 35

1.15-4m width
0.22m -0.65m
depth

Stone: possible rubbers (1825), SF 256; (1828),
SF 262, 263 (p. 158, nos. 13-15), in cobbles in
entranceway o f House 35, pressed into fill o f AB.
From west terminal of AB:
Bone: (1837) cow (2).

AC

3

Linear gully in NE
com er o f excavated area,
intersecting gully L

0 .9 5 -1.30m width
0.5m depth

AD

2 or 3

Sub-rectilinear enclosure
gully later than Houses 11
and 22 o f Phase 2 - just
possibly annexed to S side
of Phase 2 Enclosure B.

0.90m width
0.55m depth

B

3

Enclosure B ditch, NW of
enclosure A

4.2-5m width
1.15-1.75m depth

Bone: (1411) cow.

S terminal:
Cup-m arked stone: (1655), SF 216, Fig. 92 and
p. 153, no. 2.

47, 286

Section 47 across S side:
Flints: (1048), SF 232; (1051), SF 118; (1053)
SF 117.
Bone: (1055) poss. horse.
Section at SE corner:
Bone: (1033) cow.
Stone: (1032) 7 pot boilers.
Bu
(Burial)

?

Burial, E of enclosure A
between roundhouses 4
and 5

C

3

Boundary ditch, south
o f enclosure A, E-W
alignment

In situ burial, p.72, 163:
Teeth: (1274), SF 124, 125.
4-5m width
1-1,4m depth

From fill o f first recut o f ditch:
Pottery: (1136), SF 18.
Flint: (1193), SF 9.
Daub: (1043), SF 267.

1 6 ,3 2 ,5 7

From fill o f last recut o f ditch:
Carbonised plant remains: (1133).
Bone: (1133) cow.
D

3

Ditch running E from N
terminal of Enclosure A
entrance

2.5m width
1,4m depth

G

3

Gully linking Enclosure A
and Boundary Ditch C

1.2m width
0.4m depth

Pottery: (1242), SF 55, 83; (1243), SF 54, 56, 59;
(1245), SF 62; (1248), SF 63 (p. 137 and Fig. 84.
no. 19), (1250), SF 57 (1449). SF 127, 130.
M etalworking residue: (1242). no SF no.
Fired clay object: (1246), SF 66, p. 147, no. 8.
Daub: (1218), SF 34; (1245), SF 272.
Iron object: (1260), SF 74, Fig. 90, no. 2.
Flint: (1263), SF 77.
Bone: (1200 s/g; 1218 cow (3); 1242 cow; 1245
cow; 1246 cow, s/g; 1248 horse, s/g; 1449 cow (2)).

86,219

166

Feature

Phase

Description

Dim ensions

Finds

Illustrated Sections
(Figs. 50-51)

H

3

Gully linking Enclosure A
and Boundary Ditch C

2m width
0.38m depth

Flint: (1536), SF 134.

186

I

3

Sinuous gully attached to
W side o f Roundhouse 35
drainage gully

1-1.5m width
up to 0.45m depth

Fired clay or pottery: (1835), SF 119.
Bone: (1780) indet.

L

3

L-shaped gully form ing
sub-enclosure in NE
corner o f excavation area

0.8m width
0.4m depth

Pottery: (1221), SF 51.
M etalworking residue: (1233), SF 43; (1284),
SF 233.
Flint: (1236), SF 46; (1221), S F 75.
Daub: (1221), SF 80, 120, 270.
Bone: (1221 cow; 1233 indet.).

PI

3?

Linear feature underlying
Enclosure B, possibly
respecting enclosure bank

0.35m width
0.3m depth

P2

1/2?

Linear feature - palisade
or fence - E of House 9

0.35m width
0.3m depth

P3

2/3
transition

Palisade around House 1A

0.35m width
0.3m depth

P4

2?

Linear feature - palisade
or fence - in SE area

0.35m width
0.3m depth

1544 = Q

3

Pit feature SE area

4m length
1.05 width
0.55m depth

155

1466 = R

3

Pit feature SE area

2m length
0.80m width
0.32m depth

122

S

3

Possible four-post
structure SE o f Enclosure
A

2.80m square;
postholes 0.80m
diam eter
0.6-0.7m depth

T

3?

Linear feature in SE part
of Enclosure B

1.2m width
0.18m depth

W

3

Associated with
Roundhouse 3 within
Enclosure A; drainage
gully?

0.80m width
0.35m depth

X

3?

Gully parallel to H,
connecting with boundary
ditch C

1.05m width
0.40m depth

Z

3

Sub-enclosure ditch N of
Roundhouse 35, linking to
SE corner of Enclosure B.

Up to 2.5m width
0.45m depth

39

2

Gully, part of non-house
feature?

0.80m width
0.50m depth

known further south in Iron Age Britain. Each of the
postholes was around 0.8m in diameter and between
0.60 and 0.7m deep, and filled with mixed clays. The
posts had evidently been extracted rather than rotting or
burning in situ.
Immediately north of the four-poster were two rec
tangular trough-shaped intrusions, at right angles to one
another. That running north-south (R, 1466, Section 122)
was 0.8m wide, 2m long and 320mm deep. The east-west
feature (Q, 1544, Section 155) was longer, at around
4m, 1.05 wide and 0.55m deep. Each had steep sides
and a concave base. The sides of 1466 had weathered
and slumped, suggesting that the feature had stood

59

M etalworking residue: (1375), SF 100.
Flint: (1554), SF 92; (1500), SF 131.

Flints: (1537). SF 135, 227.

152

open during use; it had then been filled with sandstone
fragments and various tips of clay and loam. 1544 had
a similar fill: above weathering material (1543) was a
layer of stones in silt (1542) and then a backfill of clay
and loam (1541-40). 4m north-west of the four-poster a
round pit (1486), 0.95m in diameter and 0.6m deep had
been packed with sandstone fragments and river cobbles
in a matrix of silty clay.
The southern division
The southern division was formed on the west side by
two parallel gullies, H and X, only 1.5m apart. Both had
originally stopped 4m short of the south-west corner of

Enclosure A; H had subsequently been extended to join
the main enclosure ditch. In so doing it must have either
breached or been bridged by the presumed external bank
of Enclosure A (see p.95). H widened and deepened as
it ran south, the profile given being 10m south of the
junction with Enclosure A. Both H and X drained into
Boundary ditch C.
Gully H (Section 186, Fig. 51) had gently sloping
sides in its upper part, 1.80m wide, but a sharp break
of slope to very steep sides and a concave base, 0.75m
deep. Filled with a mottled grey-orange silty clay (1552),
dark grey loam (1551) and brown silt (1536).
Gully X (Section 152, Fig. 51) was lm wide and
0.45m deep and sharply V-shaped. Filled with grey-or
ange mottled silty clay (1537).
The southern division was bounded on the east side
by Gully G (Section 166, Fig. 51), with a rounded
profile, about lm wide and 0.45m deep, filled with
slumped yellow clay (1539), and grey clay-silts (1538,
1526). The uppermost of these (1526) was indistinguish
able from the fill of a curving feature 300mm wide and
200mm deep (13) which thus appeared to have been
filled at the same time as Gully G: this may have rep
resented a fence-line or other boundary. Gullies X and
G both stopped short of the enclosure ditch, probably
respecting an external bank.
Radiocarbon dating confirms that the enclosure
formed by gullies H, X and G was contemporary with
and contained House 12.
Radiocarbon dating: Three results were obtained from
samples from the fill (1530) of a terminal of drip gully
1533 of House 12: from sorbus sp., 360-160 cal BC
(OxA-22849); 170-1 cal BC (OxA 22850); from alder/
hazel, 180 cal BC-cal AD 10 (SUERC-28598). OxA-22849
and -22850 are laboratory replicates of the same sample.

the Roman conquest of the region. The radiocarbon
dates offer no grounds for occupation extending beyond
the first century AD, and taken on their own would have
suggested that the settlement had been abandoned by the
mid-first century AD.
At West Brunton there was no early enclosure. The
open settlement (Phase 1/2) originated in the period
750-400 BC was still in use in the period 400-200 BC.
Early in the period 400-200 BC there developed the
earliest version of the southern enclosure, a palisade sur
rounding large roundhouse 29a. This was either enlarged
or superseded by a phase of open settlement, before the
imposition of the Phase 3 extant later-iron Age earthen
enclosure (A) around 200 BC. It is unknown at what
date the northern enclosure (B) originated, although its
relationship with both the Phase 2 open settlement and
the southern enclosure shows that this must also have
been in the period after about 200 BC. The radiocarbon
dates show that the dual enclosure complex ceased to be
maintained early in the Roman period.
The Palisaded phase at East Brunton
Although it is possible that the fence-lines represent
successive stock enclosures associated with a settlement
whose main focus is located elsewhere, parallels with
excavated examples of palisade enclosure suggest that it
is to this class of settlement that these features belong,
defining an enclosure at least 0.5ha in area. Typical
features of palisade enclosures include: walls con
structed in continuous trenches, normally one-two feet
in width and depth, with square or U-shaped profiles,
containing posts at regular intervals; rectangular or subrectangular enclosures up to lha in size, defined by a
single or double line of fences, which were frequently
replaced on the expansion or contraction of the settle
ment; and having double-palisade fence-lines averaging
5-10 feet apart (Ritchie 1970, 50).

EAST AND WEST BRUNTON: DISCUSSION
The material culture and evidence for the productive
economy of the Brunton sites is discussed in Chapters 7
and 8. The following section summarises the chronology
and recapitulates and discusses the structural sequence
of development at East and West Brunton.
Chronology
The radiocarbon measurements (14 from East Brunton,
23 from West Brunton; see Chapter 6) date broad stages
of development on these two sites.
At East Brunton the earliest element in the sequence,
the palisaded enclosure (Phase 1) has a terminus post
quetn (strictly for its demolition) of 760 BC. The dated
activity in the open (Phase 2) settlement that ensued
centred on the period around 400 BC. The final (Phase 3)
dual enclosure complex originated in the period around
200 BC, although it is not certain in what order the pair of
enclosures were constructed. A trace of Roman material
from East Brunton suggests that the site was in use at
least up to period c. AD 50-70 immediately preceding

The unenclosed settlements
Gauging how many of the structures comprising
the open settlements were in use at any one time is
extremely difficult. Of the 14 houses at East Brunton
definitely belonging to the unenclosed phase, 8 could
theoretically have co-existed. Of the 33 structures
possibly of that phase, some 17 could theoretically have
co-existed. However, even where they do not intercut,
all these stuctures are unlikely to be contemporary. Ar
bitrarily allowing a period of 500 years for the life of
the palisaded and open settlement (from 700 BC to 200
BC let us say), and assuming a total of 50 structures (to
allow for those removed by the plough or undetected
for other reasons, such as rebuilds on the same spot),
we then have to estimate a reasonable life for a timber
roundhouse in this climate and in these ground condi
tions. An arbitrary estimate might be 25 years. Some
may have lasted longer, but others will have rotted more
quickly or burnt or blown down (there are indications
that some of the principal houses in the Phase 3 enclosed
settlements might have lasted considerably longer, with

a life of a century or more, but these were built on a
more ambitious scale than most of the houses of the un
enclosed phase). So the reconstructed sequence of fifty
houses over a period of five centuries might imply that
only some two or three were in existence at the same time.
We might be underestimating the longevity of houses. If
they are given a longer life, the effect is to increase the
number of contemporary structures in the settlement at
a given time. Five structures, for example, if we assign
a life of 50 years to each building. Nevertheless, if we
assume continuous occupation on the site, what appears
on the archaeological plan as a dense concentration of
house plans really represents the continuous regenera
tion of a small farming community of less than half a
dozen houses, and possibly only two or three.
There are various inescapable difficulties with this
kind of estimating. It only works if occupation was
continuous; if use of the site was intermittent, and the
sequences compressed into shorter time slots, then the
settlement could have possessed rather more contem
porary structures. In this connection it should be noted
that the radiocarbon measurements from three widely
separated houses (B, C and O) of Phase 2 were re
markably similar, suggesting (on the basis of Bayesian
modelling: see Chapter 6) the possibility of a period of

occupation with multiple structures from the fifth to
fourth century BC and a hiatus in occupation before the
building of the Phase 3 site around 200 BC.
It is also a bald assumption that the size of the set
tlement remained constant, rather than growing or ag
glomerating over time. However, it is worth noting that
the size of the family farm deduced here, consisting of
something between two and six structures, is consonant
with the number of structural units in the later enclosed
phase within the same excavation area, where a minimum
of two houses and a theoretical (but unlikely) maximum
of nine are involved at any one time.
In the unenclosed settlement at West Brunton, some
40-43 individual circular structures were recorded.
Allowing for plough damage a rough estimate would
be that there may have originally been as many as 50
separate structures within the excavated area. Of those
recorded, only around 17 could possibly have been con
temporary. 17 was the maximum number of recorded
structures that could possibly have co-existed at East
Brunton, while our estimate of the original total number
of structures at East Brunton was 50, taking account of
the fact that plough damage was more extreme there.
Therefore the unenclosed phases of the two sites are
broadly comparable, both in terms of the original total

Fig. 52.1 The late Iron Age enclosures at (I) East and (2, 3) West Brunton with internal and external banks restored. Sketch (3)
by Terry Frain.

number of structures and their contemporaneity: apart
from the theoretical possibility of a hiatus at East
Brunton in the fourth and third centuries BC, there is no
indication from the radiocarbon dates that the two sites
were not in use at the same time.
In the unenclosed phase on both sites the circular
structures are not randomly distributed over the ex
cavation area. Rather they occur in loose clusters of
(often overlapping) houses, within which one or more
structures has been replaced one or more times on the
same site. At East Brunton some 4-5 such groupings are
apparent, although a case could be made for amalgamat
ing some of these so that some 3 or 4 principal groups
are represented. Similarly at West Brunton the structures
of the open phase are confined to five distinct areas in
the northern half of the site, which could actually amal
gamate into only two principal nuclei; in addition a
further palimpsest can be defined in the centre of the site

where the large House 1A and its surrounding fence lay.
There seems to be no way of determining whether these
clusters represent the gradual shift of a single settle
ment homestead of two or three houses around the site,
or whether the clusters represent multiple contemporary
homesteads, although some radiocarbon dates hint at the
latter (e.g. in the case of West Brunton Houses 1a and 6,
50m apart).
The proto-enclosure at West Brunton
At West Brunton there was clearly a palisaded pred
ecessor to the southern earthen enclosure (A), perhaps
originating as early as 400BC, measuring perhaps some
32 by 28m (0.09ha). It can not be proven that this was
a direct predecessor to the earthen enclosure, and on
the face of it there seems to have been a reversion to
open settlement before the imposition of the latter. It is

Fig. 52.3

however possible, and perhaps to be expected, that there
was a continuous sequence from palisaded to earthen
enclosure, a putative enlargement of the palisade having
been removed by the final enclosure ditch. Whichever
model is preferred, it seems inescapable that, by a point
in the period around 400-200 BC, there was a distinction
and segregation between the houses of the open settle
ment and an especially large and important house (1A).
The roots of the late-iron Age enclosures would thus
appear to be considerably earlier than the period around
200 BC. It must be stressed that other proto-enclosures
preceding the northern enclosure (B) at West Brunton,
and preceding either of the enclosures at East Brunton,
may have escaped archaeological detection. The possi
bility of this is supported by the discovery of a ‘proto
enclosure’ at Blagdon Park 2. Slight palisade trenches are
much more prone to total destruction by ploughing than
enclosure ditches, and it simply needs a later enclosure
ditch to coincide with a palisade line for all trace of the
latter to be removed.
A further way in which we can see the late-iron Age
enclosures being rooted in the period of unenclosed set
tlement is in the persistence of an unusual west facing
orientation from certain houses (D, C l, K) in the un
enclosed settlement at East Brunton into the western
earthwork enclosure. Significantly this lies very close
to the earlier cluster of west-facing houses (actually
overlying K) and its own great house H has the same
orientation.
The enclosed settlements
Enclosure banks?
The substantial scale of the Phase 3 ditches means that a
large volume of upcast would have been generated, which
could only have been removed from the immediate area
on the basis of a considerable expenditure of manpower,
and this would most naturally have been used to form
accompanying banks or ramparts. No physical trace of
banks or ramparts remained anywhere at the Brunton
settlements. Experience of the excavation of heavily
ploughed Iron Age enclosures of this type in the region
tells that this should not occasion surprise: all traces
have been removed even in cases such as Burradon
where a gate structure shows that there must once have
been an accompanying circuit (Jobey 1970). Despite
careful examination the East Brunton ditch sections did
not provide clear evidence of accelerated silting from
either side to identify the presence of either an inner or
outer bank. There were however signs of differential
filling at West Brunton, on the north side of Enclosure B
and at the terminals and the north side of Enclosure A,
which suggest the presence of an internal bank that may
have contained some stone at the gateway. The position
of Structure 3 within Enclosure A also suggests that it
was tucked into the comer of an internal bank, although
the drainage gully that ran from the drip trench of the
structure would have to have been engineered to pass
under or through such a bank - not an impossibility.

This would also have to have been the case with the two
east-west running gullies inside the East Brunton enclo
sures, which issued into the ditches.
Scrutiny of the West Brunton plan provides some
suggestion that the two enclosures may have possessed
external banks, perhaps on a less substantial scale than
those on the inside. The subsidiary boundary gullies which
divide up the areas outside the enclosures commonly
stop or peter out at a distance between 2 and 4m from
the outer lip of enclosure ditches: this is the case with
boundary gullies Z, I. D, G and X. Although this could
have been to allow passage, it seems curious to do this
in the hazardous area close to the lip of a ditch, and in
the case of D there is in fact an entrance provided 12m to
the east. It is much more likely that these gullies stopped
short at an external bank. At East Brunton the outer lips
of the ditches along the side where the two enclosures
met lay only 1m apart, but even here there might have
been a raised bank separating them. At Chester House,
a small earthwork enclosure 40km north of Newcastle,
evidence was found in the pattern of the ditch fills for
both an external and internal bank (Holbrook 1988). The
presence in most cases of both external and internal banks
or mounds seems virtually assured at West Brunton and
at least possible at East Brunton: their plan is tentatively
reconstructed on Fig. 52. It is difficult to be sure what sort
of banks or fences accompanied the subsidiary boundary
gullies, although the possible cultivated area stopped ap
propriately short of Gully D to suggest that a small bank
may have run along its south side. A clay bank accompa
nying such a subsidiary boundary gully is paralleled at the
Iron Age settlement at South Shields where, saved from
ploughing by being sealed under Roman levels, the clay
of the bank itself was preserved (Hodgson et al. 2001, 97;
102-3 and Figs. 18 and 24).
Sequence o f development
Each site in its enclosed phase shows some evidence
for organic development, for example the addition of
Enclosure Ditch 3 at East Brunton and, at West Brunton,
the addition of gullies to divide up the area between
Enclosure A and Ditch C. There are possible indica
tions of the order in which the principal enclosure pairs
came into being. At East Brunton it seems possible that
the unusual south-west facing direction of Enclosure 1
might be explained by this being the secondary and ad
ditional enclosure. If for some reason it had to be placed
on the west side of Enclosure 2, this would make a more
conventional east-facing entrance impossible. However,
the alternative possibility must be considered, that
Enclosure 1 inherited its west-facing aspect from the
preceding Phase 1/2 settlement (three of whose houses
face west), with Enclosure 2 being the later addition,
with conventional orientation. At West Brunton the
‘proto-enclosure’ establishes early origins for Enclosure
A and might suggest that this should be the earlier of the
two, with B to the north being a later addition; but it is
possible that an earlier stage of enclosure existed at B
and has not been detected.

Whether or not they originated contemporaneously,
the two principal enclosures of each site were closely
integral parts of a common settlement. So, for example,
the additional Enclosure 3 at East Brunton uses the
ditches of Enclosures 1 and 2; and at West Brunton the
space containing Structure 35 is defined by ditches (Z
and D) one of which attached to Enclosure B, the other
to A. This would not have been possible without some
measure of relationship or co-operation between the in
habitants of the principal enclosures. It is probable in
any case that enclosures A and B were both included in
a common ‘outer’ enclosure (Fig. 42).
There was evidence of recutting at East Brunton and
Enclosure B at West Brunton, as well as the southern
‘outer’ ditch C at the latter site. This suggests systems
of enclosure that were maintained and refurbished at
intervals over a long period of time.
The plans o f the developed settlements
Principal enclosures: The enclosed settlements can be
resolved into principal enclosures, each containing a large
round structure (H in East Brunton Enclosure A; F in East
Brunton Enclosure 2, and 1b in West Brunton Enclosure
A and 29 in West Branton Enclosure B; in the last three
cases there were smaller subsidiary buildings).
Subsidiary enclosed spaces: At East Brunton a large ‘sub
sidiary enclosure’ was formed by ditch 3 to the north of
Enclosure 1 and contained at least one house (A). This
area also contained an arrangement of posts (Ac 2) which,
while not having a classic square ‘four-poster’ plan could
represent a raised storage structure or similar. There may
have been more evidence for subdivision outside the main
enclosures that was not contacted: the excavation area
focussed very much on principal enclosure 1.
At West Brunton gullies defined a series of smaller
subsidiary enclosed spaces or cells east and south of the

two main enclosures. An area was enclosed in front of
the entrance to Enclosure B, but here the interior was not
excavated. South of this, gullies Z, L and D and House
38 enclosed an area containing House 35. The gullies of
the two houses, 35 and 38 were relatively rich in pottery
and other finds, including metalworking debris, and with
the exception of House 29b in Enclosure B, this was the
part of the site where metalworking debris was most
concentrated. If there was a specialist metal-working
area near here it may have been to the east, enclosed by
the L-shaped Gully L, and its structures would then lie
outside the excavated area.
On the other side of Gully D, in front of Enclosure
1, was an open area without houses. This contained at
least one four-post structure (granary?) and to the east,
a ground surface interpreted as belonging to a culti
vated field or fields, running east for some unknowable
distance and enclosed by ditches E to the north and C
to the south. Finally, a small subdivision to the south of
Enclosure 1 enclosed House 12.
There is a pattern whereby subsidiary divisions
formed by gullies or ditches common to the principal en
closures, contained one or two single round structures:
House A at East Brunton, 12, 35, 38 (and possibly 24?) at
West Brunton. This gives a total of six or seven circular
structures for the investigated part of the West Brunton
late-iron Age arrangement, and five at East Brunton.
At West Brunton fragmentary evidence suggests that
the complex of dual principal enclosure and subsidiary
spaces and buildings was contained within a very large
outer enclosure (consisting of ditch C to the south and
a ditch running out from the north-west and north-east
corners of Enclosure B, the two converging to form a
short east side some 150, east of the principal enclo
sures). This is reminiscent of the outer enclosure ditch
3 at East Brunton, but the latter does not surround the
whole settlement.

4 The later-prehistoric occupation at Shotton, Northumberland

LOCATION AND DISCOVERY (FIGS. 2, 5, 53)
Between 2008 and 2010 Banks Mining surface mined a
considerable area surrounding the medieval settlement
of Shotton (NZ 224770). The mining area was enclosed
on the north by the river Blyth, by the A1 to the west,
and by the east coast main rail line to the east. Much of
the area was subjected to evaluation trenching in 2005-6
(AC Archaeology, unpublished client report 7105/2/0,
2006 and supplement 7105/3/0,2006 deposited in North
umberland HER). A number of sites were discovered,
but the density of the trenches also means that the entire
area trenched can be regarded as negative evidence for
major prehistoric sites: we can be confident that there
are no further rectilinear enclosures, with this area. The
trenched area is indicated on Fig. 53 and does not con
stitute the entire mining area, some of which had previ
ously been subject to opencasting and where conceiv
ably Iron Age sites might have been lost. Furthermore,
watching briefs and the excavation of non-iron Age sites
did discover a number of isolated late-prehistoric struc
tures which the trenching programme had not detected,
so there may have been other isolated structures or very
minor settlements within the evaluation area which we
do not know of. In particular, at least two pit alignments
run through the area and were not found in the evalua
tion. Other prehistoric sites could exist of course in the
various pockets excluded from the mining scheme, such
as Shotton village. At the time of going to press (October
2012) the fields adjoining the village to the south had
been included the scheme and archaeological evaluation
was to follow shortly.
The most extensive sites identified in the evaluation
were subsequently excavated and discovered to be a
medieval village, which had shrunk to form the present
settlement at Shotton, and 450m south of this, a settle
ment of early Anglo-Saxon date.
However, within the Shotton landscape, the following
later-prehistoric elements have also been identified
(Fig. 5):
1. Shotton North-East:
(a) 850m ENE of Shotton Village at NZ 232785 an area
of 0.81 ha was stripped and excavated following the
discovery of structural features of prehistoric date in the
evaluation. This proved to be a small roundhouse settle
ment of Iron Age date, associated with a minor enclosure
attached to another pit alignment or pit-defined boundary
of late Bronze Age or early Iron Age origin. This ran
north-west to south-east.
(b) 150m south-west of the Shotton North-East settle
ment and the pit alignment was an isolated roundhouse.
The truncated drip gully measured 11.1m internally and

will have originally contained a structure some 9m in
diameter. The 2.5m wide entrance faced south-west.
From the fill of its south terminal came three joining
body sherds of Iron Age tradition pottery (p. 137).
2. Shotton Village: during the excavation of the medieval
village, immediately east of the present hilltop village at
NZ 225781, a system of ditches was found north-east of
the hilltop on which the medieval settlement of Shotton
occupies. One of the ditches contained material radio
carbon dated to the late Bronze Age. Possibly associated
fragments of two superimposed roundhouses were dis
covered.
3. Shotton Anglo-Saxon site: 450m south of Shotton
village, the excavation of an Anglo-Saxon settlement at
NZ 224776 revealed a single, apparently isolated, large
roundhouse. Nearby was a pit alignment or pit-defined
boundary of presumed late Bronze Age or early Iron Age
origin. This ran north-west to south-east.
4. Shotton North: at the extreme northern tip of the
mining area, at NZ 22657894, the evaluation trenching
of 2005 contacted a palisaded site of probable prehis
toric date (AC Archaeology, unpublished client report
7195/2/0, 2006 deposited in Northumberland HER, 3-6;
13; Fig. 9). The site was subsequently excluded from the
mining area and has therefore not been further investi
gated. One sherd of possible prehistoric pottery could
not be more closely dated. This presumably represents a
kind of promontory site occupying the headland bounded
by the river Blyth to the north and, to the east, Plessey
Hall Dene. Earthworks that may relate to it are said to be
visible in the woods in the burn, immediately east of the
railway line. If prehistoric, such a site could be of either
Bronze Age or Iron Age date. It is worth noting that it
must lie very close to the point where the pit-defined
boundary found at Shotton North-east would reach the
river Blyth if continued in a straight course.

SHOTTON NORTH-EAST (Fig. 54) by Nick
Hodgson and Terry Frain
The Pit Alignment
This was traced on a straight north-west to south-east
alignment for an overall distance of 360m. There was no
sign of it having come to an end or interruption in either
direction before it passed out of the area where observa
tion was possible. For a detailed structural description
of the pit alignment and a discussion of its date in the
context of others found at Blagdon Park and Fox Covert,
Horton Grange, see Chapter 5. As in those cases, the
lowest silting of the pits is dated by optically stimulated
luminescence to the late Bronze Age or early Iron Age.
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Fig. 55 Shotton North-east settlement and minor enclosure. Scale 1:800

The settlement and stock (?) enclosure (Figs. 55, 56,59)
A total of nine circular or sub-circular structures were
found scattered in a roughly north-south alignment. It is
probable that all of these post-dated the pit alignment.
There was no surviving relationship between the pit
alignment and the only structure (5) to intersect its
line, Structure 5, which returned a radiocarbon date of
750-400 cal BC. Although Structure 5, and a predeces
sor (4), could in theory therefore predate the alignment,
this would require a pre-existing settlement to have been
cut through by the alignment and then to have continued
to develop. It seems preferable to see the settlement as
originating after the pits of the boundary feature had
silted up, perhaps at a time when the boundary had lost
its significance.
One of the circular structures (3) was physically cut
by a rectilinear enclosure 0.1 Oha in area, whose south
west ditch recut the pit alignment as a continuous ditch
for a distance of 34m. If there was any surviving bank
on the north-east side of the pit alignment it is also
possible that the enclosure made use of that to form part
of an internal banked circuit. The enclosure ditch was
of very slight (surviving) proportions: 1.2m wide and
0.5m deep, with 45 degree sides and a flat bottom. Its
depth thus exceeded that of the usual surviving depth of

the boundary pits. The enclosure was of rather irregular
shape, tapering towards the north-west, and measured
35.5 by 30m overall at the centres of its sides. There was
a 4m wide entrance on the north-east side, 7.5m from the
east corner, lm in front of the entrance was a traverse
length of ditch. The enclosure had fairly sharp corners:
the possibility was considered during excavation that a
palisade trench was represented, but no further evidence
was found to support this. There were no internal features
with the exception of one pit near the centre.
Finds: A portable cup-marked stone (p. 155 and Fig. 92, no. 7)
was found within the fill (2071) of the enclosure ditch.
A sequence of at least two congruent roundhouses,
designated Structure 1, and a curvilinear feature, or
possible fragmentary subcircular structure (7) were
stratigraphically later than the enclosure. None of the
other circular structures had a direct relationship with it,
but structures 4, 5, 6 and 9 could all have been contem
porary with the enclosure.
In summary, then, the Shotton North-East site represents
a small unenclosed settlement or possibly even isolated
house, replaced on a number of occasions. At a some
point the structure(s) were supplemented by a ditched or
palisaded enclosure, itself abandoned and overlain by the
latest circular structures of the settlement.

Fig. 56 Ovet all view o f Shotton North-east site. Figures stand on west, north and east corners o f the minor enclosure, overlain
(lower right) by House I. The pit alignment runs away north-west towards river Blyth (upper right)

Fig. 57

Shotton North-east House 1. Scale 1:200

Fig. 58

Shotton North-east House I after excavation, west at top

Structures 1 to 9 profiles

Selected sections through Rectilinear Enclosure

Fig. 60

Shotton ‘medieval village'prehistoric site. For location see Fig. 5. Scale 1:2,000

With the exception of Structure 1, only the drip-gullies
of the circular or sub-circular structures survived, often
in highly truncated state. They may be used to make a
crude estimate of the diameters of the now vanished
house structures, and it is possible that some progression
through time may be discerned. House 5 (early radiocar
bon date) and House 3 (earlier than the enclosure) would
have been a respectable 9 and 8m. Structure 1 (later than

the enclosure) was quite large at 11.5m. The structures
are, however, of fairly uniform size. There does not
seem to be the same variety of sizes as in the unenclosed
settlement at West Brunton, where examples in the 6-7m
range occur alongside much larger diameters.
Structures 5, 9 and 3 had south-east facing entrances.
Entrance orientation could not be ascertained in the
others except for the drip gully of Structure 1.

Structure 1 (Figs. 57, 58) consisted of two, or more
probably three, superimposed drip gullies, but the
remains were too badly intercut and plough-damaged to
resolve clearly into separate phases. It did appear that
there had been two phases of a west-facing entrance and
in a later phase the gully had an entrance facing east.
There was a short length of surviving wall-slot (south
west side) forming part of a circular structure some 1lm
in diameter.
Structure 6 was of irregular, segmented plan. It was
far from certain that 2, 7 and 8 represented sub-circular
structures. The only structure with preserved internal
features was 1 which contained a scatter of truncated
postholes (1034, 1041, 1051), a stakehole (1027) and a
pit 0.55m in diameter and 0.23m deep (1030).
Finds: The fill (1031) of the pit (1030) in Structure 1
produced a coarse stone tool (p.153 and Fig. 91, no. 3).
Radiocarbon dating: See Chapter 6. Six radiocar
bon dates obtained from the structures establish a ru
dimentary chronology. Structure 5 may be one of the
earliest elements of the site. Alder charcoal from the
upper fill of the drip gully was dated to 750-400 cal BC.
Two closely consistent dates from Prunus sp. (cherry)
(400-200 cal BC) and bailey charcoal (390-200 cal BC)
in the gully of Structure 3 indicate use in the third or
fourth centuries BC and give a terminus post quern for
the enclosure. From the second phase gully of Structure
1 (which overlies the enclosure) a charred barley grain
returned a date of 370-170 cal BC; from the third phase
of the gully a charred barley grain was dated 390-200
cal BC. Hazel charcoal from the lower drip gully fill of
Structure 9 dated to 380-180 cal BC; this building could
thus pre-date, be contemporary with, or post-date the
enclosure.

Fig. 61

These dates indicate a sequence of Structure 3 enclosure - Structure 1 compressed into the fourth and
third centuries BC, with a very short life for the enclosure.
There is no obvious reason why the dates (obtained from
barley grains) from Structure 1, apparently the latest on
the site, should be deceptively old, and there is thus no
indication that the settlement was occupied for long after
200 BC. If it assumed that two roundhouses were in use
at one time and that each had a life of 30 years, we arrive
at a timespan of 150-200 years; a use of this settlement
compressed into the years between 400 and 200 BC is
possible. There is a suggestion at Shotton North-East,
then, of a briefer episode of occupation than at the longer
lived sites that became major enclosures.

SHOTTON VILLAGE (Figs. 60, 61,62) by Nick
Hodgson and Warren Muncaster
On the north-east side of the present hilltop village a
number of ditches were found to underlie medieval
remains of twelfth-fourteenth century date. A curvilinear
ditch (5130) skirted the break of slope on the north-east
side of the raised ground. At its western end the ditch
straightened out and formed a T-junction (55=36) which
extended NNE and SSW. A third ditch (5535) connected
with ditch 5130 at the south-eastern extent of excava
tion. The ditches ranged between 2m and 3.70m in width
and up to 1.2m in depth and were filled with mottled
grey-brown silty clay differing markedly in character
from the darker fills of the medieval features.
Radiocarbon dating: alder charcoal from the fill (5583)
of ditch 5535 was dated to 1060-890 cal BC (SUERC28072).

Detail o f roundhouses at Shotton ‘medieval village' prehistoric site. Scale 1:200
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Shotton ‘medieval village’prehistoric site sections at 1:100 and 1:50

Two intercutting roundhouses (Fig. 61) lay 30m away
from the curvilinear ditch on the higher ground that it
defined. The southern, House 1, was defined by a frag
mentary drainage gully (5781) perhaps some 9.5m in
diameter, with which a structure some 7m in diameter
may be estimated. This house was cut by House 2, rep
resented by a fragment of curvilinear gully (5828) which
must originally have had a diameter of some 7.5m. This
gully cut a shallow north-south running linear feature.
Gully 5781 of House 1 produced several sherds of
Iron Age tradition pottery, and an additional sherd came
from a nearby medieval feature.
This evidence attests division of the north-eastern
slope of Shotton Village hilltop by ditches in the Bronze
Age, Iron Age or both. Clearly the Bronze Age radiocar
bon date can not, in isolation, be pressed too far to argue
for a Bronze Age date for the site; the single sample
could easily be residual. It must be uncertain whether
the roundhouses, apparently Iron Age, are contemporary
with the ditches. The ditches are less substantial than
those of the later Iron Age earthwork enclosures typical
of the region, and the T-junction evident in the plan hints
at a complex division of landscape into small-ditched
enclosures, possibly of the kind seen at Pegswood Moor
and Blagdon Park I.

SHOTTON ANGLO-SAXON SITE (Fig. 63) by
Nick Hodgson and Warren Muncaster
Among the Saxon halls and enclosures on a pronounced
ridge south of Shotton village was a single, impressively
rock-cut roundhouse, with a wall-slot 12m in diameter
and east-facing entrance.
A vestigial trace of an associated drainage gully
could be followed around the northern side. The eastern
doorposts were 1.87m apart and deeply cut into the
bedrock, with tapering vertical sides and flat bases; the
northern was 300mm in diameter and 400mm deep.
The northern half of the surviving wall slot 7611 was
cut through bedrock to a surviving depth (overlying
clay subsoil having largely disappeared) of 130mm. It
was 150mm wide, the slot widened toward the northern
doorpost. The wall slot at the southern side of the house
was cut in contrast through clay subsoil to a maximum
depth of 180mm. The inner edge was vertical and
the outer steeply sloped. The slot had been truncated
opposite the entrance but a faint trace of discolouration
along the projected line of the slot showed that it had
originally continued uninterrupted and that there was no
second west-facing door.
Toolmarks were recorded at the base of the rock-cut
north-east quadrant of the slot - mainly narrow

Fig. 63

Shotton ‘Anglo-Saxon site' prehistoric features. Scale 1:2,000. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

I Watching brief area

impressions suggesting the use of a chisel. The best
preserved example formed a distinct straight sided cut
40mm long, 5mm wide and 4mm deep. In profile it
was vertical along one side, steeply sloped on the other.
Beside the northern doorpost three tool marks were wider
and less defined and more suggestive of pick marks.
The only internal feature was a small posthole north
of the centre of the roundhouse.

Radiocarbon dating: Hazel charcoal from the fill
(7632) of the northern door posthole (7631) was dated
to 400-200 cal BC (SUERC-30834).
For a NNW-SSE running pit alignment some 325m
east of the isolated roundhouse, see Chapter 5.

5

The Pit Alignments

CIRCUMSTANCES OF DISCOVERY
Four pit alignments have been found to date during exca
vations in advance of surface mining projects conducted
by Banks Mining. In no case was there any previous in
dication of their existence; at all sites their discovery was
an unexpected by-product of archaeological mitigation.
The pit alignment at Fox Covert, Florton Grange, was
discovered by evaluation trenching and at Blagdon Park 1
during archaeological monitoring of soil-stripping. More
recently at Shotton Anglo-Saxon site a pit alignment
(and an isolated Iron Age roundhouse) have emerged
during the investigation of the early medieval site. The
pit alignment at Shotton North-east was found during the
excavation of the settlement there discovered in evalua
tion trenching, but was not detected by the blanket evalu
ation of the area around the Iron Age settlement.
Where scientifically dated (below) the alignments
seem to be consistently late Bronze Age or early Iron
Age in origin.
Location information and illustrated descriptions
follow. Fora general sense of location and spatial relation
to the landscape the alignments are illustrated on Fig. 5
and (with some idealised restoration) Fig. 99. A discus
sion of parallels and significance appears on p. 185-6.

BLAGDON PARK 1 (Figs. 5, 64; Sections 53-70,
Fig. 69)
At NZ 220763: extending from NNW to SSE in the Delhi
opencast extension monitored by Northern Archaeologi
cal Associates was a pit alignment formed by a minimum
of twenty pits which extended for 115m within the area.
The alignment followed a straight line and terminated
some 10m from the southern excavation limit. The exca
vators considered that this may have been an entrance in
the boundary delineation rather than its cessation.
The pits were sub-rectangular in form and spaced
between 0.7m and 3m apart. They were lm to 3.38m
long, 0.93m to 0.48m wide and up to 0.4m deep. Some
pits displayed evidence of having been cleaned out and
contained up to seven fills indicating gradual silting. The
fills varied between grey, brown and yellow clays and
silts. The base of one pit (204) was cut by a posthole
(232) whilst another pit (205) contained stones which
may have represented post-packing.
Little dating material was found; a tertiary flint flake of
Neolithic or early Bronze Age date, with abrupt retouch
along its end was recovered from the secondary fill (157)
of pit 155. Optically Stimulated Luminescence (OSL)
dating was carried out on the second layer of silt deposi
tion (157: above an evidently primary silting) in pit 155.
This gave a date of 735 BC ± 220, which would date the
deposit to the late Bronze Age or early Iron Age.

The alignment had no stratigraphic relationships with
any other prehistoric features.

SHOTTON NORTH-EAST (Fig. 5, 56, 65;
Sections 12-17, Fig. 69) by Terry Frain and Nick
Hodgson
At NZ 232785: extending from north-west to south
east was an alignment of pits traced over a distance of
360m. The alignment followed a tolerably straight line
and continued beyond the observed portion in both di
rections. Over 60 individual pits were recognised but
that does not include areas where pits had been joined
by later recuttings. Out of these, a sample of 11 pits was
fully excavated.
The pits were sub-rectangular in form and spaced
between 0.5m and 7m apart. They were highly variable
in length, ranged in width from 0.85m to 0.38m and
were up to 0.4m deep.
The pits were generally filled with a grey clay-silt,
suggesting accumulation over time rather than an
episode of backfilling. One of the 11 excavated one
(4047) contained what may have been three stake holes,
and another (4053) contained two possible postholes,
250mm in diameter and spaced 0.55m apart (Fig. 66).
The significance of the variation in length of the indi
vidual pits is difficult to judge; it is possible that more
than one phase of pits may be superimposed. In some
cases (e.g. 4075 and 4077) the pits had been linked
together by a narrow channel, 180mm wide and 150mm
deep.
A stone pounder (p. 153 and Fig. 91, no. 2) was found
in the upper fill (2093) of pit 2095.
Optically Stimulated Luminescence (OSL) dating was
obtained from two samples from the lower fills of pits
4066 and 4073, returning dates of 840 BC ± 250 and 410
BC ± 230.
Samples from the upper fills of pits 4066, 4070 and
4073 returned dates of AD 245 ± 180, 35 BC ± 170 and
80 BC ± 200.

SHOTTON ANGLO-SAXON SITE (Fig. 63) by
Warren Muncaster and Nick Hodgson
At NZ 277778: extending from NNW to SSE a pit
alignment, almost completely erased by ploughing,
survived in only two fragments in the excavated area,
the best preserved being at the edge of a field where
ploughing had been less intense. The two groups were
on slightly different axes indicating a sinuous original
course. A total of 11 pits were recorded, eight in the
main group and an isolated group of three 58m to the
north. The pits were spaced up to 0.95m apart and were
generally rectangular in plan with rounded corners. They

Fig. 64 Blagdon Park 1 pit alignment, overall plan at 1:2,000 and detail at 1:400. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown
Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

measured up to 2.2m in length and were 0.75 wide and
survived up to 0.3m in depth. Of two excavated examples
in the main group one 8507 had moderately sloped upper
edges which steepened midway down to form a narrow,
slightly rounded, base. The base contained re-deposited
clay subsoil that had probably accumulated soon after
construction. It was overlain by light grey silty clay and
the upper fill consisted of an accumulated layer of dark
grey silty clay, also visible in the neighbouring pits. The
northern group of pits were only visible as faint grey
shapes representing the lowest fills, with the darker
upper fill removed by ploughing.

FOX COVERT, HORTON GRANGE (Figs. 5,
67, 68; Sections 1-6, Fig. 69) by Warren Muncaster
and Nick Hodgson
At NZ 197747: extending from NNE to SSW (running
between Horton Grange andPrestwick Carr) an alignment
ot pits was uncovered over a distance of 375m, weaving
slightly to the west as it approached the Carr. The pits
were of the usual sub-rectangular shape and on average
1.5m -2.25m long, 0.8-0.95m wide, and 0.3m deep,
though within the northern 60m observed were less
truncated and survived to a maximum depth of 0.66m.
It is possible in this area that the pits had originally been
excavated deeper than elsewhere due to the waterlogged

Fig. 65

Shotton North-east pit alignment, overall plan at 1:2,000 and selected detail at 1:400

sandy subsoil that they were dug through. The interval
between the pits ranged from 0.25m to 1,70m.
The lower fills of the pits were grey, silty clays, with
successive layers of grey and brown clay silt above. In
several cases there was a distinct layer of the pit fill that
had accumulated on the eastern side of the pit - possible

evidence for a bank or other built up material on this side
which had slumped into the pits.
Two OSL dates were obtained from the lower and
upper fills of pit 4338. The lowest fill (4496) was dated to
920 BC ± 430 and the upper (4494) to AD 280 ± 130.
Only three artefacts were recovered from the pits, a

Posthole

4063

Fig. 66

Detail o f pits 4047 and 4053, Shotton north-east pit alignment. Scale 1:50

flint flake from the upper fill of pit 2175, a perforated
sandstone, possibly a weight (p. 153 and Fig. 90, no. 9),
from the lower fill of pit 2133, and a small stone disc
(p. 153 and Fig. 90, no. 8), of indeterminate date, from
pit 2167.
For an assemblage of largely Mesolithic flints found
in fieldwalking at this site, dating from the time when
the Can- on which it borders was a post-glacial lake, see
p. 162.

OPTICALLY STIMULATED
LUMINESCENCE (OSL) DATING
Optically stimulated luminescence (OSL) can be used to
estimate the time elapsed since buried sediment grains

were last exposed to daylight. Daylight releases charges
from light-sensitive traps in the defects in crystals such
as quartz and feldspar. The release of trapped charge
by light resets the OSL signal. When grains of quartz
are buried and hidden from light, they begin to accu
mulate a trapped charge population due to the effects
of ionising radiation from material naturally present in
the sediment. This trapped-charge population increases
in a measurable and predictable way for as long as the
sediment is deprived of daylight. As a result, the time
elapsed since sediment grains were buried can be deter
mined by measuring both the OSL signal and sensitivity
from a sample of sediment, and by estimating the level
of ionising radiation to which it has been exposed since
burial.

Table 7: OSL results from pit alignments
Site

Lab reference

Context

Context description

Lum inescence date
AD 280 ± 130

By site:
Fox Covert, Horton Grange

Dur05OSLQi 320 - 2A

4337

Pit 4338 upper fill

Fox Covert, Horton Grange

Dur05OSLQi 320 - 2B

4496

Pit 4338 lowest fill

BC 920 ± 430

Shotton North-East

D ur08OSLQI 367-1 -a

4065

Pit 4066 upper fill

AD 245 ± 180

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQI 367-1-b

4067

Pit 4066 low er fill

BC 410 ± 2 3 0

Shotton North-East

D ur08OSLQI 367-2-a

4068

Pit 4070 upper fill

BC 35 ± 170
not dateable

Shotton North-East

D ur08OSLQI 367-1-b

4069

Pit 4070 lower fill

Shotton North-East

D ur08OSLQl 367-3-a

4071

Pit 4073 upper fill

BC 80 ± 200

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQI 367-3-b

4072

Pit 4073 lower fill

BC 840 ± 250

Blagdon Park 1 (NAA Delhi)

D ur06OSLQi 3 3 1 -1

157

Pit 155 secondary fill

BC 735 ± 220

Blagdon Park 1 (NAA Delhi)

Dur06OSLQi 3 3 1 - 2

237

Pit 205 secondary fill

not dateable

By date:
Fox Covert, Horton Grange

Dur05OSLQi 320 - 2B

4496

Pit 4338 lowest fill

BC 920 ± 430

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQI 367-3-b

4072

Pit 4073 lower fill

BC 840 ± 250

Blagdon Park 1 (NAA Delhi)

Dur06OSLQi 3 3 1 -1

157

Pit 155 secondary fill

BC 735 ± 220

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQI 367-1-b

4067

Pit 4066 lower fill

BC 410 ± 2 3 0

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQI 367-3-a

4071

Pit 4073 upper till

BC 80 ± 200

Shotton North-East

DtirOSOSLQl 367-2-a

4068

Pit 4070 upper fill

BC 35 ± 170

Shotton North-East

Dur08OSLQl 367-1 -a

4065

Pit 4066 upper fill

AD 245 ± 180

Fox Covert, Horton Grange

D ur05OSLQi 320 - 2A

4337

Pit 4338 upper fill

AD 280 ± 130

1:2000

Fig. 67 Fox Coven pit alignment, overall plan at 1:2,000 and selected detail at 1:400. Ordnance Survey base mapping Ctown
Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

Fig. 68

Fox Covert pit alignment under excavation, looking SSW towards Prestwick Carr

Shotton Pit Alignment profiles

Fox Covert Pit Alignment profiles
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Blagdon Park 1 Pit Alignment profiles
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Fig. 69
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Pit alignment sections at 1:50

10 samples of sediment from the fills of various of
the pits in three of the alignments were taken on site by
members of the Department of Archaeology, Durham
University with the assistance of TWM staff (in the case
of Blagdon Park 1 samples were taken and submitted to
Durham by Northern Archaeological Associates).
The samples were prepared and the measurements
carried out by the Luminescence Dating laboratory,
Department of Archaeology, Durham University. Full
technical reports (available in the site archives) and
dates were provided. Laboratory references for all the
samples are given in the table of results.
After extraction of quartz inclusions in the grain size
90-150mm for luminescence measurements, an OSL

technique based on a single aliquot regenerative dose
(SAR) procedure was used to determine the absorbed
dose accumulated since last exposure of the sediment
in daylight.
The age calculated is given with two error terms based
on the specification by Aitken (1985). The first error
term, a A, is a type A standard uncertainty obtained by
analysis of repeated observations, and the second error
term, (o R), is a type B standard uncertainty based on an
assessment of uncertainty associated with all the quanti
ties employed in the calculation of age, including those
of type A. Only this second error term is given in the
table of results: all the uncertainties are given as ± lo
(68% confidence).
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Radiocarbon Dating

by Derek Hamilton and Nick Hodgson

SAMPLING AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
With two exceptions (a trace of Roman ceramic material
at East Brunton, a Meare bead at Blagdon Park 1) none of
the artefacts found on any of these late-prehistoric sites
was of any use in dating particular phases of activity,
and it was apparent at an early stage that scientific dating
offered the only prospect of reconstructing the chronolo
gies of the sites.
Dating strategy and quality of samples
It would not have been possible to select samples for
radiocarbon dating while excavation was actually in
progress, for the occurrence of naked-eye materials likely
to be datable was remarkably low. The poor weather
conditions and speed and selectivity of excavation were
no doubt factors in this, but it is also true that the fills of
ditches, gullies and postholes were often visually fea
tureless. A bulk sampling programme was undertaken on
all sites for the purposes of assessing the presence of bi
ological macrofossil and microfossils and without such
a programme the effective scientific dating of the sites
would not have been possible, for it was in these bulk
samples that the majority of the datable material was
eventually sourced. A strategy was developed whereby
in the early stages of post-excavation key contexts in the
stratigraphic sequence were identified and assessment
of the bulk samples from those contexts undertaken to
find datable materials, balancing the importance of the
various contexts for understanding the chronology of
the site with the resources (naturally limited in a com
mercial context) available. Even so, a surprisingly large
number of the bulk samples contained nothing datable.
As explained below this was a particular problem at
Blagdon Park 2, where ideally more dates would have
been obtained from the unenclosed settlement and
the major enclosure ditches, but suitable material was
simply not forthcoming from the bulk samples. At East
and West Brunton there was a greater, but still limited,
incidence of datable material and of visually apparent
carbonised material collected especially for the purpose
of radiocarbon dating.
With some exceptions that are clearly highlighted
in the interpretation that follows, it was possible to
employ short-lived, single entity samples for dating.
Also in nearly all cases the relationship of samples to
their contexts is clearly understood; the chosen materials
were well sealed in the lower parts of cut features and
samples from areas where different phase features in
tersected or were confused were avoided. Removing the
risk of contamination in this way does not remove the

risk of residuality (material being older than the context
in which it has been incorporated); where possible
materials unlikely to have been transported far in time,
such as cereal grains and nutshells were used for dating,
but the majority of cases have had to fall back on short
lived wood charcoal or other materials where a risk of re
siduality must be borne in mind, especially if the sample
is an isolated one. Again, dual or multiple dates have
been obtained from certain features in order to confirm
that the dates obtained (if in broad agreement) are not
hopelessly residual, but this has only been possible in
a selection of cases where material was available. The
general picture with these dating programmes is one of
having to settle for what we could get.
Results and calibration
In total 62 radiocarbon age determinations from lateprehistoric sites are reported in this volume, of which
53 came from the largest-scale excavations at Blagdon
Park 2 (13), East Brunton (14) and West Brunton (26).
These included three samples of animal bone, three
samples of wood, and 55 carbonized plant macrofossils
(i.e. charcoal or seeds). All of the samples were single
entities (as defined by Ashmore 1999) and all but four
(East Brunton: UBA-7820; SUERC-1398; Blagdon Park
1: SUERC-29307; SUERC-29308) were short-lived
materials. In all 62 results were produced.
25 samples were submitted to the Scottish Universi
ties Environmental Research Centre (SUERC-). 23 car
bonized plant macrofossils were pretreated following
methods in Stenhouse and Baxter (1983), while the two
samples of animal bone were pretreated following a
modified Longin (1971) method. All the samples were
processed as described by Vandeputte et al. (1996) and
Slota et al. (1987) and measured by AMS (Xu et al.
2004).
Twenty-three plant macrofossils were submitted to
the Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit (OxA-) where
they were processed as described in Brock et al. (2010)
and measured by AMS (Bronk Ramsey et al. 2004).
Fourteen samples were submitted to Queen’s Uni
versity, Belfast (UBA-). The charred plant macro
fossils were processed using an acid-alkali-acid pre
treatment (with the exception of UBA-7812, -7815,
-7816, -7818, and -7819 which underwent only the
initial acid step) that is first described by de Vries
and Barendsen (1952). The hazel wood (UBA-7813)
underwent further Soxhelet extraction (Hoper et al.
1998) followed by the acid-alkali-acid method. These
pretreated and dried samples were placed in quartz
tubes with a strip of silver ribbon to remove nitrates,
chlorides, and CuO. The samples were then sealed

under vacuum and combusted to C 0 2 overnight at
850°C. The calcined sheep bone was pretreated and
hydrolyzed to CO, as reported in Lanting and van der
Plicht (1998) and Lanting et al. (2001). The samples
of CO, were converted to graphite on an iron catalyst
using the zinc reduction method (Vogel et al. 1984).
The graphite samples were analysed with an 0.5 MeV
NEC pelletron compact accelerator, with the l4C /l2C
ratios corrected for fractionation using the on-line
measured l3C /l2C ratio and in accordance with Stuiver
and Polach (1977).
The three laboratories maintain continual programmes
of quality assurance procedures, in addition to participa
tion in international inter-comparisons (e.g. Scott 2003).
These tests indicate no laboratory offsets and demon
strate the validity of the measurements quoted.
The radiocarbon results are given in Table 8, and are
quoted in accordance with the international standard
known as the Trondheim convention (Stuiver and Kra
1986). They are conventional radiocarbon ages (Stuiver
and Polach 1977).
The calibrations of the results relate the radio
carbon measurements directly to calendar dates. All
have been calculated using the calibration curve of
Reimer et al. (2009) and the computer program OxCal
v4.1 (Bronk Ramsey 1995; 1998; 2001; 2009). The
calibrated date ranges cited in the text are those for
95% confidence. They are quoted in the form recom
mended by Mook (1986), with the end points rounded
outwards to 10 years if the error term is greater than
or equal to 25 radiocarbon years or to 5 years if it is
less. The ranges quoted in italics are posterior density
estimates derived from mathematical modelling.
The ranges in plain type in the text and Table 8 have
been calculated according to the maximum intercept
method (Stuiver and Reimer 1986). All other ranges
are derived from the probability method (Stuiver and
Reimer 1993).
Bayesian modelling and structure of report
Bayesian modelling of East and West Brunton by Derek
Hamilton was undertaken as part of a Collaborative
Doctoral Award from the Arts and Humanities Research
Council (CDA07/186), in partnership with English
Heritage and the University of Leicester. Further ra
diocarbon dating of East and West Brunton was made
possible through two NERC Radiocarbon Facility
(NRCF) grants (NF/ 2009/1/1 and NF/2009/2/2) and
continued project support from English Heritage. Subse
quently Derek Hamilton has produced a Bayesian model
for Blagdon Park 2.
In what follows the excavator’s interpretation of the
radiocarbon dates is followed by Hamilton’s discussion
of the Bayesian modelling of the three principal sites.
Although this leads to some repetition, and the essential
conclusions are the same, keeping the two accounts
separate will allow the reader to distinguish clearly
between the heuristic judgement of the excavator and
the Bayesian model and its assumptions.

EXCAVATOR’S INTERPRETATION OF THE
RADIOCARBON DATES by Nick Hodgson
Blagdon Park 1
Two samples from the burnt deposits above the silting of
the ditch of Structure 1 produced results (contexts 26 and
410). The material dated was unidentified charcoal, but
since both samples came from the same clearly defined
horizon of burning, in our archaeological judgement they
derive from the same event and there is a high probability
that they are the same actual date. The radiocarbon dates
were (context 410) 800-520 cal BC (SUERC-29308)
and (context 26) 820-540 cal BC (SUERC-29307).
This establishes that among the dispersed structures of
the Blagdon Park 1 settlement, which lacked substan
tial earthwork enclosure and almost certainly represent
a number of settlement foci of different dates, the large
roundhouse at the western extent of the distribution
(Structure 1) was in use in the early Iron Age.
Blagdon Park 2
At Blagdon Park 2, despite a search through the bulk
samples that had been routinely taken for macrofossil
and microfossil assessment, there were grave problems
in locating datable material from key contexts in the
stratigraphic sequence. This shortage of datable material
amongst the samples means that in several cases the
dating of a key stage in the site development, such as
the unenclosed roundhouse settlement, or each of the
principal later enclosure ditches, relies on a single radio
carbon measurement. In addition, three dates, including
that from the unenclosed settlement, were obtained from
charcoal, which, although it was ascertained not to be
oak, does not allow the same degree of confidence that
it was contemporary with its context as would a single
entity from an identifiable short-lived species. A further
date came from indeterminate bone, bringing with it
some risk of residuality. Nevertheless, the remaining
dates were from short-lived material and all were
obtained from well-sealed contexts. Taken together they
establish an outline chronology for the site.
Phase 112: Unenclosed settlement and earlier or later
small-clitched enclosure
It is uncertain whether the earliest Iron Age Phase was
an unenclosed settlement of roundhouses or a smallditched enclosure. Unfortunately there was no surviving
stratigraphical relationship between these two elements.
The late-iron Age inner enclosure of Phase 3 was
clearly designed in relation to the small enclosure; it
was congruent on three sides and on the fourth (the only
side where the earlier enclosure was not removed by
the ditch of the later) their entrances coincided exactly.
For this reason a straightforward view would be that
the smaller enclosure immediately preceded the larger.
However, an intervening phase of unenclosed settle
ment cannot be ruled out; the radiocarbon dates from the
surviving ditch of the small enclosure did not support a

Table 8: Radiocarbon results
Lab ID

Context Inform ation [Sam ple ID]

Structural
Phase

M aterial

813C
(%o)

Radiocarbon
age (BP)

Calibrated date
(95% confidence)

SUERC-23156

fill 1025 of Drip gully in RH38
[DER07 1025]

3

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-25.0

6760 ±30

5730-5620 cal BC

SUERC-23147

fill 386 of posthole in RH13 [DER07
386]

Bronze Age

charcoal: identified as
non-Oak

-26.4

3085 ±30

1430-1260 cal BC

SUERC-23152

fill 867 that comprised primary silting
o f North terminal o f the sm all-ditch
enclosure [DER07 867]

1/2

charcoal: identified as
non-Oak

-26.7

2965 ±30

1310-1050 cal BC

SUERC-26690

fill 748 that com prised primary silting
of South terminal o f the small-ditch
enclosure [DER07 748]

1/2

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-26.0

2540 ±35

800-540 cal BC

SUERC-23148

upper fill 702 o f Drip gully in RH
23/29 [DER07 702]

1/2

charcoal: identified as
non-Oak

-26.5

2440 ±30

760-400 cal BC

SUERC-23158

fill 1324 o f Pit in RH50 [DER07 1324]

2/3

charred hazelnut shell
fragment

-24.1

2220 ±30

390-190 cal BC

SUERC-23154

fill 921 of Drip gully in RH37 [DER07
921]

3

charcoal: Betula sp.

-28.0

2160 ±30

360-110 cal BC

Blagdon Park 2

SUERC-23157

fill 1304 o f Pit in RH50 [DER07 1304]

2/3

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-23.5

2155 ±30

350-100 cal BC

SUERC-23155

fill 988 of posthole in RH21/40
[DER07 988|

3

carbonized grain:
indeterminate

-20.2

2120 ±30

350-50 cal BC

SUERC-23153

fill 873 o f posthole in RH21/40
[DER07 873]

3

charcoal: Primus sp.

-26.0

2065 ±30

180 cal B C -cal
AD 10

SUERC-23146

fill 277 of Drip gully in RH7 [DER07
277]

3

charcoal: Betula sp.

-25.8

2055 ±30

170 cal B C -cal
AD 20

SUERC-23163

structured deposit in Inner Enclosure
ditch terminal (DER07 1231]

3

animal bone: Celtic
shorthorn cattle

-22.2

2015 ±30

100 cal B C -cal
AD 60

SUERC-23162

fill 1169=1221 in Outer Enclosure
ditch [DER07 1221]

3

animal bone: indeterm inate

-27.5

1975 ±30

50 cal BC -cal
AD 90

UBA-7820

fill 131 o f palisade slot [NGP02
131/56]

1

charcoal: Quercus spp.

-33.0

2445 ±39

770^100 cal BC

OxA-22628

fill 247 of posthole 248 of House C
[247A ]

1/2

charcoal: Quercus spp.,
roundwood

-25.6

2428 ±27

750^100 cal BC

UBA-7818

upper fill 143 of pit 144 in House O
[NGP03 143/42]

2

bulk: carbonized grain;
barley

-20.2

2361 ±32

520-380 cal BC

OxA-22492

fill 247 o f posthole 248 of House C
[247B]

1/2

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-26.9

2338 ±27

410-380 cal BC

OxA-22491

fill 219 o f posthole 220 in internal post
ring of House B |2 19]

2

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-26.8

2308 ±28

410-360 cal BC

OxA-22493

fill 247 of posthole 248 of House C
[247C]

1/2

charcoal: Betulaceae

-25.7

2284 ±25

400-230 cal BC

OxA-22486

fill 112 o f Wall slot 113 in House F
[1 12B]

3

charcoal: Populus sp.

-26.2

2183 ±27

370-170 cal BC

SUERC-1398

3
fill 121 of pit/posthole 122 at south
side o f House G entrance [NGP03 121 ]

charcoal: unidentified

-27.8

2140 ±45

360^10 cal BC

OxA-22485

fill 112 of Wall slot 113 in House F
[112A]

3

charcoal: Betula sp.

-26.4

2137 ±27

350-60 cal BC

UBA-7819

fill 460 of third recut o f Enclosure 2
[NGP03 460/82]

3

bulk: 2 carbonized grains;
wheat

-27.6

2088 ±31

200-1 cal BC

OxA-22488

fill 117 of Gully 118 surrounding
House G ] 117B ]

3

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-28.0

2087 ±26

2 0 0 ^ t0 cal BC

OxA-22487

fill 117 of Gully 118 surrounding
House G [117A]

3

charcoal: Acer campestre

-27.9

2084 ±27

200-40 cal BC

OxA-22489

fill 119 of pit/posthole 120 at north side 3
of House G entrance [119]

charcoal: Quercus spp.;
roundwood

-26.3

2064 ±25

170-1 cal BC

OxA-22490

fill 151 of Wall slot 152 in House Va
[151]

2

charcoal: unidentified tuber

-27.0

2060 ±26

170 cal B C -cal
AD 10

fill 1058 in gully of Structure la

2

carbonized grain: barley

-9.1

2405 ±59

770-380 cal BC

-10.4

2404 ±37

750-390 cal BC

East Brunton

West Brunton
U BA -7811
UBA-7814

fill 1602 in gully o f Structure 29
[associated with Enclosure B]

3

charcoal: identified as
non-Oak

UBA-7809

fill 1202 in gully o f Structure 4

1/2

animal bone: unknown
calcined sheep

-23.3

2390 ±42

750-390 cal BC

OxA-22354

fill 1309 of slot in Structure 1a

2

charcoal: Corylus avellana

-24.6

2333 ±26

4 10-380 cal BC

M aterial

613C
(%»)

Radiocarbon
age (BP)

Calibrated date
(95% confidence)

2

wood: hazel

-26.8

2303 ±32

410-260 cal BC

1/2

carbonized grain: barley

-24.3

2289 ±36

410-210 cal BC

-26.2

2287 ±22

400-260 cal BC

Lab ID

Context Inform ation [Sam ple IDJ

Structural
Phase

UBA-7806

fill 1309 of slot in Structure la

UBA-7808

fill 1280 in gully o f Structure 6

OxA-X-2386-33

fill 1602 in gully of Structure 29
[associated with Enclosure B |

3

charcoal: Corylus avellana;
roundwood

OxA-22780

fill 1069 in posthole 1068 in Structure
lb

3

charcoal: Rowan type

-27.9

2244 ±27

400-200 cal BC

OxA-22847

fill 1057 in pit/hearth 1060 in Structure
la

2

charcoal: Sorbus sp.

-26.0

2228 ±24

385— 200 cal BC

OxA-22397

fill 1057 in pit/hearth 1060 in Structure
la

2

charcoal: Corylus avellana

-26.1

2177 ±25

360-160 cal BC

OxA-22849

(ill 1530 in gully terminal segment
1533 o f Structure 12

3

charcoal: Sorbus sp.

-24.7

2173 ±25

360-160 cal BC

OxA-22789

fill 1817 o f gully o f Structure 35

3

charcoal: Corylus avellana;
roundwood

-29.1

2110 ±28

210^10 cal BC

OxA-22846

fill 1015 in the last recut o f gully of
Structure lb

3

charcoal: Prunus spinosa

-26.3

2108 ±24

200^15 cal BC

UBA-7807

fill 1279 in gully of Structure 6

1/2

carbonized grain: wheat

-15.5

2088 ±44

350 cal BC -cal
AD 10

OxA-23067

lowest fill 1684 o f ditch 1685
[Enclosure A]

3

charcoal: Acer sp.;
roundwood

-25.5

2070 ±31

180 cal BC -cal
AD 10

SUERC-28598

fill 1530 in gully terminal segment
1533 o f Structure 12

3

charcoal: Alnus/Corylus sp.

-25.4

2065 ±30

180 cal BC -cal
AD 10

OxA-22850

replicate o f OxA-22849

3

as OxA-22849

-25.7

2064 ±25

170-1 cal BC

O xA -22851

fill 1626 of posthole 1627 at entrance of
Structure 29 [assoc, with Enclosure B]

3

charcoal: Acer sp.;
roundwood

-24.6

2020 ±25

90 cal B C -cal
AD 60

OxA-22398

fill 1626 of posthole 1627 at entrance of
Structure 29 [assoc, with Enclosure B |

3

charcoal: Corylus avellana

-25.4

1991 ±25

50 cal BC -cal
AD 70

OxA-22848

(ill 1193 in last recut o f enclosure
Ditch C

3

charcoal: Acer sp.;
roundwood

-24.8

1991 ±24

50 cal B C -cal
AD 70

UBA-7810

fill 1018 in gully of Structure lb

3

carbonized grain: wheat

-24.2

1962 ±32

50 cal BC-cal AD 130

SUERC-28599

(ill 1193 in last recut o f enclosure
Ditch C

3

charcoal: Populus/Salix sp.

-25.2

1960 ±30

40 cal B C -cal AD
130

UBA-7816

upper fill 1133 in enclosure Ditch C

3

carbonized grain: wheat

-24.0

1926 ±43

40 cal B C -cal AD
210

UBA-7813

(ill 1661 in terminal of Enclosure A
ditch

3

wood: hazel

-30.8

1892 ±31

cal AD 50-220

U B A -7815

upper fill 1133 in enclosure Ditch C

3

carbonized grain: wheat

-18.3

1880 ±30

cal AD 60-230

UBA-7812

fill 1661 in terminal of Enclosure A ditch

3

wood: cherry

-35.5

1865 ±36

cal AD 60-240

SUERC-29307

deposit 26 above silting o f ditch of
Structure 1

-

charcoal indet.

-24.6

2565 ±40

820-540 cal BC

SUERC-29308

deposit 410 above silting of ditch of
Structure 1

-

charcoal indet.

-25.9

2525 ±40

800-520 cal BC

fill 5583 of ditch 5535

-

charcoal: alder

-26.7

2815 ±30

1060-890 cal BC

Fill 7632 o f door posthole 7631

-

charcoal: hazel

-26.6

2240 ±35

400-200 cal BC

upper fill (3026) o f drip gully in
Structure 5

-

charcoal: alder

-28.7

2430 ±30

750-400 cal BC

Blagdon Park 1

Prehistoric
ditch at
‘Shotton
M edieval S ite’
SUERC-28072
Roundliouse at
‘Shotton AngloSaxon site’
SUERC-30834
Shotton NorthEast
SUERC-27361
SUERC-27360

gully fill (2046) of Structure 3

-

charcoal: alder

-26.7

2265 ±30

400-200 cal BC

SUERC-27648

gully fill (2082) of Structure 3

-

charcoal: Prunus sp.

-27.6

2245 ±35

400-200 cal BC

SUERC-27359

third-phase gully fill (1053) in
Structure 1

-

charred cereal grain: barley

-23.7

2240 ±30

390-200 cal BC

-

charcoal: hazel

-25.3

2200 ±35

380-180 cal BC

-

charred cereal grain: barley

-21.8

2190 ±30

370-170 cal BC

SUERC-27649

lower drip gully fill (3085) of Structure 9

SUERC-27355

second-phase gully fill (1054) in
Structure 1

micl- to late-iron Age date, and there is a parallel for a
phase of open settlement intervening between phases of
congruent enclosure at West Brunton (p.67).
Two of the radiocarbon measurements obtained
suggest the possibility of Bronze Age activity (in the
period c. 1400-1000 cal BC) at Blagdon Park 2. One of
these (SUERC-23147) came from fill 386 of one (385)
of an arc of postholes within Structure R 13/14 that could
just possibly be the remnants of a Bronze Age house.
The material was non-oak charcoal and the result was
1430-1260 cal BC. One (SUERC-23152) of two dates
obtained from the primary silting (867) of the small
enclosure ditch, also from non-oak charcoal, produced
a date of 1310-1050 cal BC.
This must raise the possibility that the small enclosure
contained a settlement of Bronze Age-early Iron Age
date, although it is explained on p. 15 why it is felt more
likely that the small ditched enclosure is an immediate
predecessor (‘Phase 2’) to the late Iron Age site.
If this argument is accepted, then the early date from
the ditch (SUERC-23152) has to be regarded as residual,
as does a second sample from the primary silting (748)
at the entrance of the small enclosure ditch, from hazel
or alder charcoal, dated to 800-540 cal BC (SUERC26690).
Many of the roundhouses of the unenclosed (‘Phase
U) settlement cannot have co-existed with the small
enclosure, and will either have overlain it or been cut by
it (the actual relationship having been removed by the
congruent Phase 3 enclosure ditch). House 22 as well
as the arc of postholes in structure 13/14 could have
belonged inside such an early enclosure.
Only a single datable sample was obtainable from
a structure within the unenclosed, Phase 1 settlement
that cannot have co-existed with the small enclosure.
Non-oak charcoal from the upper fill (702) of the north
terminal (698) of the gully outside the wall of Round
house 23/29 produced a radiocarbon date of 760-400 cal
BC (SUERC-23148).
One large and well-preserved circular structure (50)
lay outside and on the same alignment as the entrances
of the successive enclosures. From its interior datable
samples were recovered from two pits. A fragment of
hazelnut shell recovered from fill 1324 of pit 1325 was
radiocarbon dated to 390-190 cal BC (SUERC-23158).
Alnus glutinosa/Corylus avellana charcoal from fill
1304 of pit 1305 was radiocarbon dated to 350-100 cal
BC (SUERC-23157).
It is suggested on p.23 that there are spatial reasons
for believing that Roundhouse 50 was in existence
before the late-iron Age Phase 3 enclosure and that
it continued to co-exist with that enclosure. If so,
the earlier of these two dates (SUERC-23158) could
indicate the period of origin of Roundhouse 50, either
as part of the unenclosed settlement or as an outlier
to the small earlier enclosure, whichever of those is
placed later in the sequence.

Dates from the late-iron Age enclosure (Phase 3)
A sample from a deposit, presumably structured, of
Celtic shorthorn cattle skulls in a layer of clay silt (1213)
above the primary silting of the south ditch terminal of
the inner enclosure was dated to 100 cal BC-cal AD 60
(SUERC-23163).
Two samples of short-lived charcoal were dated from
postholes inside House 40/21, one of the two principal
houses of the inner enclosure, although it was not clear
with which of the two main phases of construction (40
or 21) they were associated. The dates were: (SUERC23153, fill 873 of posthole 872, Prunus charcoal) 180 cal
BC-cal AD 10 and (SUERC-23155, fill 988 of posthole
989, indeterminate carbonised grain) 350-50 cal BC.
It was hoped to obtain several dates from the outer
enclosure ditch in order to exclude the possibility that
it originated before the inner enclosure, enclosing the
Phasel ‘open’ roundhouse settlement, but unfortunately
the samples from its basal fills proved extraordinar
ily barren of carbonised or waterlogged materials. The
argument that the outer ditch originated at the same
time or later than the inner has therefore to be based on
stratigraphical and spatial evidence (p.23). One date was
obtained from the outer enclosure ditch: indeterminate
animal bone from the clay infill of the southern terminal
(1169=1221) to effect the widening of the entrance
yielded a radiocarbon date of 50 cal BC-cal AD 90
(SUERC-23162). This sequence and date establish that
the internal droveway was not added until some time in
the period between 50BC and AD 90, and that the outer
ditched enclosure was already in existence at the time
the trackway was added.
Three dates were obtained from structures within par
titioned areas between the inner and outer enclosure.
From sub-enclosure B, north of the droveway, Betula
charcoal from the fill (921) of the north drip gully
terminal of Roundhouse 37 returned a radiocarbon date
of 360-110 cal BC (SUERC-23154). Alnus glutinosa/
Corylus avellana charcoal from the fill (1025) of the
gully of Roundhouse 38, which cut house 37 and was in
fact the latest in the sequence here, dated to 5730-5620
cal BC (SUERC-23156). Although no problem with the
sample was reported, the result is approximately 4,600
14C years older than SUERC-23154 from the same
sequence of structures or any of the results from this
phase of the site in general. It is likely to be either inac
curate or residual. In the area probably dedicated to met
alworking activity, west of sub-enclosure C in the space
between the south sides of the inner and outer enclo
sures, short-lived Betula charcoal from the fill ((277) of
the drip gully around small circular structure R7 (which
superseded R7/12) was dated to 170 cal BC-cal AD 20
(SUERC-23146).
Excluding SUERC-23156, the remaining six dates
from the final enclosed phase of the settlement therefore
present a remarkably consistent picture of activity falling
within the period 360 cal BC-cal 90 AD. Obviously,
given the low absolute number of results, this should
not be taken too firmly to indicate the beginning- and

end-dates of occupation in this phase, but the results do
confirm that the earthwork enclosure at Blagdon Park 2
was essentially a phenomenon of the later Iron Age.
Finally, a second result was obtained from Round
house 50, outside the east side of the outer enclosure.
Almts glutinosa/Corylus avellana charcoal in a pit fill
(1304) dated to 350-100 cal BC (SUERC-23157), sug
gesting the possibility of continued use of this outlying
structure in the age of earthwork enclosure.
Shotton Village site
A single measurement from short-lived charcoal (alder)
from one of the system of ditches north-east of Shotton
village suggests a late Bronze Age date: 1060-890 cal
BC (SUERC-28072).
Shotton North-east Iron Age site
Six radiocarbon dates obtained from the structures
establish a rudimentary chronology. Structure 5 may be
one of the earliest elements of the site. Alder charcoal
from the upper fill (3026) of the drip gully was dated to
750-400 cal BC (SUERC-27361). Two closely consistent
dates from alder charcoal (SUERC-27360: 400-200 cal
BC) and primus sp. charcoal (SUERC-27648: 400-200
cal BC) in the gully of Structure 3 (contexts 2046 and
2082) indicate use in the third or fourth centuries BC and
give a terminus post quem for the enclosure. From the
second phase gully of Structure 1 (context 1054) (which
overlies the enclosure) a charred barley grain returned
a date of 370-170 cal BC (SUERC-27355); from the
third phase of the gully a (context 1053) charred barley
grain was dated 390-200 cal BC (SUERC-27359).
Hazel charcoal from the lower drip gully fill (3085) of
Structure 9 dated to 380-180 cal BC (SUERC-27649);
this building could thus pre-date, be contemporary with,
or post-date the enclosure.
These dates indicate a sequence of Structure 3 enclosure - Structure 1 compressed into the fourth and
third centuries BC, with a very short life for the enclosure.
There is no obvious reason why the dates (obtained from
barley grains) from Structure 1, apparently the latest on the
site, should be deceptively old, and there is thus no indica
tion that the settlement was occupied for long after 200 BC.
If it assumed that two roundhouses were in use at one time
and that each had a life of 30 years, we arrive at a timespan
of 150-200 years; a use of this settlement compressed into
the years between 400 and 200 BC is possible.
East Brunton
Dates from Phase 1/2, the palisaded and open
settlements
UBA-7820, from oak charcoal, possibly long-lived,
does no more than establish that the earliest element
in the sequence, the palisaded enclosure (Phase 1) has
a terminus post quem (strictly for its demolition) of
770-400 cal BC and was therefore probably in existence
by some date within that range.

The dated activity in the open (Phase 2) settlement that
ensued centred on the period around 400 cal BC: charcoal
from a short-lived wood species from a pit in House O,
definitely later than the palisade enclosure, yielded a date
of 520-380 cal BC (UBA7818). OxA-22491 from short
lived wood charcoal in a posthole in House B, which
seems very unlikely to relate to the palisade enclosure,
returned 410-360 cal BC. OxA-22492-3 (both from
short lived wood charcoal) from a posthole in House
Cl gave ranges of 410-380 cal BC and 400-230 cal BC.
A third date from oak charcoal from the same posthole
(OxA-22628) was 750-400 cal BC. House Cl could the
oretically have belonged inside the palisade enclosure,
or the sequence of house construction (C1-C2-C3) could
have begun while the palisade was still in use.
This clustering of dates around 400 cal BC, and the
absence of open-settlement dates for the period between
then and the advent of the Phase 3 enclosed settlement
around 200 cal BC has led to the Bayesian model of
Hamilton proposing a hiatus in activity on the site of
between 130 and 230 years. It must be remembered,
however, that the model can only indicate a hiatus in
dated activity. It relies on four dates from three houses
(Hamilton rejects OxA-22628 as residual) but this is out
of at least 32 houses (see Table 3) which either possibly
or definitely belonged to the open settlement Phase 2
and for which we do not have radiocarbon dates.
In his analysis Hamilton noted that a charred tuber
submitted from fill 151 of the wall-slot (152) of House
Va (Ox-22490) of the open settlement returned a result
200-400 years later than expected and therefore likely to
be intrusive.
Dates from the Phase 3 enclosed settlement
The remaining seven radiocarbon dates from East
Brunton all relate to the eastern of the two Phase 3 en
closures, Enclosure 2. Consistent dates from short-lived
charcoal of various species place the dated activity in
Enclosure 2 in the last three centuries cal BC. From
the wall-slot of House FI, apparently centrally placed
in the enclosure (although the full extent of the latter
is unknown) OxA-22485 was 350-60 cal BC and
OxA-22386 370-170 cal BC. From the gully of House
G, a short distance north, OxA-22487 and OxA-22488
were both 200-40 cal BC. The internal features north and
south of the entrance of House G also supplied dates. The
southern (SUERC-1398; from unidentified charcoal and
therefore excluded from the Bayesian modelling) was
360-40 cal BC; the northern, from short-lived material,
was 170-1 cal BC. Finally, two carbonised wheat grains
from the lowest fill of the third recut enclosure ditch (on
the south side) yielded UBA-78I9, 200-1 cal BC.
The Bayesian modelling, based on six of these dates,
results in the enclosed activity at East Brunton beginning
in 335-115 cal BC and probably in 250-155 cal BC and
in dated activity at the site ending in 170 cal BC-cal AD
5 and probably in 145-50 cal BC. Once again, the model
only applies to the dated activity (in this phase of the site
derived from six dates) and does not take into account

undated activities in this phase. For this reason it would be
dangerous to accept this model at face value as evidence
that East Brunton was abandoned before cal AD 0. Ad
mittedly, UBA-7819 does on the face of it mean that the
south side of the main enclosure ditch was not recut after
1 cal BC. However, the dates from House FI derive from
the first of three successive roundhouses on this spot: the
wall-slot containing context 112 (9.75m diameter) was
cut by a second slot (House F2, 9m in diameter), while
both these slots are surrounded by drip-gully (F3), too
large to relate to them, which presumably surrounded
a house some 12.8m in diameter whose remains have
been ploughed away. The dates obtained from House
FI therefore relate to the earlier history of the enclosed
phase and the later houses in the sequence at the centre
of Enclosure 2 have not been dated. Most importantly, no
dates are available from Enclosure 1, so that even if it were
established that enclosure 2 was abandoned before the turn
of the millennium, continued occupation in Enclosure 1,
or even the replacement of Enclosure 2 by Enclosure 1,
would be possible models. Finally, the Bayesian model
does not take into account a Roman amphora sherd from
East Brunton (p. 142). Although this material might con
ceivably have reached the site before the formal Roman
conquest of the region in the 70s AD, it does suggest that
the mainstream occupation at East Brunton continued
well beyond the beginning of the first millennium. The
melted remains of what is possibly a glass bangle of latefirst or second-century AD date from House A (associated
with Enclosure 1) at the same site provides some confir
mation of this continued use of the site into the period of
Roman occupation.
The relatively small number of dates from East
Brunton, then, along with the contexts from which they
were obtainable, makes it difficult to give a clear and
unambiguous date for the abandonment of the site on the
basis of the radiocarbon dates alone. The real value of
the dates from Phase 3 has been to establish that the use
of earthwork enclosure at East Brunton was a phenome
non of the later-iron Age, specifically of the period after
300 cal BC and probably originating around 200 cal BC.
Finally, if some ambiguity surrounds the interpretation of
the dated activity as evidence for the abandonment-date
of the site, it is important that the radiocarbon dates offer
absolutely no grounds for occupation extending beyond
the first to second century AD occupation suggested by
the Roman amphora and possible remains of a post-conquest glass bangle.
West Brunton
Dates from the open settlement
At West Brunton there was no early enclosure, the
open settlement (Phase 1/2) being the earliest element
in the stratigraphic sequence. The earliest context in
the sequence to yield a sample was the gully of House
4, where a calcined sheep bone was dated to 750-390
cal BC (UBA-7809). House 4 was earlier in sequence
than House 6, which, being cut by Gully D, itself

certainly pre-dated the enclosed arrangement of Phase
3. Two dates were obtained from carbonised barley and
wheat grains from the gully of House 6. These were
(UBA-7808) 410-210 cal BC and (UBA-7807) 350 cal
BC-cal AD 10.
With the exception of House 1A (which will be
discussed in a moment) these were unfortunately the
only contexts yielding datable material among the many
samples taken from at least 38 structures which either
definitely or possibly belonged to the open settlement
phase. Nevertheless the dates (including UBA-7807,
which Hamilton excludes from his model as ‘too recent
for its stratigraphic position’) seem entirely consistent
with an open settlement beginning sometime before c.
400 cal BC and extending in use up to c. 200 cal BC.
This is also consistent with the results of the Bayesian
modelling, which estimates that the open settlement
began in 525-390 cal BC and probably in 455-400 cal
BC with the Phase 3 enclosure following in 320-170 cal
BC and probably in 260-190 cal BC. The end-date of the
open settlement seems to be firmly established, but given
that the date of its commencement relies on samples from
three houses out of 38 that might have yielded dates we
should perhaps be cautious and consider the possibility
that undated elements of the open-settlement might be
earlier than 525 cal BC.
House 1A, which was surrounded by a palisade, and
appears to have been some kind of predecessor (although
not necessarily in a continuous sequence) of House IB
and Enclosure A of the Phase 3 settlement, is dated by
five samples from three contexts. Hazel charcoal from
its wall slot was dated to (UBA-7806) 410-260 cal BC
and (OxA-22354) 410-380 cal BC. An internal ash-pit or
hearth (1060) yielded results of (OxA-22397) 360-160
cal BC and (OxA-22847) 385-200 cal BC. A charred
barley grain from the fill (1058) of another internal ash
and charcoal filled scoop yielded a radiocarbon date of
770-380 cal BC (UBA-7811). These results seem con
sistent with use of House 1A and its accompanying
palisade as an element within the open settlement in the
period c. 400-200 cal BC. A sixth date (OxA-22780)
was obtained from short-lived species charcoal from a
posthole (1068) which is best ascribed to the subsequent
Phase 3 house (IB); however this posthole cut an ash pit
which was itself earlier than the ash-pit described above
(1060) which certainly belonged to House A. There is
a high probability, then, that posthole 1068 contained
material disturbed from a feature earlier than 1060. The
result was 400-200 cal BC.
As noted by Hamilton in his Bayesian modelling study,
seeing the palisade enclosure of House 1A as a direct
predecessor to the late-iron Age earthwork enclosure of
House 1B gives seemingly implausibly long life spans to
these roundhouses; they are the only principal structures
in the successive enclosures and if the latter were in use
continuously the two houses between them would have
a life of some five centuries. But even if we accept that
there was a reversion to unenclosed settlement between
the palisade and enclosure 1 (with houses 2 and 2A,

which cut House 1A/the palisade but underlie enclosure
1, representing the interval), this cannot have been much
longer than, say, c. 275-175 cal BC. As explained in
the structural report, it is also a possibility that there
was no unenclosed interval. It seems inescapable that
House 1B stood for much of the first two centuries BC
and for at least the first century AD, in other words that
it had a minimum life of three centuries. The solution
would seem to be that the structures of these massive
and elaborate houses were repaired and regenerated over
considerable periods by means which are not obviously
archaeologically detectable, presumably involving the
replacement of major uprights.
Dates from the occupation o f the final, enclosed Phase
3 at West Brunton
Hazel charcoal from the gully of House 35, firmly asso
ciated with the Enclosed phase on spatial grounds, was
dated (OxA-22789) to 210-40 cal BC.
Three results (OxA-22849: 360-160 cal BC; Ox A
22850: 170-1 cal BC; SUERC-28598: 180 cal BC-cal
AD 10) were obtained from two samples of short-lived
charcoal from the fill of the gully surrounding House
12. OxA-22849 and -22850 are laboratory replicates
of the same sample and should be expected to be the
same age. The two results, however, do not pass a chisquare test. SUERC-28598 does pass a chi-square test
with OxA-22850. OxA-22849 thus appears to be too old
compared with the other results. There was no recorded
problem with the samples and it would appear that
OxA-22849 is a statistical outlier; accordingly Hamilton
has excluded it from his Bayesian modelling. Taken
overall the dates place the use of House 12 in the last two
centuries BC and confirm that it is correctly attributed
to Phase 3, as its apparent enclosure within gullies and
ditches of that phase had suggested.
A single date, 180 cal BC-cal AD 10 (OxA-23067),
was obtained from a single fragment of Acer ap.
Roundwood charcoal from the primary silting (1684)
of one of the principal enclosure ditches, on the north
side of Enclosure A. There was no indication that the
ditch had been recut at this point prior to this deposi
tion, although there is no way of knowing how often it
might have been cleaned out; the deposit represents the
primary accumulation in the ditch in its final and only
extant form.
Primus sp. charcoal from the primary fill of the last
recut of the drip gully of the principal House I B in
Enclosure A was dated (OxA-22846) to 200-45 cal BC.
As discussed above the date (OxA-22780) obtained from
an internal posthole (1068) of House IB is probably
residual.
Four results were obtained from the area of the entrance
House 29 in the northern enclosure (B). Two samples
were dated from the fill of the earlier of the two phases
of the surrounding gully, and two from the fill (1626) of
one a row of postholes just inside the entrance. The latter
two results (OxA-22398 and -22851) were on short-lived
charcoal (Corylus sp. and Acer sp. roundwood) and gave

dates of 50 cal BC-cal AD 70 and 90 cal BC-cal AD 60.
This provides useful confirmation that House 29, and
by implication the northern Enclosure (B) dates to the
late pre-Roman Iron Age and was used contemporane
ously with Enclosure A. The date could as well refer to
the construction as to the extraction of the posts. The
two results from the surrounding gully were consider
ably older, but there are problems with the samples, as
described by Hamilton in his Bayesian modelling study.
The dl3C value for one sample of non-oak charcoal
(UBA-7814: 750-290 cal BC) was low and though a
product of fractionation in the AMS and accounted for
in the age calculation may indicate a problem with the
sample. Even if the measurement is accurate, the result
is approximately 400 radiocarbon years older than those
from the internal postholes, and over 100 radiocarbon
years older than its companion sample from the gully.
It is likely to be either inaccurate or residual and as
such was excluded by Hamilton from his modelling.
The second result from the gully, on a fragment of hazel
roundwood (OxA-X-2386-33: 400-260 cal BC) had
a very low combustion yield, less than 20% or a third
of what would be expected, which can be indicative of
poorly preserved or degraded material, but also of the
inclusion of organic matter in the sample, although there
was no evidence this was the case. The Ox-X- prefix
denotes a health warning from the Oxford laboratory.
The result fails to pass a chi-square text with the previ
ously discussed UBA-7814. It is likely to be erroneous
or residual and as such was excluded by Hamilton from
his Bayesian model.
Dates from the end o f the final, enclosed Phase 3 at
West Brunton
A series of seven results from different areas of the
site provides a useful sample of dates from the final
horizon of deposition before the enclosure ditches and
the principal roundhouse IB gully began to silt up. In
other words, these results indicate the date after which
the enclosure ditches ceased to be maintained. Of course
maintenance could have gone on longer in some areas
of the site than others, but the latest dates represent the
latest archaeologically discernible activity, and certainly
the last phase of activity while the site was still recognisably in the late pre-Roman Iron Age tradition, with
open and functioning enclosure elements, roundhouse
drainage gullies, etc.
From the central house (1 A) in Enclosure A, a car
bonised wheat grain from a clay fill representing the last
deposition while the gully was still in use and before
it gradually silted up was dated (UBA-7810) to 50 cal
BC-cal AD 130.
From the north ditch terminal at the entrance to
Enclosure A the lowest waterlogged silting (1661)
contained cherry wood and hazel wood which yielded
dates of cal AD 60 - AD 240 (UBA-7812) and cal AD
50-AD 220 (UBA-7813). This deposit was immedi
ately overlain by material which possibly representing
a slighting of an internal bank and a deliberate infilling

oi the ditch, including deposition of a quernstone (see

P-73).
Ditch C, the east-west running boundary lying to the
south of Enclosure A, produced four such ‘closing’ dates.
Two widely separated sections, 100m apart, produced
an identical sequence of two recuts, the last of which
contained an accumulation of burnt materials which
preceded the final silting up of the ditch with feature
less clay silt. In the western section (57) the fill (1193)
in the last recut contained short lived charcoal yielding
the following dates: OxA-22848 (Acer sp. roundwood):
50 cal BC-cal AD 70 and SUERC-28599 (Populus/Salix
sp.): 40 cal BC-cal AD 130. The eastern section (32)
contained, in burnt organic material (1133) in the base
of the last recut single charred grains of wheat dating
to (UBA-7815) cal AD 60-230 and (UBA-7816) 40 cal
BC-cal AD 210.
The Bayesian modelling of the radiocarbon dates
estimates that the settlement went out of use in cal
AD 85-240 (95% probability) and probably in cal AD
100-175 (68% probability).
The model appears to centre the range of probability
for the settlement ‘going out of use’ on the end of the
maximum intercept profile of the four latest radiocar
bon measurements (UBA-1715-6; UBA-7812-3), rather
than on its centre. In other words the model assumes
that these four measurements fall somewhere within an
extended final phase of occupation rather than dating
the closure of that final phase. If rather than dating the
last phase of activity at the site these four dates are seen
as dating its actual abandonment (which is a possibil
ity: note the possible evidence for deliberate slighting
at the entrance to enclosure A), then the 68% probabil
ity bracket of cal AD 100-175 for the end of occupation
would be advanced to cal AD 65-140.

BAYESIAN MODELLING by Derek Hamilton
Methodological Approach
A Bayesian approach has been adopted for the inter
pretation of the chronologies of these three settlements
(Buck et al. 1996). While the simple calibrated dates are
accurate estimates of the dates of the samples, this is
usually not what archaeologists really wish to know. It
is the dates of the archaeological events, represented by
those samples, which are of interest. In the case here, it
is the date the individual settlements began and ended
as well as the date of morphological transformation (i.e.
shift from open to enclosed), that is under consideration,
not the dates of the samples themselves. The dates of this
activity can be estimated by not only using the scientific
dating information from the radiocarbon measurements
on the samples, but also by using archaeological infor
mation about the relationships between samples.
Fortunately, methodology is now available that allows
the combination of these different types of information
explicitly, to produce realistic estimates of the dates
of interest. It should be emphasised that the posterior
density estimates produced by this modelling are not

absolute. They are interpretative estimates, which can
and will change as further data become available and as
other researchers choose to model the existing data from
different perspectives.
The technique used is a form of Markov Chain Monte
Carlo sampling, and has been applied using the program
OxCal v4.1 (http://cl4.arch.ox.ac.uk/). Details of the al
gorithms employed by this program are available from
the on-line manual or in Bronk Ramsey (1995; 1998;
2001; 2009). The algorithm used in the models described
below can be derived from the structures shown in Figs.
71-3, 75-77 and 79-81.
Blagdon Park 2
Sample specifics
A total of 16 samples of charcoal, charred grain, and
animal bone were submitted from contexts in pits,
ditches, and postholes.
Model description
The model sequence (Fig. 70) has been divided into two
phases: the open and small enclosure of Phase 1/2 and
the enclosed Phase 3. It was not possible to differentiate
Phases 1 and 2 with the contexts that had suitable samples
available for dating, and so these samples are grouped
together under the assumption that they represent a
period of continuous activity on the site. Furthermore,
it was not possible to make a direct stratigraphic link
between the features associated with the open settlement
and those from the enclosed. As a result, the two phases
have been modelled independently of one another to
allow for the possibility of feature groups beginning to
be used in one phase and finishing use later and so the
modelled phases are allowed to overlap in time.
Six contexts were dated from four feature groups
identified as belonging to the open settlement (Phase
1/2). A fragment of charcoal, identified only as being
non-Oak, was submitted from fill 386 of posthole 385
in R H 13. The result (SUERC-23147) is Bronze Age and
too early for the Iron Age phases under consideration
here. It is possible that either the sample is residual in
this particular context from earlier activity on the site
or that although non-oak it is from a species that can
sometimes be long-lived. In either case, the result has
been excluded from the subsequent modelling. Another
single fragment of non-oak charcoal was submitted from
the upper fill 702 of the north terminal of drip gully 698
to RH 23/29 (SUERC-23148).
Samples were submitted from the primary silting of
the two terminals of the small enclosure ditch associated
with Phase 1/2. A sample of non-oak charcoal was dated
(SUERC-23152) from fill 867 in the north terminal while
a fragment of Alnus/Corylus sp. charcoal was dated
(SUERC-26690) from fill 748 of the south terminal.
Given that the entire ditch was likely to have been dug at
one time, it is reasonable to expect the results from the
two terminals to be statistically consistent. The two are
not statistically consistent (T’=84.2;v=l;T’(5%)=3.8).
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SUERC-23152 is another result on non-oak charcoal
and may suffer from the same potential problems as
SUERC-23147 (see above). It has been excluded from
the model in favour of SUERC-26690.
The large and well-preserved circular structure
(RH50) that lay outside and on the same alignment as
the entrances of the successive enclosures had samples
submitted from two pits. A fragment of hazelnut shell
was dated (SUERC-23158) from fill 1324 of pit 1325.
A fragment of Alnus/Corylus sp. charcoal was also
dated (SUERC-23157) from fill 1304 of pit. It has been
suggested that there are spatial reasons for believing
RH50 was in existence before the start of the Phase
3 enclosure and that it continued to co-exist with that
enclosure. These dates do not cap a sequential boundary
and therefore require that the two modelled phases are
allowed to overlap if necessary.
Seven contexts were dated from six feature groups
identified as belonging to the enclosed settlement (Phase
3). A sample from a deposit, presumably structured, of
Celtic shorthorn cattle skulls was dated (SUERC-23163)
from a layer of clay silt (1213) above the primary silting
of the south ditch terminal of the inner enclosure.
Two samples of short-lived charcoal were dated from
postholes inside House 40/21, one of the two principal
houses of the inner enclosure, although it was not clear
with which of the two main phases of construction (40 or
21) they were associated. A sample of Primus sp. charcoal
was dated (SUERC-23153) from fill 873 of posthole 872,
while a, indeterminate carbonized grain was dated (SU
ERC-23155) from fill 988 of posthole 989.
A sequence of dates is available from intercutting
structures within the outer enclosure partitions. From
sub-enclosure B, north of the droveway, a result (SU
ERC-23154) is available on a fragment of Betula sp.
charcoal from fill 921 of the north drip gully terminal of
RH37. This roundhouse was cut by RH38, from which
a result (SUERC-23154) is available on a fragment of
alder/hazel charcoal from fill 1025 of the drip gully. SU
ERC-23 154 dates to the Mesolithic period and is most
likely residual in this context. It has been excluded from
the modelling.
Also in the space between the inner and outer enclo

sures, to the west of sub-enclosure C on the south side
is an area probably dedicated to metalworking activity.
A result (SUERC-23146) is available on a fragment of
Betula sp. charcoal from fill 277 of the drip gully around
small circular structure RH7.
It was hoped to obtain several dates from the outer
enclosure ditch in order to compare its chronology with
the inner enclosure. Unfortunately the samples from
its basal fills proved extraordinarily barren of carbon
ized or waterlogged materials. A sample of indetermi
nate animal bone was dated (SUERC-23162) from the
clay infill of the southern terminal (1169=1221), which
should coincide with the widening of the entrance.
Model results
The model (Fig. 71) shows good agreement between the
radiocarbon dates and the archaeological information
(Araoder84).
The model estimates that the open settlement at
Blagdon Park 2 began in 1405-430 cal BC (95%
probability, Fig. 72; start: Blagdon Park 2 open) and
probably in 885—565 cal BC (68% probability). After
being an open settlement for 220-1715 years (95%
probability, Fig. 73; span: Blagdon Park 2 open) and
probably 320-875 years (68% probability), the settle
ment began to be enclosed. The initial enclosure took
place in 395-60 cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 72; start:
Blagdon Park 2 enclosed) and probably in 250-115 cal
BC (68% probability). The site remained enclosed for
25-540 years (95% probability, Fig. 73; span: Blagdon
Park enclosed) and probably for 120-335 years (68%
probability).
The settlement went out of use in 50 cal BC-cal AD
225 (95% probability, Fig. 72; end: Blagdon Park 2
enclosed) and probably in 30 cal BC-cal AD 80 (68%
probability).
East Brunton
Sample specifics
A total of 12 samples of charcoal and two samples of
charred grain were submitted from layers in ditches and

B oundary end: Btagdon Park 2 enclosed
R _Date S U ER C -23162: 1221; O uter E n d D itch [A :87]
R_Date SU ER C -23163: 1231; Inner Enel Ditch [A :102]
R _Date S U ER C -23146: 277; R H 7 [A :1 0 4 ]
R _D ate S U E R C -23155: 988; RH 40/21 [A :99]
R _D ate SU ER C-23153: 873; RH40/21 [A: 104]
Phase RH40/21
R _D ate SU ER C-23156: 1025; R H 38? [P :0]
R _D ate SU ER C-23154: 921; R H 37 [A :69]
Sequence
Phase Phase 3
Boundary start: B lagdon P ark 2 enclosed
Sequence
Boundary end: B lagdon Park 2 open
R_D ate SU ER C-23158: 1324; RH 50 [A :98]
R _D ate SU ER C-23157: 1304: R H 50 [A: 102]
Phase RH50
R_D ate SU ER C -23148: 702; R H 29 [A: 101]
R _D ate SU ER C-26690: 748 S term in al [A :85]
R _ D ate SU ER C-23152: 867 N term inal? [P:9]
Phase sm all enclosure ditch
R _Date S U ER C -23147: 386: R H 13? [P :5]
Phase Phase 1/2
B oundary start: B lagdon P ark 2 open
Sequence
Phase [Am odel:84]
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Fig. 71 Chronological model fo r Blagdon Park 2. Each distribution represents the relative probability that an event occurred at
some particular time. For each o f the radiocarbon measurements two distributions have been plotted, one in outline, which is the
result o f simple radiocarbon calibration, and a solid one, which is based on the chronological model used. The other distributions
correspond to aspects o f the model. For example, the distribution Boundary start: Blagdon Park 2 enclosed is the estimated
date fo r the enclosure o f the site, based upon the radiocarbon dating results. The large square brackets [ ] along with the OxCal
keywords define the overall model exactly
OxCal v4 1.7 Bronx Ramsey (20101; r 5 Atmospheric Oats from Reimer el al (2009); .
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Fig. 72 Probability distributions fo r the overall site start and end dates o f the identified phases at Blagdon Park 2. The
probabilities have been isolated from the chronological model shown in Fig. 71
OxCal v4 I 7 Brook Ramsey <2010), r 5 Atmosphere data from Reimei el al (2009),.

Span span: B lagdon P ark 2 enclosed
Span span: Blagdon P a rk 2 open
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Fig. 73 Probability distributions for the span o f the two phases o f occupation at Blagdon Park 2. The probabilities are derived
from the modelling in Fig. 71

Enclosure 3
[460]
Phase 3 (Enclosed)
Structure Va
[151]

Structure 0
[143]

Structure F Structure G
[117, 119, 121]
[ 112]
Structure B
[219]
Structure C
[247]

Phase 2 (Open)
Phase 1 (Palisade)

Palisade
[131]

Fig. 74 Matrix of all dated and modelled contexts and features at East Brunton
fills in pits and postholes. One charcoal sample (NGP03
121) was unidentified and a second (NGP02 131/56)
was identified solely as Quercus sp. with no further in
dication of whether the sample consisted of roundwood,
sapwood, or heartwood.
Model description
The model sequence (Fig. 74) begins with the earliest
dated context on the site, the fill [131] of the palisade
trench (UBA-7820). The material submitted was identi
fied as Quercus sp. with no further indication whether
the sample was roundwood, sapwood, or heartwood.
Without a means to determine the approximate age at
death, especially given oak is a long-lived species of
tree, the sample could exhibit an old wood effect. It
has therefore been included in the model as providing a
terminus post quem for the construction of the palisade.
No further suitable material was available from this
palisade trench or any other Phase 1 features.
Three houses were placed within the open phase
of the settlement (House C, O, and Va) and a fourth
(Structure B) was thought to date from the open phase,
but without any stratigraphic link to other features could
have also dated from the palisaded phase or the enclosed
phase as it lies within the bounds of both the palisade
and Enclosure 2. There is no stratigraphic relationship
between the four houses but Houses O and Va are both
stratigraphically later than the palisade trench.
A charred barley grain was submitted from upper fill
143 of pit 144 in House O (UBA-7818). A charred tuber
was submitted from fill 151 of the wall slot 152 in House
Va (OxA-22490). This result is 200-400 years later than
expected and probably entered this context during sub
sequent activity associated with the enclosures. As such,
it has been excluded from further modelling.
A sample of alder/hazel charcoal was submitted from
fill 219 of a posthole 220 in the internal post ring of
House B (OxA-22491). Three samples of short-lived
charcoal of different wood species were submitted from
fill 247 of a posthole 248 in House C (OxA-22492/3 and
-22628). The three measurements are not statistically
consistent (T’=15.5; v=2; T ’(5%)=6.0), which suggests
that the material is of different ages. OxA-22628 is
probably residual in this context and has been excluded
from the modelling.

Whether the settlement was continuous or simply se
quential with a break in habitation is unclear. The model
has been constructed so that the enclosed phase is later
than the open phase of use, but not necessarily contigu
ous so that a hiatus in use is possible.
Two houses in Enclosure 2 and its ditch were dated.
Two results are available (OxA-22485/6) on short-lived
charcoal of different species from fill 112 of the wall
slot in House F. The two results are statistically consist
ent (T’=1.5; v = l; T ’(5%)=3.8) and so the samples could
be the same actual age. Two results are also available
(OxA-22487/8) on short-lived charcoal of different
species from fill 117 of gully 118 surrounding House G.
These two are also statistically consistent (T’=0.0; v=l;
T ’(5%)=3.8). A further two results (OxA-22489 and SUERC-1398) are available from House G, from postholes
to the north (120) and south (122) of the entrance. The
charcoal in fill 121 of posthole 122 was unidentified and
so is included in the model as a terminus post quem for
the context as it is not possible to exclude the possibility
of old wood in the sample. Two charred wheat grains
had been submitted as well from a fill 460 in the third
recut of Enclosure 2 (UBA-7819).
Model results
The model (Fig. 75) shows good agreement between the
radiocarbon dates and the archaeological information

(Am„dcl=73).
Because the sample from the palisade trench was
included as a terminus post quem date for the context
it is only possible to say that activity on the site began
after 760-410 cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 76; start:
East Brunton). However, the activity associated with
the post-palisade, open settlement began in 435-380
cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 76; start: East Brunton
open), and probably in 405-385 cal BC (68% prob
ability). That activity lasted for 1-50 years (95%
probability, Fig. 77; span: East Brunton open), but
probably 1—20 years (68% probability), and ended in
405-345 cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 76; end: East
Brunton open) and probably in 400-375 cal BC (68%
probability).
The model suggests that there was, in fact, a hiatus
between the dated activity in the open settlement and
the later enclosed settlement activity. The hiatus was

Boundary end: East Brunton
R D a t e O xA-22488 117B H ouse G [A: 100]
R D a t e O xA-22487: 117A H ouse G [A :98]
R_Date O xA-22489: 119 H ouse G [A :83]
R_D ate SU ER C -1398: 121 House G [A: 104]
A fte r unident, charcoal
Phase H ouse G
R_ D ate O xA-22486: 112B H ouse F [A :56]
R _Date O xA-22485: 112A House F [A :1 0 9 ]
R _Date U B A-7819: 460 Enclosure 3 [A: 103]
Phase East Brunton enclosed
Boundary start: E a st Brunton enclosed
Boundary end: E a st Brunton open
R _Date O xA-22628: 247A H ouse O? IP :4 ] ~ R_Date O xA-22492: 247B H ouse C [A : 120]
R _Date O xA-22493: 247C H ouse C [A: 126]
Phase House C
R _Date O xA-22491: 219 H ouse B [A : 136]
Phase H ouse B
" R_Date O xA-22490: 151 House Va? [P :0 ]
R_Date U B A-7818: 143 H ouse O (A: 1S1j
Phase O pen settlem ent
start: East Brunton open
R Date UBA-7820: 131 Palisade

-

A fte r Palisade
Sequence Palisade>O pen
Phase East Brunton palisade and open
start: East Brunton
Sequence [Amodei:73]
cal BC/cal AD
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1000

M odelled date (cal B C /ca l AD )

Fig. 75 Chronological model fo r East Brunton. The model structure is defined by the brackets and keywords. The format is as
described in Fig. 71
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Boundary start: E a st Brunton enclosed
B o undary end: East Brunton open
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Fig. 76 Probability distributions for the span o f the two phases o f occupation at East Brunton and the hiatus in activity which
calculated as the difference between end: East Brunton open and start: east Brunton enclosed. The probabilities are derived from
the modelling in Fig. 75
3 Bronfc. Ramsey (2009) r 5 Atmospheric
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Fig. 77 Probability distributions for the span o f the two phases o f occupation at East Brunton and the hiatus in activity which
calculated as the difference between end: East Brunton open and start: East Brunton enclosed. The probabilities are derived from
the modelling in Fig. 75

45-270 years (95% probability, Fig. 77; ?Hiatus), but
probably 130-230 years (68% probability).
The enclosed phase of activity as dated at Enclosure
2 began in 335-115 cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 76;
start: East Brunton enclosed) and probably in 250-155
cal BC (68% probability). That activity lasted for 1-190
years (95% probability, Fig. 77; span: East Brunton
enclosed) and probably for 10-125 years (68% proba
bility). Dated activity at the site ended in 170 cal BC-cal
AD 5 (95% probability, Fig. 76; end: East Brunton) and
probably in 145-50 cal BC (68% probability).
West Brunton
Sample specifics
A total of 27 samples of charcoal, charred grain, and
calcined animal bone were submitted from 19 contexts
from pits, ditches, and postholes.
Model description
The site matrix for dated and modelled contexts is
given in Fig. 78. Based on the archaeology and phasing,
the model has been constructed so that the open and
enclosed phases are contiguous and form a single phase
of activity. There was no material available to date from
the pre-settlement activity. Two structures (4 and 6)
are firmly placed within the open phase of settlement,
with Structure 1A also placed in this period. A result
(UBA-7809) on calcined sheep bone is available from
fill 1202 of the gully surrounding Structure 4. Given the
bone is not in a primary deposit and could have been
reworked it is included as a terminus post quem date
for the context. Two results (UBA-7807 and -7808) are
available on a charred wheat and a charred barley grain
from two unrelated fills (1279 and 1280) in the gully
surrounding Structure 6. UBA-7807 is too recent for its
stratigraphic position and has been excluded from the
model.
There are two dated phases to Structure 1. Structure
1A is dated by five samples from three contexts. The
first is slot 1309 from which two results (UBA-7806
and OxA-22354) are available on hazel charcoal. The
charcoal and ash-rich fill 1058 of scoop 1061 was dated
by a charred grain of barley (UBA-7811). Two results
(OxA-22397 and -22847) are available on short-lived

charcoal (Corylus sp. and Sorbus sp.) from fill 1057 of
hearth/pit 1060.
Unfortunately no suitable samples were available
from contexts associated with open settlement features.
There are radiocarbon dates available from five struc
tures and two enclosure ditches associated with the
enclosed Phase 3 of the site.
Firstly, at some point, Structure 1A went out of use and
Structure 2, from which there are no samples, was con
structed over the disused palisade. Eventually, Structure
IB was constructed, along with the Enclosure A ditch,
when Structure 2 was no longer in use. There is one result
(UBA-7810) on a grain of charred wheat from fill 1018
of the gully of Structure 1B. Another result (OxA-22846)
is available on a fragment of Prunus sp. charcoal in the
infilling 1015 of the last recut of the gully. A final result
(OxA-22780) is available on Rowan type charcoal from
fill 1069 in posthole 1068. This result is too early given
its stratigraphic position and is likely to be residual, and
so has been excluded from the modelling.
There are two results (UBA-7812 and -7813) on hazel
and cherry wood, respectively, recovered from fill 1661
in the terminal of the Enclosure A ditch. A third result
(OxA-23067) is available from a single fragment of
Acer sp. roundwood charcoal from the lowest fill 1664
of ditch 1665 of Enclosure A.
Three results (OxA-22849/-22850 and SUERC28598) are available from two samples of short-lived
charcoal (Sorbus sp. and Alnus/Corylus sp.) from fill
1530 of gully segment 1533 surrounding Structure 12.
OxA-22849 and -22850 are laboratory replicates on the
same sample and should be expected to be the same
age. The two results, however, do not pass a chi-square
test (T’=9.5; v= l; T ’(5%)=3.8). Not only does the third
result from this context (SUERC-28598) pass a chisquare test with OxA-22850 (T’=0.0; v= l; T ’(5%)=3.8),
but OxA-22849 appears to be too old when compared
to other results, and so it has been excluded from the
modelling. There was no recorded problem with these
samples and it would appear that OxA-22849 is a sta
tistical outlier.
Two contexts associated with Structure 29, the
central structure in Enclosure B, were dated. One result
(UBA-7814) is available on non-oak charcoal from
fill 1602 of the surrounding gully. The SL1C value for
this sample (-10.4%c) is low and though a product of

Enct. A

Ditch C

[1661, 1684]

Str. 29 - Enel. B
Structure 1
[1015]

Phase 3 (Enclosed)

I_____ _______
[1057]

Phase 1/2 (Open)

[1018]

[1058]

l_______

[1602, 1626]

[1069]

Str. 12

I

[1530]

[1309]

|

Sir. 4
[1202]

Pre-settlement

1

Str. 6
[1279, 1280]

[1133,1193]

Sir, 35
[1817!

Boundary end: W est Brunton enclosed
R_D ate O xA-22789 1817 g ully H ouse 35 [A : 103]
R _Date O xA-22849: 1530 Structure 12 g ully [A .80]
R _Date O xA -22850: 1530 Structure 12 gully [A: 100]
Phase
R _D ate SU E R C -28598 1530 Structure 12 [A : 100]
Phase Structure 12
R _D ate O xA-22848: 1193 Ditch C la s t recut [A :9 9]
R D a t e SU E R C -28599 1193 D itch C [A :1 0 1 ]
R _Date UBA-7816: 1133 Ditch C [A :1 07]
R _Date U B A -7815: 1133 Ditch C [A : 116]
Phase Ditch C
R _Date O xA -22851: 1626B Structure 29 [A: 100]
R _Date O xA-22398: 1626 Structure 29 [A :99]
Phase posthole
R _Date U B A -7814: 1602 Structure 29? [P :0 ]
R _Date O xA-X-2386-33: 1602 Structure 29? [P:5]
Phase Structure 29: Enclosure B
" R _Date O xA-23067: 1684 E n closure A [A: 100]
R _Date U B A-7813: 1661 Enclosure A [A : 114]
R _Date U B A -7812: 1661 Enclosure A [A: 100]
Phase Enclosure A
Phase
Sequence
" R _Date O xA-22846: 1015 Structure 1B [A.102]
R D a t e UBA-7810: 1018 Structure 1B {A: 101J
R D a t e O xA-22780: 1069 Structure 1 B ? [P :1 8 ]
Phase Structure 1B
Phase
transition: W est Brunton enclosed
" R_D ate UB A-7811: 1058 Structure 1A [A :f0 3 ]
R_Date O xA-22847: 1057 Structure 1A [A :97]
R Date O xA-22397: 1057 Structure 1A [A: 109]
Phase
" R Date O xA-22354: 1309 Structure 1A [A :1 0 t]
R _Date UBA-7806: 1309 Structure 1A [A :105 ]
^Phase 1309 Structure 1A
Phase
" R _D ate UBA-7807: 1279 Structure 6? [P :5]
R _Date UBA-7808: 1280 Structure 6 [A :107]
Phase Structure 6
T R_D ate U B A-7809: 1202 Structure 4 [A :100]---------- *—
[A fte r sheep bone
Phase 1202
Phase
Boundary start: W est Brunton open
Sequence [Amodei:78] ^
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Fig. 79 Chronological model fo r West Brunton. The model structure is defined by the brackets and keywords. The format is as
described in Fig. 71

fractionation in the AMS and accounted for in the age
calculation may indicate a problem with the sample. Even
if the measurement is accurate, the result (2404 ±37BP)
is approximately 400 l4C years older than the others from
that feature group. It is likely either inaccurate or residual
and as such has been excluded from the modelling.
A second result is also available from this context on
a fragment of hazel roundwood. The result had a very
low combustion yield, less than 20% or a third of what
would be expected, which can be indicative of poorly
preserved or degraded material, but also of the inclusion
of inorganic matter in the sample, though there was no
evidence this was the case. Although it has been given
a health warning by the Oxford lab - as designated by
the OxA-X- prefix - it could very well be accurate. It

does appear to be too early given its placement within
the model, and it furthermore does not pass a chi-square
with the previously discussed UBA-7814 (T'=7.4;
v= l; T ’(5%0=3.8). It is likely to be either erroneous or
residual and as such has also been excluded from the
model. Two further results (OxA-22398 and -22851) are
available on short-lived charcoal (Corylus sp. and Acer
sp. roundwood) from fill 1626 of entrance posthole 1627
in the structure.
A single result (OxA-22789) is available on roundwood
hazel charcoal from fill 1817 of the gully surrounding
Structure 35.
Four results are available from two contexts in the
Enclosure C ditch. UBA-7815 and -7816 are from
single charred grains of wheat in upper fill 1133 of the

B o undary end: West B runton enclosed
transition: W est Brunton enclosed
B o u n d a iy start: W est B runton open
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Fig. 80 Probability distributions fo r the overall site start and end dates o f the site phases at West Brunton. The probabilities have
been isolated from the chronological model shown in Fig. 79
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Fig. 81 Probability distributions fo r span o f the open and enclosed phases at West Brunton. The spans are derived from the
chronological model shown in Fig. 79 [span: West Brunton open = transition: West Brunton enclosed - start: West Brunton open;
span: West Brunton enclosed = end: West Brunton enclosed - transition: West Brunton enclosed]
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Fig. 82 Probability distributions fo r the beginning and end o f dated activity at the three sites on the Northumberland coastal
plain. The probabilities are derived from the modelling presented in the earlier sections o f this chapter

ditch while OxA-22848 (Acer sp.) and SUERC-28599
(•Populus/Salix sp.) are from short-lived charcoal in basal
fill 1193, which is known to be from the last recut of the
ditch. The two contexts are from unrelated segments and
it is not possible to be certain if 1133 might be earlier
than 1193, as such the two contexts are modelled as
unrelated through stratigraphy.
Model results
The model (Fig. 79) shows good agreement between the
radiocarbon dates and the archaeological information
(A„,oder78)The model estimates that the open settlement began in
525-390 cal BC (95% probability, Fig. 80; start: West
Brunton open) and probably in 455^100 cal BC (68%

probability). After being an open settlement for 95-320
years (95% probability, Fig. 81; span: West Brunton
open) and probably 155-260 years (68% probability),
West Brunton Farm began to be enclosed. The initial
enclosure took place in 320-170 cal BC (95% prob
ability, Fig. 80; transition: West Brunton enclosed) and
probably in 260-190 cal BC (68% probability). The site
remained enclosed for 285-500 years (95% probability.
Fig. 81; span: West Brunton enclosed) and probably for
320-425 years (68% probability).
The settlement went out of use in cal AD 85-240
(95% probability, Fig. 80; end: West Brunton enclosed)
and probably in cal AD 100—175 (68% probability).
From the evidence, there is no reason why the sequence
of structures in Enclosure A (1 A>2> IB) is not continuous.
However, given that there are three identifiable phases of

construction, and even taking into account the possibility
of posts being reset in some of the phases, the evidence
at other settlements for timber roundhouses strongly
suggests that the overall span in the model presented here
is much too long (Hamilton 2010).
It is not possible with the current dating and modelling
to determine with better precision when the structures
went out of use and compare that to when the ditches
themselves had been completely filled. Some of the
ditches were possibly used after the structures had been
abandoned, with the later structures in the settlement
having not been dated.
Review and Discussion (Fig. 82)
The dating presented above is not without minor
problems. There were a few issues with a lack of
precision for the dating of the start or end of a settlement,
most notably the start at Blagdon Park 2. At this site it
was not possible to separate the dated contexts in the
earliest phases into either Phase 1 or 2. Furthermore, the

dating evidence suggests that there was earlier human
activity at this location and in a few instances it is almost
certain that residual material from that activity had made
its way into later features and been dated. With the low
number of dates it is not possible to tease apart the earlier
phases.
Despite a lack in precision in some cases, the devel
opment of chronological models for these three later
prehistoric settlements has been successful and is
helping us to further our understanding of the timing of
events along the Northumberland Coastal Plain. Most
notably here, all three settlements appear to undergo a
major episode of transformation whereby they one or
more large ditched enclosures are constructed. While
it has long been suspected that the closing centuries of
the first millennium cal BC witnessed a trend toward
enclosure, recent work has shown this shift to be
much less gradual and perhaps synchronous along the
coastal plain from the Tees to the Forth at c. 200 cal
BC (Hamilton 2010).

7

The Excavated Materials

THE IRON AGE POTTERY Edited with a
discussion by N. Hodgson from archive reports by
S. Willis (East Brunton) and R.M. McBride (all
other sites)
Pottery in the local Iron Age tradition was recovered
in varying amounts from the three largest sites at East
and West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2. Solitary sherds
were recovered from Blagdon Park 1 and an isolated
roundhouse south-west of the Shotton North-East site;
no pottery at all was found at the Shotton North-east set
tlement itself. For each of the three sites producing as
semblages a discussion of the character and occurrence
of its Iron Age pottery is followed by a catalogue of il
lustrated examples. The report concludes with a general
discussion which compares the occurrence of pottery at
the different sites and assesses the regional significance
of these findings.
Fabrics by R.M. McBride
The pottery sherds tend to be fairly hard. All of the
pottery is handmade with little or no attempt to apply a
secondary surface treatment such as smoothing or bur
nishing; in some cases surfaces have perhaps been wiped
to give a fairly smooth appearance and feel. The vessel
bodies are uneven, with walls of variable thickness,
averaging 13mm. Surface colouration is, typically for
the region, highly variable: red, mid-brown, yellowish
brown or black, the product of the irregular oxidisation
to be expected from a clamp kiln or open bonfire. The
matrix of all the fabrics described here is moderately fine
with common, fine to medium sand-sized, sub-rounded
quartz, visible under a hand lens, and moderate quanti
ties of mica.
The inclusions added as opening material (temper) are
the principal means of differentiating between fabrics.
The rock inclusions are often visible on the surface of
all fabrics. The vast majority of the sherds from the three
main sites were tempered with angular fragments of
dolerite and are characterised as Fabric 1.
Fabric 1: Dolerite tempering
Soft, dark grey in the core, bull to brown on the surface,
with common, very fine muscovite mica visible on the
surface. Poorly sorted, angular fragments of dolerite,
from 1mm to 12mm in size, are added as an opening
material. Individual vessels may exhibit better sorting
than others. Red ferrous pellets of similar size occur but
are very rare. Handmade with a hackly fracture. This
fabric variant occurs amongst the pottery of Iron Age
tradition from Pegswood Moor where it is characterized
as Fabric 1 (Willis 2009, 44), as well as elsewhere in the
region. Fabric II in Willis archive report.
Three other fabric types were defined, although

these all occur in very small quantities compared with
Fabric 1.
Fabric 2: Granitic tempering
Rare - only occurs in two contexts at West Brunton.
Hard, rough, gritty fabric with a grey core and brown
surface, with abundant poorly sorted inclusions of
angular quartz (up to 4mm in size) feldspar (up to 6mm
in size) and biotite mica (up to 3mm in size), giving the
sherd a glittery appearance. Handmade with a hackly
fracture. Fabric 2 has more granitic opening material,
with the rock broken to the point where large individual
crystals of quartz, plagioclase feldspar and biotite mica
have been separated. Suitable opening material will have
come from a plutonic source, such as Cheviot in North
umberland. Whether the granite was collected at source
or from glacial erratics cannot be deduced until a more
complete distribution is known.
Fabric 3: Fabric with dolerite fragment and quartz
grain tempering
The fabric is hard with irregular fractures and a rough feel.
Large angular fragments of basaltic/doleritic rock occur
in moderate frequency, up to c. 10mm; smaller fragments
can occur. Fine to very fine, ‘sparkling’ semi-translucent
quartz grains are common, perhaps representing disag
gregated sandstone. The latter give this fabric a distinctly
glittering appearance. Handmade with a hackly fracture.
This variant occurs amongst the pottery of Iron Age
tradition from Pegswood Moor where it is characterized
as Fabric 4 (Willis 2009, 44). Fabric 12 in Willis archive
report. Despite the fact that this fabric is said to have
been in a majority at Pegswood, there are few definite
examples to be noted at the three sites reported here and
it is possible that that Fabric 3 is actually a variant of
Fabric 1 that has accidentally made use of boulder clay
containing quartz inclusions.
Fabric 4: Fabric with quartz grain and fragment
tempering
Again rare. The fabric is fairly soft with regular fractures
and a rough feel, with a dark grey core and brown to buff
surfaces. The main inclusion type consists of sub-rounded
to sub-angular grains of white/semi-translucent quartz,
c. 1mm, which occur with moderate frequency. Larger
fragments of quartz are present but rare. Grog pellets are
present, c.lmm, plus rare examples of powdery brown
inclusions, probably ferrous oxide. Angular fragments
of fine-grained basaltic/doleritic rock are apparently
presented, c. 1.5mm. Handmade with a hackly fracture.
This variant does not occur amongst the pottery of Iron
Age tradition from Pegswood Moor. Fabric 15 in Willis
archive report.
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Iron Age pottery. 1-6: East Brunton; 7-16: West Brunton. Scale 1:4
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The order of catalogue entries is: vessel, additional notes,
context notes, context number and small find number.
East Brunton (Fig. 83, nos. 1-6)
A total of 115 sherds of handmade pottery weighing
3.095kg were recovered from the excavations. Some
13 individual vessels are represented. Four vessels were
represented by 80, 16, 5 and 2 sherds respectively; the
remaining 12 sherds represented a minimum of nine
separate vessels.
11 out of the 13 vessels represented conformed to the
Fabric 1 description. Two had quartz grain tempering as
well as dolerite (Fabric 3).
Of the small number of vessels represented only a
handful yielded a fragmentary profile of simple bowl
shape.
Catalogue
Phase 2
1. Bowl. 16 joining sherds of the same vessel. Weight
525g. Wall thickness average 12mm. Plain rim with
upstanding rounded terminal, with thick carbonaceous
deposit on both exterior and interior. Fractures suggest
coil or slab method of manufacture. Fabric 3. Pit, Flouse
O, 143, 194, SF73 to SF80 and SF93 to SF99.
2. Very large bowl. Two rim sherds, four base sherds
and 74 body sherds, all from the same vessel, many con
joining. Weight 2,090g. Many sherds show evidence of
coil method manufacture, many having fractured along
construction planes. No carbonized residues occur
on sherds on either inside or exterior surfaces. The
vessel represented is apparently a massive handmade
bowl form with a plain upstanding rim with rounded
terminal. This is a similar form to that of the vessel no.
1 above. Fabric 1. House Qb, west arc of drip gully,
201, SF114.
Phase 3
3. Bowl. Flat rim overhanging internally. Vertical groove
decoration on the exterior from immediately below the
rim, formed with a finger tip. Two rim and three body
sherds. Fabric 3. Fill of S internal feature, entrance of
House G, 121, SF27 and SF28.
4. Bowl. Flat rim with an internal scoop. Rim sherd and
body sherd from the same vessel, but not conjoining.
Surfaces smoothed. Fabric 3. Recut in N section of ditch
of Enclosure 2, 409, SF89.
Unstratified
5. Bowl. Plain rim but there is a suggestion of finger
depression at the edge of the break. Sooted on exterior
to the tip of the rim. Fabric 3. 100, SF44.
6. Bowl. Rim tapering to a point, possibly creating a
internal lid-seating. Fabric 3. 100, SF125.

West Brunton (Figs. 83 and 84, nos. 7-23).
There were 181 sherds, weighing 6.64kg, of Iron Age
pottery recovered from the excavations at West Brunton,
representing some 60 individual vessels.
Besides the usual Fabric 1 (representing 94% of the
assemblage) there were occasional sherds exhibiting the
characteristics of Fabrics , 2, 3 and 4. The vessels are
generally bowl-like or barrel-shaped.
The rims display a variety of different styles ranging
from the simple rounding off (Fig. 83, nos 10-11) to
complex groove and pinching (Fig. 83, no. 16). The most
common form of decoration is indentations impressed
onto the top of the rim. Their character suggests that
they were created either by the tip of the finger (Fig.
83, no. 15) or indented with a tool (Fig. 84, no. 17).
Four vessels have simple wide, shallow grooves on the
exterior below the rim, ranging from a single groove
(Fig. 83, no. 9 and Fig. 84, no. 21) to multiple shallow
grooves (Fig. 84, nos 17-18); three of these vessels have
rims with a squared-off profile. The vessel with the most
prominent grooving and indentations (Fig. 84, no. 17)
also has an out-splayed rim with a wide, shallow groove
on the internal surface below the rim which could have
functioned as a lid-seating.
Catalogue
Phase U2
1. Flat rim of bowl-shaped vessel. Soot on exterior.
Fabric 1. Drip gully of House 9, 1762, SF196.
8. Base sherds of bowl shaped vessel with moderate
burning on the exterior. Fabric 1. Drip gully of House
7 A, 1794, SF222.
Phase 3
9. Large bowl. This vessel shows little or no evidence of
use. Fabric 1. Fill of later phase of drip gully, House 29,
1622, SF226.
10. Bowl. Plain rim. Fabric 2. Fill of earlier phase of drip
gully, House 29,1602, SF229.
11. Bowl. Fabric 1. Fill of S outwork ditch. House 29,
1600, SF172.
12. Bowl, squared-off, plain rim. Fabric 1. Fill of later
phase of gully, House 29,1622, S F 170.
13. Bowl. Plain rim decorated with dimples on top.
Fabric 1. Fill of earlier phase of gully, House 29, 1602,
SF175.
14. Jar. Fabric 2. Fill of earlier phase of gully, House 29,
1602, SF211.
15. Bowl. Finger impressed dimples to the top side of the
rim and on the outer wall of the bowl immediately below
the rim. Fabric 1. Drip gully, House 38, 1820, SF252.

16. Upper part of bowl-shaped cooking vessel with
pronounced shoulder. Pinched rim with groove on
top. Burning on the exterior. Fabric 1. Enclosure A, S
terminal, 1331, S F 189.
17. Bowl. Burning, thick sooting and possibly carbon
ised residues on exterior surface, especially within the
grooves. Possible lid-seating on the interior wall, and

Fig. 84

decorated with three finger-wide grooves on the exterior
below the rim and small dimples on the top surface of
rim. The sooting stops abruptly approximately midway
down the vessel. Fabric 1. Drip gully, House 38, 1819,
SF240.
18. Bowl. Burning and sooting on exterior surface.
Fabric 1. Drip gully, House 35, 1817, SF248.

Iron Age pottery. 17-23: West Brunton; 26-30: Blagdon Park 2. Scale 1:4

19. Upright rim of bowl or cooking-pot. Burning and
sooting on exterior. Fabric 1. Gully D, 1248, SF63.
20. Jar. Basal sherd. Fabric 1. Drip gully, House IB.
1001, SF7.
21. Jar. Burning on exterior. Fabric 1. Cobbles at entrance
of House 35, MBF03, 502.
22. Bowl with flat-rim and undercut on the interior.
Fabric 1. MBF03, from cobbles at entrance to House 35,
505.
Unstratified
23. Bowl. Burning and sooting to exterior. The top of the
rim is decorated with dimples. Fabric 1. 1000, SF234.
Blagdon Park 1
24. Single sherd of indeterminate form. Fabric 4. From
the tertiary fill of the drip gully of House 6, in the latest
phase of Iron Age settlement at Blagdon Park 1, Context
734, no SFno. Not illustrated.
Blagdon Park 2 (Fig. 84, nos. 26, 28, 30)
The site produced 171 sherds of handmade pottery,
weighing 3.911kg, from 12 stratified contexts across all
phases of the site. Over 80% by weight and sherd count
come from a single vessel. Approximately 12 vessels are
represented. The bulk of the pottery comprises of small
fragments, and only three rims are present.
Fabrics
Fabrics 1, 3 and 4 are present, with Fabric 1 being the
most common.

vessel is considerably fragmented it is likely the sherds
represent a single vessel. Fabric 1. Roundhouse 23 drip
gully, 845, SF41.
Phase 3
27. Body sherd from a large bucket-shaped vessel. The
sherd has been partly altered by heat, but no sooting is
present. Fabric 1. Structure 2, S terminal at E entrance,
187, SF34. Not illustrated.
28. Rim sherd, plain and tapering slightly to the top, from
a wide bowl. No sooting or burning is present. Fabric I.
House 13 drip gully N terminal, 311, SF37.
29. Body sherd from a large bowl-type vessel. Car
bonised residue is present on the interior surface, but
no evidence of burning or sooting is apparent on the
exterior. Fabric 1. House 13 drip gully, 487, SF38. Not
illustrated.
30. Four rim and body-sherds. The rim is squared-off on
top with no finishing or decoration. The exterior of the
vessel is burnt with a thick carbonised residue. Fabric 1.
House 21 drip gully, 954, SF44.
Shotton North-east
31. The only prehistoric pottery recovered in the excava
tion was from context 4108, in the south terminal of the
drip gully of the isolated roundhouse lying south-west of
the minor settlement at Shotton North-east.
Three joining body-sherds of Iron Age tradition pottery
in Fabric 1, weighing 14g. The sherds are from a thinwalled, hand-made vessel of indeterminate type. There
is a thick carbonised residue on the interior surface. Not
illustrated.
General discussion

Forms
The lack of rim sherds and other recognisable indica
tions of profile makes it difficult to describe the range of
vessel types present. Some of the vessels are large, with
thick, near vertical sides, have flat bases, and plain rims
squared-off by hand and narrowing to the tip. The basic
form discernible is a simple deep bowl or bucket-shaped
vessel. No decoration or ornamentation is present..
Catalogue
Phase 1
25. Three body-sherds from a large open vessel. There
is a thick carbonised residue on the interior and no
evidence of burning or sooting on the exterior. Fabric 1.
Drip gully, House 17, 580, SF39. Not illustrated.
26. 150 rim, base and body sherds of a large bucket
shaped vessel with plain rim and flat base. Weight
3.134kg. The interior of the basal sherds have a thick
carbonised residue adhering to it. The exterior carries
no clear evidence of burning or heating. Although the

Production and technology
Almost all of the pottery represented is likely to have
been produced at or close to the individual settlements
The occurrence of basically similar fabrics across the
region need not be taken to indicate specialisation or the
work of one centralised industry. Rather, as with round
house construction, what is seen is site-based produc
tion in a wider regional tradition. Although no specific
evidence was found on the sites for clay quarrying and
preparation, the use of readily available boulder clay,
with crushed igneous rock added as a temper, is most
likely. Firing in clamp kilns or open bonfires would
result in the variety of surface colours on the pottery and
this activity would have left no archaeological trace on
these sites.
All the fabrics are tempered with igneous rock to a
greater or lesser extent. Dolerite is used in Fabrics 1,
3 and 4. The dolerite fragments are angular in shape,
indicating that they were specially broken down for use
as temper. Quartz and dolerite have a brittle crystalline
structure which shatters on impact, making many small

Table 9: Incidence o f Iron Age pottery finds by phase and location
Site

Context

Fabric

Form

Cat No.
27

SF No.
34

Phase

Location

3

2: S terminal E entrance

Blagdon Park 2

187

1

Large bucket shaped

Blagdon Park 2

213

1

Uncertain

36

1/2

Gully 100

Blagdon Park 2

239

1

Uncertain

35

3

6: gully

Blagdon Park 2

311

1

Bowl

28

37

3

13: N terminal

Blagdon Park 2

487

1

Large bowl

29

38

3

13: gully

Blagdon Park 2

580

1

Uncertain

25

Blagdon Park 2

776

3

Uncertain

Blagdon Park 2

845

1

Large bucket shaped

Blagdon Park 2

947

3

Uncertain

26

39

1/2

17: gully

40

3

13: gully

41

1/2

23: gully

43

3

21: gully

Blagdon Park 2

954

1

Bowl

44

3

21: gully

Blagdon Park 2

1025

1

Uncertain

42

3

38: gully

Blagdon Park 2

1322

4

Uncertain

45

3

Gully 1320

30

West Brunton

1000

1

Uncertain

US

US

West Brunton

1000

4

Uncertain

US

US
US

West Brunton

1000

1

Bowl

23

234

US

West Brunton

1001

1

Jar

20

7

3

1: S terminal

West Brunton

1001

1

Uncertain

6

3

1: S terminal
1: N terminal

West Brunton

1002

1

Uncertain

2

3

West Brunton

1002

1

Uncertain

1

3

1: N terminal

West Brunton

1169

2

Uncertain

3

2

2: gully

West Brunton

1221

1

Uncertain

51

3

L

West Brunton

1242

1

Uncertain

83

3

D

West Brunton

1243

1

Uncertain

56

3

D

West Brunton

1243

1

Uncertain

54

3

D

West Brunton

1243

I

Uncertain

West Brunton

1248

1

Bowl or jar

19

59

3

D

63

3

D

West Brunton

1250

1

Uncertain

57

3

D

West Brunton

1283

1

Uncertain

220

3

35: cobbles

West Brunton

1283

1

Uncertain

219

3

35: cobbles

West Brunton

1283

1

Uncertain

86

3

35: cobbles

West Brunton

1311

1

Uncertain

West Brunton

1331

1

Bowl

16

5

2

lA p h 1301

189

3

A: S terminal

West Brunton

1429

1

Uncertain

94

3

West Brunton

35: S terminal

1429

1

Uncertain

95

3

35: S terminal

West Brunton

1430

I

Uncertain

103

3

West Brunton

38: S terminal

1430

1

Uncertain

114

3

38: S terminal

West Brunton

1430

1

Uncertain

101

3

West Brunton

38: S terminal

1430

1

Uncertain

108

3

38: S terminal

West Brunton

1430

1

Uncertain

91

3

West Brunton

38: S terminal

1430

1

Uncertain

105

3

38: S terminal

West Brunton

1430

1

Uncertain

109

3

West Brunton

38: S terminal

1430

1

Uncertain

96

3

38: S terminal

West Brunton

1430

1

Uncertain

104

3

West Brunton

38: S terminal

1433

1

Uncertain

204

3

38: S terminal

West Brunton

1449

1

Uncertain

130

4

D

West Brunton

1449

1

Uncertain

127

4

D

West Brunton

1506

3

Uncertain

132

3

West Brunton

3A: gully

1574

1

Uncertain

206

2

West Brunton

11: sully

1576

3

Uncertain

207

2

West Brunton

11 A: gully

1600

1

Uncertain

139

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1600

1

Bowl

West Brunton

1600

1

Uncertain

West Brunton

1602

2

Bowl

West Brunton

1602

1

Uncertain

West Brunton

1602

1

Uncertain

West Brunton

1602

1

3owl

11
10

13

172

3

29: gully

228

3

29: gully

229

3

29: gully

173

3

29: gully

177

3

29: gully

175

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1602

1

Uncertain

142

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1602

1

Uncertain

174

3

West Brunton

29: gully

1602

2

Jar

West Brunton

1602

i

Uncertain

14

211

3

29: gully

140

3

29: gully

Site

Context

Fabric

form

West Brunton

602

2

Jncertain

Cat No.

8F No.
41

’base

vocation

3

29: gully

West Brunton

602

i

Jncertain

176

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1602

i

Jncertain

182

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1607

i

Jncertain

137

1614

i

Jncertain

136

US
3

US

West Brunton
West Brunton

1622

i

Jncertain

144

3

29: gully

)

29: ph 1615

226

3

29: gully

171

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

i

..arge bowl

West Brunton

1622

i

Jncertain

West Brunton

1622

i

Jncertain

213

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

i

Jncertain

217

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

i

3owl

170

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

i

Jncertain

143

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

4

Jncertain

212

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1622

2

Jncertain

152

3

29: gully

West Brunton

1666

4

Jncertain

192

3

Enclosure A ditch

West Brunton

1669

1

Jncertain

195

3

Enclsoure A: S terminal

198

2

9: S terminal

12

West Brunton

1761

1

Jncertain

West Brunton

1762

1

Uncertain

121

2

9: gully

West Brunton

1762

1

Uncertain

7

196

2

9: gully

West Brunton

1794

1

Bowl

8

222

2

7A: N terminal

2

7A: N terminal
7A: S terminal

West Brunton

1794

1

Uncertain

221

West Brunton

1795

1

Uncertain

218

2

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

237

3

35: gully

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

235

3

35: gully

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

236

3

35: gully

1

Uncertain

251

3

35: gully

248

3

35: gully

247

3

35: gully
35: gully

West Brunton

1817

West Brunton

1817

1

Large bowl

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

18

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

250

3

West Brunton

1817

1

Uncertain

249

3

35: gully

1819

1

Uncertain

241

3

38: gully

1819

1

Large bowl

240

3

38: gully

3

38: gully

1819

1

Uncertain

246

1819

1

Uncertain

244

3

38: gully

3

38: gully

1819

1

Uncertain

255

1819

1

Uncertain

242

3

38: gully

1819

1

Uncertain

254

3

38: gully

Uncertain

243

3

38: gully

none

3

38: gully

252

3

38: N terminal

253

3

38: N terminal
35: cobbles

1819

2

1819

1

Uncertain

1820

1

Large bowl

1820

1

Uncertain

M B F 03 502

1

Jar

21
22

3

35: cobbles

121

3

E-W gully 25

44

US

US

Uncertain

46

3

G: gully

3

G: gully

1

Bowl

3

3

Uncertain

117

1
1

15

3

M BF 03 505

100

Bowl

5

117

1

Uncertain

32

117

1

Uncertain

30

3

121

1

Bowl

3

2 7,28

3

G: gully
G: interior feature

143

1

Bowl

i

73-80,93-99

2

O: pit 144

200

1

Uncertain

123

201

1

Large bowl

114

3
2

Qb: gully

293

1

Uncertain

84

2

Q: gully

Uncertain

90

2 or 3

H: earlier gully

89

3

Enclosure 2 ditch

306

Shotton North-east

17

1

2

Enclosure 1 upper fill

409

1

Bowl

4

1000

3

Bowl

6

125

US

US

4

Uncertain

24

-

-

House 6 drip gully

1

Uncertain

31

-

"

Isolated roundhouse

4108

fragments suitable for making pottery, and both occur
commonly in the local glacial till. The use of dolerite
temper is common amongst Iron Age pottery from
North-East England, independent of the form types
being manufactured. This is particularly so in the region
north of the Tyne, as at Burradon and Pegswood Moor
Farm (Jobey 1970; Willis 1999; 2009), where fabric
types and the range of inclusions are more limited than
amongst the pottery of Cleveland, the Tees valley and
North Yorkshire (Willis, in press a).
A high proportion of sherds from the vessels displays
evidence for manufacture via hand-forming using the
slab or, more evidently, the coil methods of construc
tion. This is a standard aspect of pottery of this tradition,
and is manifest amongst the pottery forming other as
semblages of like material, as for instance at Huckhoe
(Jobey 1959) and Doubstead (Jobey 1982a).
Form and Decoration
All of the vessels are of the standard Northumberland
repertoire, confined to the simple types of bucket-shaped
jar, barrel-shaped jar (the profile being like the lower
two-thirds of a barrel), or bowl. The distinctions between
these types are not always clear. At Pegswood Moor
Willis drew attention to vessels with ‘truly massive’
rim diameters of 350-410mm which he suggested were
cauldrons for communal cooking; the type occurs at
East Brunton (No. 2), although the one massive bowl
there had no carbonised residues (see under Function,
below).
The only decoration occurred at West Brunton and is
described under that head. The decorated vessels at West
Brunton came from the late-iron Age enclosed phase of
the site.
Function
In general the finds of pottery at the Northumberland
coastal plain sites offer little to augment previous dis
cussions (Willis 2009; Swain 1987) of Iron Age vessel
function in the region. Carbonized residues occur on
many of the sherds, being present on either the exterior
or interior surface, or both. These residues are commonly
encountered with Iron Age tradition pottery generally.
They indicate the use of a high proportion of vessels in
cooking or similar activities with such deposits evidently
representing the accidental burning of ingredients, par
ticularly when these have ‘boiled over’ or dripped down
the exterior from the rim. They may not have been used
exclusively, or even principally, for cooking food, as
the vessel could just as easily have been used for activi
ties such as rendering animal fat (either for food or for
lighting fuel), preparing lanolin or soap, making glue,
heating dyestuffs, and producing medicinal prepara
tions.
Absorbed lipid residue analysis on Iron Age vessels
from southern England has shown that there was no sig
nificant difference in vessel use according to form, but
some differences according to vessel size. Larger vessels,
for example, were more likely to have been used for

storage or for boiling water (Copley et al. 2005, section
3.3). Although the vessel forms in the north were not as
sophisticated as the pottery in the south, it is possible
that there was a similar approach to vessel use in the
north. It is noteworthy that the massive bowl from East
Brunton (Fig. 83. no. 2), a large proportion of which was
recovered, has no carbonised residues present and must
have had some other function.
Another large bowl found in association with House
O at East Brunton (No. 1) came from a pit, possibly a
storage pit (an unusual feature, if so, in the Iron Age
of North-East England). This bowl did have carbon
ised residues showing that it had been used for cooking
or some other heating process at some stage in its life
(possibly before use as a storage vessel?).
Comparison between sites and regional significance
Change through time
At East Brunton parts of three vessels were represented
amongst deposits of Phase 2, as opposed to eight strati
fied in the Phase 3 settlement. At West Brunton parts of
nine vessels were represented amongst deposits of the
pre-enclosure phase 2, as opposed to some 50 repre
sented in the phase 3 settlement. At Blagdon Park 2 the
equivalent ratio was 3:9.
This greater representation in Phase 3 contexts could
be consistent with a trend that has been noted for finds
of this material to become more frequent in later phases
of pre-Roman Iron Age sites: it has been suggested that
towards the end of the pre-Roman Iron Age in the region
more pottery was being produced and consumed and/or
somewhat more of this material was entering deposits
associated with settlement than previously (c/. Willis
1999). On the other hand, the enclosed later Iron Age
phases by their nature have a much greater volume of cut
features (ditches, gullies, more pronounced roundhouse
drip gullies) in which material might be deposited, and
given the extremely small absolute quantity of sherds it
would be dangerous to use this evidence alone to argue
for a general increase in pottery use during the Iron Age
(but see the comments on West Brunton, below).
Spatial location o f finds
At East Brunton most of the Iron Age tradition pottery
was recovered from contexts associated with buildings.
The Phase 2 vessels were found in association with
adjacent Houses (O and Qb) and both were represented
by many sherds with much of each vessel present (a
contrast with the items from Phase 3 and other contexts).
Nine vessels of Iron Age tradition came from Phase 3
deposits, particularly from contexts relating to House G
and Enclosure ditch 2 (the latter being, of course, a sub
stantive feature likely to contain some finds). A single
sherd was found in association with the great Flouse H.
In the unenclosed phase at West Brunton pottery was
found in the drip gullies of roundhouses 5a, 7a, 9, 11
and 11a. Pottery occurred in all the houses associated
with the palisaded proto-enclosure and its successor,

Enclosure A, that is, 1A, 2, 3, 3a and 1B. In the enclosed
phase at West Brunton the pottery finds were notably
concentrated in the drip gullies of Houses IB, 29, 35
and 38 (that is, all the known houses in use at one time
in that phase, with the exception of 12), and in the ditch
of Enclosure 1, in the subsidiary enclosure gully D, with
fewer finds in gully L and boundary ditch C. House 29
(in Enclosure B) and 35 and 38 (outside the main en
closures) all produced many more sherds than the main
House IB in Enclosure A, of which a much greater
sample was excavated.
At Blagdon Park 2, the 150 sherds of a large bucket
shaped vessel were found in the drainage gully of what
was evidently one of the largest and most important
houses of the pre-enclosure phase, the double-walled
structure 23/29. Only two other pottery finds occurred
in this phase (House 17; gully 100). In the enclosed set
tlement, even in this tiny assemblage, there is a reason
ably convincing correlation of pottery finds with the
two biggest houses (13 and 21), situated in the central
enclosure (two examples each). Two sherds of pottery
came from the probable specialist metalworking area
(Houses 2 and 6).
To summarise: the correlation between pottery finds
and selected houses in the pre-enclosure settlements is
unsurprising as roundhouses were by and large the only
features to be found and excavated. There is however
a broad correlation between the pottery finds and the
largest houses of the late-iron Age enclosed settlements,
with pottery also being found in other cut features
(ditches and gullies) as available. For the latter there is
no discernible pattern except perhaps at West Brunton.
Here many finds came from the minor enclosure gullies
such as D, in the ‘centre’ of the settlement, between and
east the two main enclosures.
Level o f pottery use
All of the investigated sites have produced extremely
modest quantities of pottery. That is not in itself ex
ceptional for Iron Age sites in northern Britain. Is the
pattern the same at all excavated sites? The excavations
reported here (and at Pegswood Moor), being a series
of comparable sampling exercises over large measurable
areas, offer for the first time an opportunity to attempt to
quantify the level of pottery deposition at a range of sites
in the region.
Simply comparing the weight of pottery sherds
recovered is unsatisfactory because the weight figure
for the already extremely small sample is distorted at
East Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 by the presence of
single vessels broken into many sherds which make
up a considerable proportion of the total sherd weight
from the site - over 80% in the case of Blagdon Park
2. This is also the case with the published assemblage
from Pegswood Moor, where one vessel makes up 56%
of the total weight. A better comparison is provided by
the estimated number of individual vessels represented
in the assemblage. Direct weight comparisons also do
not take into account the amount that was excavated at

the different sites - not simply the area cleared down to
subsoil, but the square meterage of natural-cut features
emptied out. The latter seems a fairly crude measure
which does not take account of the depth of features,
but on the three principal sites in this volume surviving
depths were fairly consistent a similar range of features
- houses, gullies and ditches - were sampled. As
discussed below, the amount of excavated material petsquare metre might have been marginally uplifited at
West Brunton because of the number of sub-enclosure
gullies there.
Once the number of vessels represented is adjusted
to take account of the different scales of sampling at the
various sites, it can be seen (Table 10) that the greater
incidence of pottery at West Brunton appears to be a
real phenomenon; proportionally this site produced
significantly more pottery than its near neighbour,
East Brunton. This is not an effect of a larger sample
having been excavated. The level of plough damage was
broadly similar at the two sites, so loss of deposits at
East Brunton is not a contributory factor. Conversely, at
Blagdon Park 2, where more was sampled than at West
Brunton, there seems to be genuinely low incidence of
pottery. Even allowing for a slightly higher degree of
plough damage at this site it appears to have seen less
pottery deposition that either East or West Brunton.
There is a further complication: we are looking at
sites occupied over many centuries. The figures of indi
vidual vessels are too small to read any significance into
the differences between the sites in the pre-enclosure
Phase 2. However it is possible that the marked real dif
ferentiation in the occurrence of pottery in the enclosed
Phase 3 at West Brunton is the result of burst of activity
towards the end of the life of the site. Much of the larger
West Brunton assemblage is accounted for by deposition
in the most substantial roundhouse gullies, larger than
what had previously existed in the site and apparently
in use in its final phase and never superseded, and in
the complex of minor sub-enclosure gullies (e.g. D, L)
which divide up the site between the major enclosures.
‘Larger’ roundhouses of this type are more numerous at
West Brunton than at the other sites, and the latter did
not develop such a complex of minor enclosure ditches
as at West Brunton. The number of sherds deposited in
the central area between the two main enclosures at West
Brunton, at houses 35 and 38 and in the nearby gullies
suggests an area of much activity and deposition late in
the life of the site. Spatially the site is more complex
than the relatively simple concentric enclosure at
Blagdon Park or the relatively simple double-enclosure
at East Brunton. Clearly the number of gully features has
probably increased the depth of material sampled at West
Brunton, but It may also be that this site went through
a phase of social development, leading to increased use
of pottery and opportunities for pottery discard, that had
not yet occurred at East Brunton or Blagdon Park 2. The
size of the possible ‘outer’ enclosure at West Brunton is
vastly in excess of that at Blagdon Park 2 and suggests
a higher level of economic activity or social rank. In

Table 10: Quantities of Iron Age potteryfound at the various sites, adjusted to take account o f degree of sampling. The figure o f300 sqm at Pcgswood
is a rough estimate to allow a broad comparison to be made.

Site

Sqm of
features
emptied

Contexts

Sherds

Weight

Vessels

Vessels per I00m2

E ast B runton

206

12

115

3.095kg

13

6.31

E ast B runton m inus vessel 1

206

11

35

1,005kg

12

5.62

181

6.640kg

60

20.55

W est Brunton

292

33

B lagdon Park 2

326

12

171

3.911kg

12

3.68

B lagdon Park 2 m inus vessel 26

326

11

21

0.777kg

11

3.37

Pegsw ood

300?

27

242

6.957kg

35

11.67

Pegsw ood m inus vessel 19

300?

26

124

3.021kg

T horpe T hew les

532

453

1522

32.337kg*

34
?

11.33
?

* source: S herlock 2012, 84, Table 6.10

this respect it is interesting to compare Pegswood Moor.
According to the Bayesian modelling of its radiocarbon
dates (not published in Proctor 2009, but available in
Hamilton 2010), Pegswood is the result of a surge of
activity at the end of the Iron Age, and it consists of
a notably complex set of minor enclosure gullies. At
Pegswood the incidence of pottery is perhaps less than at
West Brunton, but the assemblage is, taken proportional
ly (Table 10) nowhere near as modest as at East Brunton
or the ceramically poverty-stricken Blagdon Park 2.
Going to a comparator from outside the immediate
region, something in the order of eight times as much
pottery was found at Thorpe Thewles as at West Brunton.
At Thorpe Thewles a much greater sample of some
features was excavated and there may have been less
plough damage. But a plan of excavated features there
(Heslop 1987; foldout at end of book) shows that some
532 sqm - nothing approaching eight times the sample
at West Brunton - was actually excavated. In other
words, taking all factors into account, more pottery was
deposited in the Iron Age at Thorpe Thewles than at West
Brunton. At Thorpe Thewles however there were major
changes and developments towards the end of the Iron
Age, and both Iron Age and Roman pottery continued
to be deposited after the Roman conquest, suggesting a
relationship with the Roman world that never developed
at West Brunton. Iron Age sites north of the Tyne have
been characterised as having less pottery, and less of a
range of forms of pottery, than sites in the Tees Valley
and North Yorkshire.
In conclusion, there are genuine differences in the
level of pottery use between the various sites. These
differences cannot confidently be projected back many
centuries into the Iron Age, where sherds are present
throughout but are very uncommon finds, occurring
in such low numbers that statistically significant com
parison between sites is impossible. By the end of the
pre-Roman Iron Age some development had taken place
at West Brunton which marked it out among our three
sites in terms of pottery use and deposition. We might
similarly characterise Blagdon Park 2 as being marked

by relatively limited pottery use, or at least on-site
deposition, at the end of the pre-Roman Iron Age. The
pottery might therefore be taken to support the sugges
tion that there may be a social hierarchy of Iron Age
sites in the north-east, even among the earthwork enclo
sures (p.207). The virtually aceramic nature of the unen
closed sites at Blagdon Park 1 and Shotton North-East is
possibly telling here. On the other hand there may have
been unknowable reasons for differential pottery use or
for the use of alternatives in certain situations. The use
of pottery in the north-east in the mid Iron Age has been
characterised as sporadic (Willis 1999, 89) and then and
later there may have been complex variations in pottery
use that went beyond simple levels of status and pros
perity and are as yet unexplained.

A ROMAN AMPHORA SHERD
by Paul Bid well
A single Roman amphora sherd was found unstratified
at East Brunton. The fabric is similar to that of Dressel
20, a very common amphora of South Spanish origin,
but is finer, with smaller inclusions. The sherd itself is
also thinner (thickness 6 -10m) than those of Dressel 20
amphorae and its profile suggests that it was from the
tapering shoulder or lower part of a vessel with a cy
lindrical rather than globular body. Its fabric is within
the range of a Haltern 70 (Peacock and Williams 1986,
Class 15), Dressel 1 (Peacock and Williams 1986, Class
6) or Dressel 2-4 (Peacock and Williams 1986, Class
10) in a Catalan fabric. The importation of the Dressel 1
amphora was mainly Augustan, but the two other types
of amphorae reached Britain until the Neronian period
and the importation of the Dressel 2-4 type perhaps
continued until at least the end of the first century. The
latter types are rare on military sites in northern Britain.
However, amphorae in this fabric are known from native
sites in the Tees Lowlands such as Stanwick, Melsonby
and Scotch Corner which were receiving other Roman
pottery imports before this area was incorporated into

Fig. 85

Fired clay objects. 1-3: East Brunton; 5-6: West Brunton. Scale 1:2

the province of Britannia in the early AD 70s (Fitts et
al. 1999, 20-1). The amphora sherd is therefore likely to
indicate that some of these early Roman imports, though
perhaps only a very few, were reaching sites far to the
north of Stanwick in the two or three decades preceding
the conquest of northern Britain.

POSSIBLE ROMAN TILE FRAGMENTS
FROM EAST BRUNTON
Two fragments of tile from East Brunton have been indentified by S. Willis as ‘evidently’ from Roman tegulae.
Both are in a hard red fabric, fired to a high temperature.
Quartz grains occur in moderate frequency, while clay
pellets and probable ferrous pellets are sparse to rare.
Larger quartz fragments, clear or milky in colour, occur
rarely, measuring up to 1.5mm. Some streaking occurs
frequently in the clay matrix probably representing less
iron rich lenses in the constituent clay. There are insuf
ficient diagnostic features for the Roman identification
to be certain.
L From fill (206) of the recut of north terminal of the
drip gully of House A. Two fragments (106g) evidently
from the same item; the larger 20mm thick with original
and upper surfaces and a straight original edge on one
side. The fragments came from the upper part of the
fill, at the interface with the ploughsoil, and the Roman
identification cannot be regarded as certain, although the
presence in the same gully of a possible melted glass
bangle (p. 150, no. 3) of early-Roman date makes this a
plausible context for Roman material.
2. From the fill (205) of the large gully or ditch (491)
running south-west of enclosures 1 and 2 ( south corner
of excavation area). SF 118. 135g, 25mm thick with
original upper and lower surfaces. The Roman identi
fication cannot be regarded as certain and the fragment
may have come from the upper part of the fill, at the
interface with the ploughsoil.
Four other abraded and undiagnostic fragments in a
similar fabric were found unstratitified.

OBJECTS OF FIRED CLAY (Figs. 85-89) by
A.T. Croom and Nick Hodgson, with contributions
on East Brunton by Steve Willis
Objects of fired clay were found only at the three largest
sites, occurring in the following fabrics:
Fabric 1
Soft, sandy fabric, usually orange in colour, but usually
partially fired a buff/cream colour and sometimes with
patches of grey. Rounded quartz inclusions, some
soft red and opaque white inclusions, cream-coloured
pebbles up to 10mm across and dolerite fragments up to
6mm across. The most common fabric.

Fabric 2
The fabric is oxidized, generally orange, with pale
orange to buff exterior surfaces. The fabric is hard with
a rough feel and irregular fractures. The fabric is rather
‘open’ in appearance with a biscuit-like matrix visible
at fractures. Well-sorted fine sparkling quartz grains are
moderate to common, with larger fragments of quartz,
c. 1mm, being present but rare; some organic matter such
as chaff, now combusted, appears to have been present,
now represented by plentiful, small voids. Some ferrous
and clay pellets appear to be present. Surfaces have been
smoothed.
Transport briquetage of this date from other sites in
the north-east region usually displays numerous voids
where chaff temper has combusted, and has an oxidized
exterior surface with an unoxidized interior margin
and surface which can appear ‘waxy’ as at Stanwick,
Melsonby and Pegswood Moor Farm (Fitts et al. 1999;
2009; Willis in press b). This fabric does not occur at
East or West Brunton or at Blagdon Park 2. Another
briquetage fabric type has moderate to common sand/
quartz tempering with modest amounts of chaff temper,
and is apparently a later fabric in the episode of ceramic
briquetage of this date in the region (Fitts et al. 1999).
Fabric 2 occurring here is similar to this apparently later
version of briquetage fabric from the region.
Fabric 3
Sandy mottled buff/pale orange fabric, with linear black
inclusions but no large stone inclusions. Fine quartz, soft
red and some black inclusions. The exterior surface has
slightly patchy colouration on the exterior from burning,
and numerous grass/straw impressions, from 0.5mm to
2mm in length.
Fabric 4
Sandy buff/cream fabric with partial orange core, with
quartz but no other notable inclusions.
East Brunton
The assemblage of fired clay artefacts with diagnostic
features from the site can be divided into two catego
ries. Firstly there is a brick-like form. Secondly there
are fragments from objects of cylindrical form, probably
supports of some sort rather than the bases of briquetage
salt containers.
C atalogue

1. Brick-shaped (L(extant): 83mm W: 74mm B: 80mm).
Fill of wall slot, House Q, 293, Phase 2, SF110.
Two conjoining fragments of fired clay from a brick
like item, with one end partially extant, sub-square in
section. Fabric 1.
2. Fragment of cylindrical form or of brick with part
curved profile (D: c. 120mm L: 74mm W: 51mm B:
21mm). Fill of drip gully. House G, 117, Phase 3, SF34.
Two conjoining fragments of fired clay. The edge of the

Fig. 86 Fired clay objects. 11: West Brunton; 16-17: Blagdon Park 2 at scale 1:2 and structural fired clay from West Brunton at
scale 1:4

flat surface follows an approximate but not perfect arc.
What form is represented by these pieces is uncertain.
These fragments may be either from a ‘brick like’ form
similar to SF110, in which case these pieces are from
one end, sub-square or loaf like in section, or from the
base of a cylinder shaped item. On balance the former
suggestion seems most likely. Fabric 1, burnt dark grey
on base.
3. Cylindrical support (D: c. 80mm L: 77 W: 48mm B:
59mm). Fill drip gully, circular structure R, 203, Phase
2, SF119.
One large fragment of fired clay from a form that
was probably cylindrical, with the broken face variably
oxidized and black towards the centre, and part of
the original circular profile surviving. This item was
probably solid, as with the ‘brick-like’ forms from the
site such as no. 1 above, and it is on a similar scale.
The alternative has been considered that it may be
from an open cylinder shaped item, representing the
solid pedestal base of a briquetage salt container like
that from Melsonby, N. Yorks (illustrated at Fitts et
al. 1999, 23, Fig. 17). However, the fabric is not the
most usual one used for briquetage in the region and
the form is reminiscent of the series of solid cylindrical
fired clay objects - definitely not briquetage —found at
West Brunton (5, 6, 7 below). Fabric 2.

4. Not illustrated. Fragments of cylindrical form or of
brick with part curved profile? (L: 62mm W: 35mm B:
16mm). Fill of feature 159, one of series of replacements
of House V, Phase 2, SF100.
Two conjoining fragments of fired clay. As with no.
2 above the edge of the fiat surface follows an approxi
mate but not perfect arc, which if part of a cylindrical
form would give a projected diameter of 160mm. The
fragments are abraded, however, so it is far from clear
that a genuine circumference is represented. Fabric 2;
combusted ‘chaff’ occurs. The form from which these
pieces derive is uncertain. They may be from a ‘brick
like’ form similar to no. 1, in which case they are from
one end, sub-square in section.
Undiagnostic fired clay (Not illustrated)
Fill of drip gully House G, 117, SF36: small amorphous
fragment of fired clay.
Fill of drip gully House H, 376, SF109: amorphous
fragment of over-fired clay.
Fill of ditch, S side of enclosure 1, 200, SF120: eight
fragments of fired clay. Three (52g) conjoin and have
one flat surface, while the other surfaces are irregular
and probably represent abraded fractures. Five are in a
different fabric (8lg). Three of these have some extant
original surfaces with two planes turning a right angle.

Fig. 87 Fired clay objects. Top left: West Brunton, no. 6; top right: Blagdon Park 2, no. 16; lower left: Blagdon Park 2 no 17'
lower right: West Brunton, no. 5

Unstratified, 100, SF22: Small fragment of fired clay
evidently from a larger item, but no original surfaces
extant. Similar fabric to SF34 and SF119.
Unstratified, 100, SF40: Small fragment of fired clay
evidently from a larger item, but no original surfaces
extant.
Unstratified, 100, SF124d. Four amorphous fragments
in a tile-like fabric (66g); one fragment (lOg) of purer
clay, evidently prepared, apparently finger/thumbpinched; rough unsmoothed flat surface on one side;
39x27x20mm.
West Brunton
5. Support (D: 120mm L: 47+mm). House 29, S outwork,
second phase, 1600, SF162.
Incomplete circular base, with two rough half-round
mouldings and a possible line of indented decoration
between them. Underside very smooth and Hat. Sandy,
soft orange fabric with paler exterior. Fabric 1. See Fig.
87 for photograph.
6. Support (D: 105mm L: 80+mm). House 29, fill of
later phase drip gully, 1622, SF159.
Incomplete circular base. Orange exterior, with buff
interior. Sandy orange fabric, with ribbons of unmixed
white clay. Underside very smooth and flat; object

Fig. 88
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stands with great stability. Probably Fabric 1, although
there are no surviving very large inclusions. See Fig. 87
for photograph.
7. Not illustrated. Support (D: c. 100mm L: 45+mm).
House 29, N outwork, second phase, 1608, SF224.
Small fragment of base of circular cross-section stand.
This could conceivably belong be part of no. 6, although
it would have to be from the other end of the object, as
it almost certainly has a smaller diameter, and is buff in
colour. Probably Fabric I.
8. Not illustrated. Flat brick (L: 85+mm W: 46mm B:
46mm). Gully D fill, 1246, SF66.
Edge fragment, with rounded corner. Fabric 4.
9. Not illustrated. Flat brick (L: 42+mm W: 35+mm B:
42mm). House 29, fill of later phase drip gully, 1622,
SF260.
Edge fragment, with rounded corner. Hard orange
fabric. Has been very close to high temperatures as
there is molten material on and over one breakage edge.
Probably Fabric 1.
10. Not illustrated. Brick (L: 34mm+). Enclosure A, S
terminal, 1331, SF190.
Small fragment of a rounded corner. Fabric 4.

Structural clav from West Brunton, rear face with impressions. Clockwise from top left: 15.3, 15 .1, unnumbered, 15.2,

11. Brick (L: 100+mm W: 65+mm B: 40+mm). House 4,
drip gully S terminal (Phase 2), 1214, SF261.
Corner of brick or similar. Neatly cut corner; other
surfaces irregular. Buff exterior, black, very flaky,
interior.
12. Not illustrated. Brick (L: 50mm+). House 22 drip
gully, S terminal (Phase 2),1573, SF276.
Small fragment, with length of a right-angled edge.
Fabric 3, but with red exterior surface and brown core.
13. Not illustrated. Brick (L: 37mm+). House 29, fill of
earlier phase drip gully, 1602, SF214.
Small fragment with an edge, probably right-angled.
Fabric 3.
14. Not illustrated. Brick or support (L: 70mm+). House
2, drip gully, 1066, S F I1.
Edge piece, with a rounded angle of c.45 degrees.
Fabric 1, with brown core.

Structural fired clay (see Figs. 88-89fo r photographs)
15. Context 1622 (House 29, fill of later phase drip gully)
produced approximately 24 small fragments of fired clay
(SF265), including some highly fired fragments and a
piece with a wattle impression (Fig. 86, no. 15.1 and
Fig. 88). There were also five large fragments fired to a
buff colour, some of which appeared to be shaped (Fig.
86, nos 15.2-4 and Figs. 88-89). Three included im
pressions of the ends of timbers or stone elements with
right-angled corners and edges, and one another wattle
impression (c.25mm in diameter). The pieces are up to
100mm thick in places. The impressions of wattles and
rectilinear timbers or stones are on the ’back’ of these
fired fragments, the smooth fired face on the ‘front’; this
smooth fired front forms internal right angled comers
(the actual angle rounded) showing that the fired face
of the structure enclosed some kind of built space. The
same context also produced 45 pieces of undiagnostic
slag or possible smithing residue, so these structural
pieces may relate to an iron working hearth rather than a
domestic building. On the other hand the association with
the main house and the fired clay supports gives some

Structural clay from West Brunton, smooth fired face, with internal corners. Clockwise from top left: 15.3 15.1
unnumbered. 15.2, 15.4
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pause for thought, and it seems a possibility that these
fragments come from some kind of enclosed domestic
hearth, or even some kind of structural element burnt, if,
as suggested, the house was destroyed by fire.
Blagdon Park 2
16. Support (D(base): 95mm D(shaft): 58mm H: 77mm).
House 21, drip gully, SW terminal, 863, SF31.
Incomplete support with a circular cross-section
and a flared terminal. See Fig. 87 for photograph. For
other examples see Dragonby (Barford 1996, 337 (with
parallels); Fig. 13.8, no. 1) and Little Waltham (Drury
1978, Fig. 66, no. 13.4). Fabric 3.
17. Block (L: 57mm W: 47mm B: 43mm). House 21,
drip gully, SW terminal, 863, SF32.
Corner fragment of a block with three surviving faces.
Sandy orange fabric, with slightly patchy buff/orange/
grey colouration. The angle at which one edge meets the
comer means this could come from a tapering brick or
rectangular pyramidal support (cf. Morris 2007, Fig. 3,
nos 11-2, 16), but not enough survives for certain iden
tification. One surface is ‘decorated’ with five surviving
indentions while the other two faces are plain. Decora
tion is rarely found on fired clay objects. Fabric 1. See
Fig. 87 for photograph.
Discussion
It is of note that there are no firmly identified fragments
from briquetage vessels from any of the three main
sites. At East Brunton the possibility that No. 2 and
especially No. 3 might represent the pedestal bases
of briquetage salt containers (suggested by S. Willis)
has been carefully considered. However, the fabric
(2) is not the most typical for briquetage in the region
(although it does display the chaff tempering charac
teristic of briquetage) and the fragments represented
here are insufficiently complete to be confident of this
identification, and, in particular, there is no interior
surface represented on any of these three items which
might confirm the functional identity of these ceramics.
They seem almost certainly to have been solid upright
supports of some kind.
It is highly unlikely that supports for salt evapora
tion vessels are represented. Such vessels with pedestal
bases are rare in this country, and may be Bronze Age to
early Iron Age in date (Rodwell 1988, 82; Fig. 63, nos
4-7). Cylindrical supports used in salt-making tend to
be comparatively tall, such as a complete support from
Essex which is 290mm high and has a narrow T-shaped
terminal at the top, and were used to support large
pottery brine containers over a fire (de Brisay 1978, Fig.
7, no. 5).
In any case, any fragments of briquetage found on
the sites must have been brought in accidentally with or
containing the salt, but it is noticeable that there are only
large fragments of pedestal bases/supports and no certain
pieces from the walls of the vessels. Critically the lack
of body sherds from vessels makes it more likely that

these objects are supports used in a domestic setting to
support vessels over a fire.
It is noticeable that the three cylindrical fired clay
items from West Brunton (5,6,7) occur in the relatively
fine sandy fabric 1 which is not characteristic of brique
tage, yet these surely served as similar function to the
East Brunton (2, 3) and Blagdon Park 2 (16) cylindrical
pieces. The decorative mouldings found on one of the
fragments from West Brunton would also fit with a role
as part of highly visible hearth fittings (Fig. 85, no. 5).
The other identifiable pieces of fired clay from the
sites come from ‘bricks’ and slabs such are found on
numerous Iron Age sites. Elsewhere, some are clearly
related to salt-making, and some have been identified
as kiln furniture, but they are also found on sites with
neither of these activities, and it has been suggested that,
along with the cylindrical supports, they are pot stands,
hearth surrounds, or other elements of hearth or oven
furniture (Major 1998, 107). As they come in a variety
of shapes, it is likely they had a number of different
functions. There are flat rectangles, flat triangles, squaresectioned bars, triangular-sectioned bars, and tapering
bars of varying sizes (ibid., Fig. 70, de Brisay 1978, Fig.
9, nos 9-12; Wickenden 1992, Fig. 46, no. 8). There are
also examples of pottery grids supported on legs, which
may have been used during cooking (Barford 1996, Fig.
13.11,no. 3).
A breakdown by phase and location (Table 11)
shows that the fired clay objects, both the brick-like
ones and the supports, occur both in the mid Iron Age
pre-enclosure phase and in the later enclosed settle
ments, where there is a marked correlation with some
of the principal houses of the enclosures. This seems
to suggest strongly that the hearth structures from
which this material might have come were situated in
the main houses. This was also the case at Burradon
(Jobey 1970, 70-82 and Figs 10 and 7), where an as
semblage of fired clay objects was associated with
the main house (redeposited in pits cut through the
terminals of its drip gully). Jobey considered them
most likely to be kiln furniture, but recognised the
lack of evidence for suitable kilns. The objects are
most like the loaf shaped brick-like items such as No.
1 from East Brunton. The Burradon examples have
rounded ends. The possibility is noted on p.200 that
this house, like the largest houses at East and West
Brunton and Blagdon Park may have been a twostorey ‘byre-house’, with human occupation at an
upper level. Hearths on such upper floors would have
to be carefully constructed so as not to set fire to the
floor, and this might go some way to explaining the
association of fired clay structural elements with these
houses. Burradon and the three present sites offer an
interesting local concentration of fired clay objects
and lining fragments: none was found at Pegswood
Moor or on any of the Traprain Law environs sites;
there were very few fired clay objects at Thorpe
Thewles, and nothing comparable to the supports and
bricks recorded here.

Table II: Fired clay objects by phase and location
Phase 2
1

East Brunton House Q

brick shaped

3

East Brunton House R

cylindrical support

4

East Brunton House V

poss. cylindrical support

11

West Brunton House 4

brick shaped?

12

West Brunton House 22

brick shaped

East Brunton House G

cylindrical support

Phase 3
2
14

West Brunton House 2

brick or support?

5

West Brunton House 29

cylindrical support

6

West Brunton House 29

cylindrical support

7

West Brunton House 29

cylindrical support?

9

West Brunton House 29

brick shape?

13

West Brunton House 29

brick shape?
structural fired clay

15

West Brunton House 29

8

West Brunton Gully D

flat brick shape?

10

West Brunton Enclosure Ditch A

brick shape?

16

Blagdon Park 2 House 21

cylindrical support

17

Blagdon Park 2 House 21

Block

IRON (Fig. 90) by A.T. Croom
East Brunton
L Pin? (W: 3mm B: 3mm). Phase 1/2, House D, fill of S
door posthole, 233, SF64. Not illustrated.
Two minute fragments of a pin or nail with a square
cross-section.
West Brunton
2. Pin (L: 105mm D: 6mm). Phase 3, fill of Gully D,
1260, SF74.
Pin or rod with circular cross-section, missing both
terminals.

GLASS (Fig. 90) by A.T. Croom
East Brunton
3. Molten glass (L: 30mm B: 18mm B: 15mm). House A
drip gully, S terminal recut fill, 282, SF86.
‘Dribble’ of glass, approximately 5mm thick, that has
folded in on itself. It is an opaque, very pale blue, with
a thin, brown outer coating over some of its surfaces. It
was recovered with metalworking debris and had perhaps
had been included in a furnace accidentally. This is an
unusual colour for beads and may come from a fragment
of a Type 3A glass bangle, usually made in opaque white
or pigeon-grey glass. The earliest examples of these
bangles date to c.90, although the majority may come
from the second century (Price 1988, 349-51; Hoffmann
2010, 81, no. 38).

4. ‘Black’ glass bead (D: 7mm L: 6mm hole D: 1.5mm).
Phase 2, House O central hearth, 195, SF81.
Globular ‘black’ glass bead (Guido 1978, Group
7viii: only one certain pre-Roman example). Black glass
beads are very rare in the Iron Age, though the context
here is assuredly mid iron Age, probably before 300
BC. There is a large globular example from Hunsbury
Hillfort, Northamptonshire (ibid., 175) and at least two
smaller ones from a late Bronze Age/early Iron Age
site at Potterne, Wiltshire (Wiltshire Heritage Museum,
DZSWS: 1983.200.3873; Henderson 2000, 221). One of
the Potterne beads and a ‘dribble’ of black glass were
analysed; the bead ‘mainly displays the characteristics
of Late Bronze Age glass’ although the ‘dribble’ was
more ambiguous, and all came from disturbed contexts
(ibid., 221-2). The black beads may have been imitating
the more common jet or shale beads, as the glass would
look indistinguishable from jet when worn.
Blagdon Park 1
5. Bead (D: 14mm L: 11mm D(hole): 6mm). From the
primary fill of one of the excavated segments of the gully
of Structure 7, 691, SFAA.
Complete Meare spiral bead (Guido 1978 class 10),
of colourless glass with three sets of opaque yellow
spirals. The yellow glass is thin and has been painted
onto the surface of the bead; slight breaks are visible
between different applications. The bead type is named
after the site at Meare in Somerset, where large numbers
of similar bead as well as bead-making debris have been
found. The bead workshops at Meare, making a range

of bead types, were active from the fourth to the second
century BC, during which time the beads had a quite
restricted distribution concentrated in the south-west
with only an occasional example found further afield
(Henderson 1991, 125). However, the beads made at
Meare seem to have continued in use after production
had ceased, with examples found in Cornwall, Wales
and Scotland in contexts dating to the first century BC or
later {ibid., Fig. 4). The type with spiral decoration, fre
quently found on coastal sites, generally has a western
distribution with only a few examples known in the east
(Guido 1978, Fig. 29).
This example is now the second to have been found
in north-east England, as an incomplete example comes
from South Shields, some 17km from the Blagdon Park
site (Allason-Jones and Miket 1984, 4.52). The South
Shields example is not identical, being made of faintly
olive-green coloured glass, with thick yellow glass
pressed into the surface so that where the yellow glass is
missing, channels are visible in the surface of the bead.
Although the South Shields bead has been linked with
the Roman fort (Guido 1978, 80) it is without context
since it was recovered during the nineteenth-century ex
ploration of the site, and is more likely to relate to the

Iron Age occupation now known there (Hodgson et al.
2001). Both the Blagdon Park 1 and the South Shields
examples are likely to date from the later re-use of the
beads, possibly during the first century BC.

STO NE (Fig. 90) by A.T. Croom (stone

identification by R. McBride)
West Brunton
6. Sharpening stone (L: 200mm W: 85mm B: 65mm).
Phase 3, cobbles in entrance to House 35, 1283, SF98
Roughly rectangular block of very fine sandstone with
two opposing, slightly concave faces, both of which have
high-gloss polished surfaces which extend to the edges
of the faces. One of the rough faces has a small area of
pecking towards the narrower end. The other rough face
has another patch of less intense pecking towards one
side about a third of the way down from the wider end.
7. Disc (D: 27mm B: 6mm). Phase 3, House 29, second
phase drip gully, 1622, SF160.
Small roughly circular sandstone disc. Although
most of the chipped edge has been left rough, there is

one short section that has been worn down to create a
rounded edge. Cf. Murton High Crags, from a RomanoBritish phase (Jobey and Jobey 1987, Fig. 16, no. 1).
Fox Covert
8. Disc (D(min): 56mm (max): 58mm B: 5mm). Fill of
pit 2167 of pit alignment, 4350, SF5.
Thin greywacke disc. The outer edge is worn, and in
some areas has bevelled edges. Stone discs of various
sizes have been used from the Bronze Age to the early
medieval period, but it is possible this is Iron Age in
date, as it has similarities with some discs with ground
edges found on Iron Age sites in Scotland (Henshall
1982, Fig. 9). It is suggested that some may have been
used as a tool for grinding or rubbing, with the bevelled
edges created when the disc was held vertically but at a
slight angle (ibid., 235).
9. Pierced stone (L: 90mm W: 80mm B: 45mm hole D:
10mm). Lower fill of pit 2133 of pit alignment, 4302,
SF1.
Roughly rectangular sandstone block with two
flattened faces, pierced by an off-centre hole. Possibly
used as a weight.

COARSE STONE TOOLS (Fig. 91) by A.T.
Croom
West Brunton
1. Pounder (L: 125mm W: 75mm B: 30mm). Phase 3,
Enclosure A N terminal, 1659, SF210.
Complete water-worn pebble with an oval cross-sec
tion. Both ends have small patches of pecking caused by
crushing or pounding.
Shotton North-East
2. Pounder (L: 105mm W: 50mm B: 40mm). Secondary
fill of pit in pit alignment, 2093, SF6.
Incomplete greywacke stone with a rectangular crosssection. It tapers to one end, which is battered on one
side. Pounders may have been used for pounding food
stuffs or for crushing minerals or similar materials.
3. Bevelled pebble (L: 105mm W: 75mm B: 40mm). Fill
of pit in House 1, 1031, SF1.
Water-worn pebble with a hemispherical crosssection. It has polished surfaces except for two finely
ground facets on each ends and along one edge that have
been created by rubbing or grinding. All the facets tend
to be wider towards one side, and on each end one facet
is larger than the other. There is also some pecking in the
centre of the curved face, from crushing or pounding.
This combination of faceted end and pecked centre
indicate a dual-use stone (cf. Musson 1991, Fig. 63, no.
274). A discussion of the Mesolithic version of this type
of long, thin stone tools suggests use as limpet hammer
or hammerstone are unlikely, while hide-softeners,
bark-strippers or for hollowing wooden containers were

possible (Clarke 2007, 193-6; Clarke and Waddington
2007, Fig. 8.2). Suggestions for Iron Age examples
include grinding food and working leather, wood or bone,
with the variations in size and position of the facets on
different examples of this type of tool perhaps reflecting
a number of different uses (Musson 1991, 155).

CUP-MARKED STONES (Fig. 92) by
A.T. Croom
West Brunton
1. Possible quern with cup-marking (L: 280mm W:
230mm B: 95mm Depression Diam: 45mm Depth:
15mm). Phase 3, Enclosure A N terminal, 1659, SF187
A possible sandstone saddle quern (see Quern report
no. 9). The upper, curved surface has a centrally placed
cup-mark. The deepest point of the cupmark is off-cente
and the depths varies because of the uneven surface of
the stone. The deliberate use of cup-marking on Iron Age
rotary querns has been noted in East Lothian (Hunter
2009, 141).
2. Portable cup-marked stone (L: 150mm W: 115mm B:
90mm; Depression D: 54mm Depth: 17mm). Phase 3,
Enclosure B S terminal, 1655, SF216
Small roughly rectangular sandstone bock with very
regular cup-shaped depression, in roughly flat surface.
Blagdon Park 2
3. Portable cup-marked stone (L: 260mm W: 160mm
B: 130mm). Phase 3, fill of posthole in House 14, 479,
SF7.
Roughly triangular sandstone cobble, with cupmarks
on two opposing faces. On one face the cup-mark is
slightly oval (L: 60mm Depth: 20mm) and on the other,
a shallower, more circular depression (Diam: 50mm
Depth: 15mm). Cf. Dod Law West: Beckensall 1988-9,
Fig. 27, no. 25.
4. Portable cup-marked stone (L: 160mm W: 130mm B:
60mm Cup: Diam: 65mm Depth: 20mm). Upper fill of
drip gully of House 13, 379, SF5.
A shallow, flat, roughly rectangular piece of stone
with rounded corners. Circular depression in the centre
of one face which has comparatively straight sides and
a flat bottom.
5. Cup-marked stone (L: 240mm W: 170mm B: 130mm
Cup: Diam: 15mm Depth: 20mm). Fill of door posthole
in roundhouse 44, 1128, SF17.
Roughly rectangular piece of sandstone, probably
broken from a large piece, as the cup-mark is on one of
the smaller faces.
6. Cup-marked stone (L: 480mm W: 400mm B: 180mm
Cup: Diam: 45mm Depth: 25mm). Unstratified, SF15.
Not illustrated.
Roughly rectangular sandstone slab, with a rough

Table 12: The Querns
SF No.

Context

Phase

Location

Frag.

Description

C atalogue no.

EAST BRUNTON
N G P 66

237

1 or 2

N.term inal drip gully struc. D

100%

saddle

1

NGP 65

241

1 or 2

wall slot struc. C2

50%

saddle

2

NGP 69

241

1 o r2

wall slot struc. C2

100%

rubber

4

NGP 113

503

3

N. terminal drip gully struc. H

100%

beehive

3

5

W EST BRUNTON
HAW 37

1176

2

posthole 1175 struc. 1A

100%

saddle

HAW 126

1574

2

S. terminal Struc. 11

100%

saddle fragm ents

12 n.i.

HAW 256

1825

2 or 3

Gully AB=1329 (under struc. 35)

50%

rubber

13 n.i.

HAW 262

1828

2 or 3

Gully AB=1329 (under struc. 35)

100%

rubber

14 n.i.

Gully AB=1329 (under struc. 35)

100%

rubber

15 n.i.

50%

beehive

6
8

HAW 263

1828

2 or 3

HAW 193

1744

2 or 3

posthole in struc. 24

HAW 231

1817

3

drip gully struc. 35

100%

saddle

100%

saddle quern?

16 n.i.

100%

saddle? with cup mark on
reverse

9

HAW 264

1283

3

Cobbled entrance struc. 35

HAW 187

1659

3

Enclosure A. N terminal

HAW 40

1181

3?

posthole in centre o f struc. 1A/l B

100%

beehive

7

3?

unstrat. clearance over Struc. 1

80%

beehive

10

3?

unstrat. clearance over Struc. 1

60%

beehive

11

HAW 258
HAW 259

1000
1000

BLAG DO N PARK 2 (DELHI
DER 8

530

1

SE terminal o f slruc. 15 gully

35%

beehive

17

DER 22

1291

3

S terminal o f outer enclosure

beehive

18

DER 24

489

3

struc. 14, internal post ring

35%
?

prob. beehive

19

lower face and a flattish top face with a single cup-mark
towards one edge.
Shotton North-east
7. Portable cup-marked stone (L: 150mm W: 100mm B:
60mm; Depression Diam: 45mm Depth: 20mm). Fill of
rectangular enclosure, 2071, SF3.
Roughly rectangular sandstone stone with flat base
and a single depression on one surface.
Discussion
The seven cup-marked stones show a number of different
characteristics. Two stones appear to have come from a
larger piece of decorated stone (nos 5-6) and may well
be re-used pieces of Neolithic/Bronze Age rock art. Such
re-used pieces, quarried from earlier monuments, are
found on a number of Iron Age sites in the region (for
example Beckensall 1988-9, Fig. 27, nos 29, 31; Hogg
1942, Fig. 5) and are also known from Roman sites
(South Shields, SFno. S215, unpublished; Wallsend,
SFno. WSS44, unpublished).
The cobble with cup-marks on opposing faces may also
be a re-used piece of rock art (no. 3). Such ‘portable’ cupmarked stones were made by cutting the symbols onto a
cobble small enough to be held in the hand whilst being
worked. In the early Bronze Age multiple examples of
such portable stones were occasionally added to burial

cairns, perhaps as personal offerings by individuals
(Beckensall 2007, 129, Figs. 152, 157, 174).
The three other stones are roughly shaped slabs of
sandstone, two of which have a flat lower surface (nos
2, 7 and 4). These may also be examples of re-used
rock art, as shaped fragments of stone (as opposed to
complete cobbles) with cup-marks have also identified
as portable rock-art (eg three pieces found in the Iron
Age or later levels on Dod Law: Beckensall 1988-9,
Fig. 27, nos 1, 13, 25). However, it seems likely that
they are just examples of Iron Age tools, especially as
small cupped stones are also found on Iron Age sites
away from rock art areas, such as the chalk examples
from Danebury, Hampshire (Laws, Brown and Roe
1991, Fig. 7.67, nos 8.180-1). Suggestions for their use
include a knocking stone for dehusking barley or as a
mortar for grinding fine pigments or herbs, while an
example from Forcegarth Pasture South, Teesdale was
identified as a possible drill weight (Lowther and Hunter
2009, Fig. 7.10, no. 197; Taylor and Simpson 2000, 261,
illust. 15, no. 15.1; Fairless and Coggins 1986, Fig. 8,
no. 7). Similar cupped pebbles of Neolithic/Bronze Age
date found in some numbers in Cornwall and elsewhere
have been identified as possible nut-crackers (Roe 1985,
56-9).
Because of the numbers of cup-marked stones known
from Iron Age sites, it has been suggested that pieces of
rock-art were deliberately sought out for re-use during

Fig. 94

Querns 17-19, Blagdon Park 2. Scale 1:8

the Iron Age (Hunter 2009, 141). People may have felt
such stones held some power because of their age, or
they may have simply found them interesting in their
own right, or, more practically, the stones may have been
collected because they were ready-made examples of a
type of tool already in current use.

QUERNS (Figs. 93-4) by D. H. Heslop and
D. Bateman
Catalogue (For the contexts of the querns see Table 12)
East Brunton
1. Saddle quern (234 x 168 x 72mm max thickness).
237, SF66
Complete saddle, sub-rectangular/sub-round plan. No
appreciable concavity in face but polished smooth with
use. Basal facet has been used as a whet stone, causing
depression 9mm deep, 170mm long and 50mm wide.
Rest of basal surface is roughly but evenly tooled. Fine
- medium sandstone, occasional larger quartz inclusions
and some mica. Sub-angular to sub-rounded grains.
Concentrations of iron oxide in clasts.
2. Saddle quern? (225 x 164 x 52mm max thickness).
241, SF65
Half(?) fragment of probable saddle quern. Very little
concavity on flat, smooth grinding face. Very fine exotic
stone, speckled with chaff-like crystalline voids. Almost
white matrix. Possibly a lava - c f porphyry. Dark ground
mass with lath-shaped phenocrystals shown in original
surface exposed in recent fracture. Stone wears to white
colour.
3. Beehive base (D: 342mm H: 192mm; spindle hole D:
31mm Depth: 37mm). 503, SF113.
Substantially complete base, one large facet missing,
but irregular plan probably original. Base has flat, smooth

face, probably original boulder patina. Large spindle
hole, well-drilled, of cylindrical form. Coarse-medium
tooling has produced form, using a hammer with oblong
head. Outer edge of grinding face is smooth, the inner
section is naturally rougher where a coarse band of larger
inclusions has been exposed. Very slightly concave face.
Coarse-medium sandstone, with sub-angular to sub
rounded grains, light brown/white colour. Poorly sorted
with occasional larger angular grains.
4. Rubbing stone (134 x 113 x 57mm max thickness).
241, SF69.
Irregular block of stone, with one worn/polished/
weathered face. No tooling on rest of outer surface.
Weathered dolerite? Black crystal protruding from
igneous matrix.
West Brunton
5. Saddle quern (210 x 114mm TH: 60mm). 1176,
SF37.
Two joining pieces of heavily iron-stained saddle
quern. Grinding surface slightly concave and moder
ately abrasive. Medium-fine sandstone, mostly quartz.
Moderately well sorted, without inclusions. Reddish
outer patina is probably staining, post-deposition, and
not original rock colour.
6. Beehive upper (282mm x 156mm tall; hopper Depth:
132mm). 1744, SF193.
50% of large beehive quern, large facet missing from
outer rim opposite main fracture. The hopper has a
concave shape, not symmetrical to plane of feed-pipe.
Broken through opposed handle sockets, but the two
handles have very different cross-sections; one is cylin
drical with widening half way to opening, the other is
a vertical slot, or very large square aperture. Grinding
face is very smooth, concave, with rougher band, 80mm
wide, not concentric. Part of feed-pipe only. Very fine

tooling on surface and hopper. Medium-fine sandstone,
mostly quartz. Reasonably well-sorted, sub-angular and
sub-rounded grains. No fossil pits or inclusions.
7. Beehive upper (D: 300mm H: 180mm; hopper W:
92mm Depth: 62mm; feed-pipe D: 17mm). 1181. SF40.
Substantially complete, but heavily, asymmetrical
ly worn upper beehive quern. Unfinished, feed-pipe,
drilled from top and bottom, probably a second drilling
to re-straighten the quern. Two handle holes, a shallow
slot with conical section and a square sectioned, deeper
hole, almost opposite but on a different angle. Very fine
tooling on outer surface, including hopper. Grinding
face lightly tooled, and then partly worn. Ferruginous
staining on half of surface. Medium-fine sandstone.
Similar to 258, possibly a bit finer. Same pattern of fer
ruginous staining.
8. Saddle (276 x 240mm TH: 114mm). 1817, SF231
Adapted boulder. Slightly depressed grinding-face
- maintains abrasive surface because of flaws in the
lithology.. No trace of fine tooling, but shaped by coarse
hammering on underside and edges. Fine sandstone,
well-sorted sub-angular to sub-rounded grains. Mostly
quartz. No fossils or inclusions.
9. Possible saddle (282 x 230 x 95mm). 1659, SF187
Not clearly an artefact. One smooth surface on roughly
oval block, but without pronounced depression in
surface, which is smooth, but it could have been caused
by a natural process such as water smoothing. Fine-very
fine sandstone, moderately well-sorted. Outer surface
grey-brown, but where surface broken, very red body
colour. Sub-angular to sub-rounded grains. Cup mark on
reverse: = Cup-marked stones No. 1

holes, a piercing slot worn into the grinding face and a
higher replacement, in the form of an unusual vertical slot
(Depth: 72mm H: 32mm). The feed-pipe has widening
on two sides, not quite lined-up with the handle positions
(W: 19mm). The grinding face is smooth and slightly
convex.
Medium-coarse moderately sorted sandstone with oc
casional quartz inclusions, sub-angular to sub-rounded.
Considerable iron-staining to surface, especially on
outer edge and what remains of the hopper.
12. Saddle top stone (225 x 140 x 46mm and 146 x 70 x
34mm). 1574, SF126. Not illustrated.
Two fragments, broken where a clast forms a flaw in
the bedding, not jointing but same pebble. Possibly worn
on one face, the remainder being water-worn.
Fine-medium sandstone, with sub-angular to sub
rounded grains. Feldspars and slightly micaceous. Poorly
sorted with occasional larger angular grains.
13. Possible stone rubber (137 x 70 x 26mm). 1825,
SF256. Not illustrated.
Roughly half of a possible rubbing stone. It has one
flat, polished surface, clearly man-made.
Poorly sorted medium feldspathic sandstone.
14. Possible stone rubber (175 x 120 x 41mm). 1828,
SF262. Not illustrated.
Irregularly triangular plan with one convex surface
smooth and the others less so. Possibly used as a rubber
or saddle mule, but may be water-rounded pebble. Fine
sandstone.
15. Possible stone rubber (147 x 85 x 28mm). 1828,
SF263. Not illustrated.
Sub-rectangular in plan with one polished surface.
Fine sandstone with pink feldspathic inclusions.

10. Beehive upper (D: 30mm H: 182mm; hopper W:
115mm Depth: 56mm; feed-pipe 21mm). 1000, SF258.
80% of beehive upper, body complete but with
the grinding surface completely removed through
the handle holes. Markedly asymmetrical wear. Has
pecked depression in the outer wall- start of vertical
handle hole? Two holes in fracture, a short (Depth:
45mm), square in section and plan, and a deeper
(75mm), conical socket, 50mm wide at the mouth.
There is a widening of the feed-pipe base opposite the
square handle hole. Fine tooling on outer surface and
hopper, feed-pipe is very smooth. Some reddening
of outer surface, possibly the original patina of an
adapted boulder. Fine-medium sandstone. Sub-angu
lar to sub-rounded, moderately sorted grains. Some
larger quartz inclusions.

Blagdon Park 2
17. Beehive Quern (400 x 100 x 95mm thick). 1291,
SF22.
A fraction of the base of a beehive quern with and
a worn, concave grinding surface. Tooling evidence
on both the working area and the underside of the
quern stone. Flat underside. A fine, light grey-brown
sandstone.

11. Beehive upper (D: 276mm H: 125mm+). 1000,
SF259.
60% of beehive upper of irregular plan, and with little
of upper half of body and none of hopper lip extant. A
least seven distinct fracture lines. Hopper concave, di
mensions unknown. Asymmetric wear. Two handle

18. Quern Base (150 x 85mm). 530, SF8.
Hemispherical base of a quern. Dark and light
orange patches are evident on the edge of the
unbroken surface and the sides of the break. A smooth,
un-worked funnel on the lower side. Fine, light greybrown sandstone.

16. Possible quern fragment (94 x 74 x 33mm). 1283,
SF264. Not illustrated.
Possibly a detached fragment of grinding face, the
worked surface very slightly concave, the other surfaces
all fractures. Medium fine sandstone with mica flecks.

19. Probable quern base (D: 310mm H: 125mm+). 489,
SF24.
Probable large and almost complete beehive base in
light grey local fine-grained sandstone. Roughly square,
the stone has had all of the grinding face removed, and
some of the basal facet. The stub of the iron spindle hole
has survived at the base of the spindle socket. It is 1.4
cm wide. The socket is 1.9 cm in diameter.
Discussion
These excavations produced an important assemblage
of saddle and beehive querns, a good selection of both
top and base stones, but none was part of a complete
set. The querns were found in a range of contexts, with
over half being allocated to a single phase. However,
the group is not large and is predominantly made up of
fine to medium grained sandstones which, across most
of Tyne & Wear and Northumberland, are impossible
to identify to specific geological exposures. In general,
the group is similar to the other published assemblage in
the region, that from Pegswood Moor, Morpeth (Proctor
2009, 58-60).
The majority of the querns were of fine to medium
sandstone, suggesting that most, if not all, came from
local geological formations. The querns have poor
milling qualities and are unlikely to have been transport
ed over significant distances. One exception is a saddle
quern (NGP65) that is made from a fine-grained exotic
stone, possibly lava. A single example may represent a
boulder-clay erratic, but it may have been valued as an
exotic item and been valued for its sparkling appear
ance. A similar exotic was found at Catcote, Hartlepool,
a well-made beehive upper tone of a granitic igneous
lithology, visibly striking as a result of the presence of
large “books” of mica which gave the object a glittering
appearance (Heslop 2008, 90).
In form and sculptural quality, the beehive group is
typical of late Iron Age assemblages from North East
England and South-East Scotland. Of interest was a
beehive upper stone (HAW 193) displaying a vertical
handle socket, as opposed to the more common hori
zontal application on the side of the quern. The vertical
handle is a Scottish feature, providing a rare example of
an external association within the rather meagre finds as
semblages from the Brunton and Blagdon/Shotton sites.
The degree of fragmentation of the stones is slightly
less than that noted on other north-east sites, for example
Thorpe Thewles (Heslop 1987, 84-89). Less than half
of the querns found at this particular site have been
found in fragments. The difficulty of breaking such
robust items has been noted (Heslop 2008, 68; Wright
2009, 59). This would suggest that a deliberate effort
was needed to dismember the objects before deposition.
The incorporation of the quern fragments, which were
clearly preferentially selected from the mass of stone
commonly available in the locality, into the founda
tions of the buildings, suggests that symbolic as well
as practical considerations were important in the act of
construction.

Several of the querns from this assemblage had a con
siderable amount of evidence for iron or metal work on
their working surfaces (HAW 40, HAW 259, HAW 37,
DER 22 and DER 8). This is a feature which is becoming
widely recognised on querns of the Iron Age (Heslop
2008, 66), across an increasingly large part of Northern
England.

THE METALLURGICAL ASSEMBLAGE by
R. Doonan, by R. Mackenzie and D. Pitman
Introduction
Metallurgical debris was recovered from the three major
enclosure sites excavated at East and West Brunton and
at Blagdon Park 2. No metallurgical debris was found at
any of the other sites: Blagdon Park 1, Shotton North
east, or in connection with any of the other Shotton Iron
Age remains. For the three main sites, some level of iron
working, at least at the secondary smithing level seems
assured for each. It is notable that the evidence for met
allurgical processing comes form both the mid-iron Age
unenclosed site and the late-iron Age enclosure complex
in each case. The spatial significance of the findspots of
the metallurgical debris within the plans of the individu
al sites is discussed in Chapter 9, p. 195.
During the Iron Age, iron was produced using a two
stage process. Iron was initially extracted from the ore
by smelting in bloomery furnaces. The resulting ball,
or ‘bloom’, of iron produced by the bloomery furnace
contained a high volume of slag. To improve the quality
of the iron, the volume of slag was reduced by reheating
and hammering the bloom. These cycles of reheating and
hammering are known as ‘primary smithing’. Primary
smithing produced billets or bars of iron that could
either be forged into finished artefacts by smiths on site,
or distributed as raw material. Bloomery smelting and
primary smithing were often carried out at the same site
and both processes could produce significant amounts
of slag. The manufacture and repair of finished artefacts
employed a process commonly referred to as ‘secondary
smithing’. This process involved further reheating and
forging of the iron, which also produced slag as a by
product.
The smelting and smithing processes both produced
some types of slag that are characteristic of their produc
tion source. Smelting in particular results in the produc
tion of comparatively high volumes of distinctive slag.
However, both processes also produced a high propor
tion of indistinct ‘undiagnostic’ slags that are notoriously
difficult to assign to a particular production source. The
difficulties of determining the process origin of slags
from the Iron Age to Medieval period are discussed by
McDonnell (2001, 163) and Bachmann (1982, 31).
East Brunton by R. Mackenzie
Slag and other residues associated with metallurgical
processes occurred as shown in Table 13.

Table 13:

Archaeometallurgical finds from East Brunton

Small find no.

Context no.

Phase

Location

Description

No. of items

Weight

12

207

2

House B

Undiagnostic concretion/slag

2

9g

43

223

2

House B

Silicate slag

i

17g

45

217

2

House B

Fired clay

i

28g

54

237

2

House D

Undiagnostic concretion

i

22g

64

233

2

House D

Frags o f fired clay and iron

Frags

8g

72

301

3

House H

Undiagnostic slag

1

33g

85

282

3

House A

Iron rich smelting slag

Un

97g

105

376

3

House H

Fired clay

5

1 — 12g

Some of the pieces within the assemblage are indica
tive of iron production. However, most are undiagnostic
and without specific archaeological contexts cannot be
used to distinguish between iron smelting and working.
The site produced two fragments that have been provi

Table 14:

sionally identified as bloomery iron smelting slag (SF43
and 85). However, the presence of only fragments does
not necessarily suggest that iron smelting had occurred
in the immediate vicinity of the excavation. It is possible
that iron was smelted elsewhere before being transport-

Summary of metal production residues recoveredfrom West Brunton

Small find
No.

Context No. Phase

Location

Num ber of
pieces.

Description

Weight

24

1003

3

unstrat in area
o f House 4

2

Heavily weathered possible sm ithing slag

lOg

24

1003

3

unstrat in area
o f House 4

2

Heavily weathered possible smithing residue

42g
< lg

26

1205

2

House 5

1

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing residues

27

1202

2

House 4

1

Fragm ent o f burnt clay, possibly from hearth

15g

42

1204

2

House 5a

12

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing slag

20g

43

1233

3

Gully L

52

Small lumps (typically <2cm 2 in volume) o f heavily weathered
possible sm ithing slag/undiagnostic slag

I220g

97

1430

3

House 38

2

Possible sm ithing residue

3g

100

1374

2

Slot P3

2

Possible sm ithing residue, originally one fragm ent

3g

133

1330

3

Enclosure A
ditch

i

Fragm ent o f burnt and slagged clay, possibly from hearth

I5g
I9g

146

1622

3

House 29

ii

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing

161

1637

3

House 29

i

Fragm ent of possible health lining

161

1637

3

House 29

i

Large lump o f highly vesicular low density slag/possibly from
base o f sm ithing hearth

3150g

161

1637

3

House 29

c. 10

Fragments of highly vesicular low density slag/possibly broken
o ff large lump listed above

350g

165

1622

3

House 29

1

Fragm ent o f burnt clay, possibly from hearth

96g

178

1640

2

House 17

2

Fragm ent o f burnt clay, possibly from hearth. One fragm ent
possibly has im pression o f tuyere

40g
274g

179

1602

3

House 29

1

Fragm ent of stone/possible ore

209

1598

2

House 11

3

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing residues

Ig

233

1284

3

Gully L

66

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing residues
(fragm ents are typically <2cm : in volume)

llOg
Hg
10g

-

1002

3

House 1B

16

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing residues

-

1005

3

House 1B

2

Fragm ents o f burnt coal/coke

-

1005

3

House 1B

2

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residues

6g

-

1204

2

House 5a

6

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residues

22g

1227

3

unstrat in area
of House 4

1

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residues

lg

-

1242

3

Gully D

2

Undiagniostic slag/possible burnt coal/coke

4g

-

1255

2

House 8a

3

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing re

4g

-

1284

3

Gully L

1

Fragm ents o f burnt clay, possibly from hearth

?g

1430

3

House 38

32

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing residues, or possible
com pacted cinders

72g

-

1602

3

House 29

i

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residue

20g

-

1622

3

House 29

34

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residues

60g

-

1817

3

House 35

10

Undiagnostic slag/possible sm ithing residues

I2g

Table 15: Metallurgical debris from Blagdon Parle 2.
Small find No.

Context No.

Phase

Location

O bject class

Weight

Description

SF2

169

3

House 2

Non diagnostic slag

unrecorded

Undiagnostic slag/possible smithing
residues

SF3

220

3

House 3/4

Burnt clay

I6g

Heavily vitrified piece o f clay

SF4

239

Non diagnostic slag

I4g

3

House 6

Small piece o f dense slag with
a rectangular impression on the
underside

Burnt clay

325g

3

House 21

Collection of burnt clay fragm ents,
some more vitrified than others

3

House 2

Burnt clay

lOg

Heavily vitrified piece of clay

entrance to
enclosure C

Sm ithing hearth base

225g

3

Small, complete Sl-IB, with an 85mm
diam eter and a maximum depth of
40mm

entrance to
enclosure C

Sm ithing hearth base

75g

Fragm ent of the edge of a SHB

3

Burnt clay

18g

2

House 22

Burnt clay, slightly more vitrified on
one side

SF12

998

SF29

187

SF28

1375

SF28
SF30

1375
545

ed to East Brunton for smithing/working into finished
objects. The pieces of burnt clay in the assemblage are
probably from the clay linings of hearths, but the possi
bility that these fragments of burnt clay originated from
a domestic hearth or oven cannot be ruled out.
West Brunton by R. Mackenzie
Slag and other residues associated with metallurgical
processes occurred as shown in Table 14.
Unfortunately, most of the ‘slag’ in the West Brunton
assemblage is undiagnostic in nature. The pieces
described as ‘undiagnostic/possible smithing slag’ are
highly vesicular with a low density and low magnetic
response; and the slag appears to have undergone a rela
tively high degree of ‘weathering’, possibly post-dep
ositional. The morphology of the slag suggests it may
actually be a fuel ash residue (clinker) from fossil fuel
fires. The concentration and abundance of the residues
in certain areas suggests that there is the possibility
that metal production may have been carried out in the
vicinity of those areas.
The most interesting piece of slag is the large lump
from context 1637. This piece is similar in composition
to the numerous small fragments of slag from context
1622. This large lump is possibly the residual fuel ash
slag from a hearth and its surface suggests that the slag
may have come from a hearth that had had a forced
draught blown into it. Evidence of forced draughting
is normally associated with ‘production’, rather than
‘domestic’ hearths.
The pieces of burnt clay in the assemblage are
probably from the clay linings of hearths. However, the
possibility that these fragments of burnt clay originated
from a domestic hearth or oven cannot be ruled out.
Blagdon Park 2 by R. Doonan and D. Pitman
Only a small amount of metallurgical debris was
recovered from the site.

The finds can be divided into the following three cat
egories:
1. Smithing hearth bottom. Context 1375.
Fragments and a complete smithing hearth bottom
(314g). Dense black slag masses with occasional
porosity. The complete example had a diameter of 85mm
and a maximum depth of 40mm. This is typical of Iron
Age smithing hearths and similar examples have been
seen at other Iron Age sites. Smithing hearth bottoms
can be characterised as dense masses of slag which are
produced during iron smithing. They form in the base
of the smithing hearth and in their complete form give
some indication of the dimensions of the lower hearth
area. These are often vesicular and heterogeneous with
characteristic convex bottom surfaces and plane upper
surfaces occasionally with a slight depression indicating
where the air blast hit the slag. Smithing hearth bottoms
are characteristic of the iron smithing phase.
2. Non diagnostic slag. Context 239.
3. Fired clay. Contexts 187, 200, 545, 998.
A total of 369g of fired clay was examined. It ranges
from heavily vitrified to slightly burnt. There was little
structure present in the fired clay samples.
A selection of the material was analyzed (SF4 and
SF28) to detect the presence/absence of copper within
the slag, as copper pills are known to have been found in
smithing slag from other Iron Age assemblages (Salter
1979). None of the analyses showed the presence of any
copper. This assemblage is typical of many Iron Age
metallurgical sites in Britain, in that it most likely repre
sents small scale production. The smithing hearth bottom
was much smaller than those found in later Roman and
medieval examples. The lack of copper within the slag
shows that it is unlikely that copper working was taking
place at the same time as iron smithing. This, coupled
with the absence of any copper specific production debris

suggests that iron was the only metal being produced
and worked on the site.

FLINT
Struck flints were found at the excavated sites reported
in this volume in the following quantities.
East Brunton
West Brunton
Blagdon Park 1
Blagdon Park 2
Shotton North-east

11
20
9
14
3

These assemblages do not suggest any high level of earlier
prehistoric activity at the excavated sites. The datable
items suggest low level background activity from the
Mesolithic, through the Neolithic and in the early Bronze
Age. There were no Hints found in Iron Age contexts
displaying the criteria defined by Young and Humphrey
(1999) in their recent study of Iron Age flint use.
The one notable indicator of earlier prehistoric activity
was the pit alignment and medieval grange excavation
site at Fox Covert, Horton Grange (NZ 195747).

Here, in advance of the excavations, a total of 173
lithics were collected in field-walking over the surface
of a single field bordering Prestwick Carr, the site of a
large post-glacial lake that would have formed an attrac
tive landscape focus for early hunter-gatherer groups.
The lithic collection has a large number of tools and
chronologically diagnostic material that allows most of
the assemblage to be comfortably dated to the Meso
lithic, although an early Mesolithic component appears
to be present in the assemblage. This accords well with
the fact that this area formed the margin of a post-glacial
lake.
A total of 35 lithics were collected during the subse
quent excavations on the Fox Covert site. Other than find
SF7 (from the pit alignment) the material came either
from unstratified contexts or from medieval features.
The small excavated lithic assemblage from Fox
Covert contains a range of tools including edge-trimmed
and retouched pieces, scrapers and an arrowhead sup
porting the impression provided by the field-walking
evidence that Mesolithic and Neolithic activity took
place across this site bordering onto the Carr.
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The Biological Remains

HUMAN REMAINS by A. Caffell
Introduction
A lone burial was discovered during the excavations. The
individual was possibly crouched and oriented south
east to north-west, with the head to the south-east. The
burial could not be confidently assigned to any particular
phase of the site, and may even be pre-iron Age. For the
archaeological context, see p.72.
Preservation
Preservation of the remains was extremely poor. None
of the bones of the skeleton survived, having suffered
extreme degradation in the acidic silty/sandy soil, and
although 13 teeth were recorded as present during exca
vation, only nine teeth and c.25 fragments of enamel were
observed during analysis. The softer dentine component
of the teeth had degraded along with the bone, leaving
the tooth crowns represented by shells of enamel. The
latter were extremely fragile, with recent chips and
breaks evident along the edges of the crowns, and with
at least four crowns having disintegrated into fragments.
Similar complete degradation of bone in acidic sandy or
gravel soils has been observed elsewhere, most famously
at Sutton Hoo (Bethell and Carver 1987).
Material present
Teeth from both upper and lower jaws were present, and
all those that could be identified were permanent teeth
from the left side of the mouth. The lower teeth present
included the left first and second molars, left second
premolar, left canine, an unsided incisor (fragmented
but held together by soil), and an unsided molar. The
upper teeth included the left first and second molars, and
a premolar (possibly the second premolar, and possibly
from the left side). Slight wear was evident on the molars
and premolars, but the canine and incisor appeared
largely unworn.
As expected, there was no duplication of elements
and a minimum of one individual was represented by
the remains. This corroborates the layout of the remains
in the grave, where two rows of teeth could be seen in
anatomical position.
Age estimation
Although the initial appearance of the teeth was that of
developing tooth crowns, the presence of wear on some
of the teeth indicates that they had erupted into occlusion,
i.e. they had come into contact with the opposite teeth.
Furthermore, the teeth represented would not all have
been at the same stage of development (crowns com
pletely formed but no root formation initiated) at the
same time. These factors strongly suggest that the lack

of tooth roots is a result of the poor preservation that had
destroyed the bone in the rest of the skeleton.
The second molars had erupted (testified by the
presence of slight wear on the cusps, with minimal
dentine exposure), an event which occurs at around
twelve years of age. No third molars (which erupt at
around eighteen) were positively identified, but this does
not mean they were not present, especially given the
poor preservation of the rest of the teeth; also, the third
molar is often congenitally absent (Hillson 1996). Given
the slight evidence of wear on most teeth it is unlikely
the individual was particularly old. It seems most likely
that the individual was an adolescent or a young adult,
probably no more than 25 years old. However, it is
important to bear in mind that the rate of dental wear
is largely dependent on the type of diet consumed, and
wear will be slower if the diet is soft (Miles 1962).
Dental disease
No evidence of dental disease was observed, not even
the presence of calculus (mineralised plaque deposits on
the teeth frequently observed in archaeological popula
tions). It is entirely possible that the burial conditions
had also destroyed any calculus that may have been
present.
Summary
Poor preservation meant that only the crowns of nine
permanent teeth and a few enamel fragments remained
of this individual, all bone and dentine having been
destroyed. Six lower and three upper teeth were identi
fied, all from the left side of the mouth. The eruption
of the second molars and slight wear seen on the tooth
crowns indicated the individual was most likely an ado
lescent or a young adult. Unfortunately, due to the lack
of the rest of the skeleton it was impossible to provide a
more accurate age estimate, or make any attempt at de
termining sex. No evidence of dental disease was seen.

THE ANIMAL BONE by L. J. Gidney
The full catalogues of bone identifications for each site
are available in the archive, and only a summary dis
cussion is included in this report. Incidences of bonefinds are listed in the ‘finds’ columns of the structure and
feature table for each of the three main sites, so spatial
occurrence can be studied.
East and West Brunton
Stratified faunal remains were only recovered from Iron
Age phases 1/2 and 3 at both sites. The quantity of animal
bones recovered was small, and the inhospitable burial
environment of acidic clays and sands has resulted in the

Table 16: The species present (counts of identifiable fragments)
East Brunton
Phase

2

West Brunton
3

2

3
37

Cattle

2

8

2

Sheep/goat

-

-

-

12

Pig

1

-

-

3
4

Horse

1

-

-

Cow/Horse size

-

1

-

Sheep size

2

-

-

poor survival of bones, with even burnt bone crumbling
and teeth reduced to fragments of enamel. For both these
sites, all fragments which could be attributed to either
species or a size category have been counted.
Table 16 gives the counts of identified fragments. In
comparison with East Brunton, it can be seen immedi
ately that the identified assemblage from West Brunton
is over three times the size. On both sites, finds are con
centrated in Phase 3. However the tiny phase 2 collec
tion from East Brunton, with cattle, horse and sheep size
elements present, is both larger and more diverse than
that from West Brunton, with only cattle represented.
In Phase 3, cattle remains are most abundant on
both sites. Many of these finds were of teeth reduced
to fragments of enamel, which did not allow determina
tion of the actual tooth, let alone wear stage. There were
pockets of rather better preservation, for example context
376 (House H gully, south terminal) at East Brunton
and contexts 1660 (Enclosure A, north terminal), 1689
(Enclosure A, south terminal), 1817 (House 35 gully,
south terminal) at West Brunton. Where teeth could be
identified with wear, the surviving evidence is for the
permanent dentition in full attrition. Of note is the find,
from context 1819 (House 38 gully south terminal) at
West Brunton, of partial tooth rows from a matching
pair of left and right mandibles from one animal. These

Fig. 95

Horn cores from context 1213, Blagdon Park 2

1
-

would appear to have been deposited as a unit but the
absence of maxillary teeth suggests this was not a
complete head. One mandibular molar 3 from West
Brunton context 1218 (Gully D) lacks the third column,
a non metrical trait widespread within the Iron Age to
Romano-British cattle population of northern England.
Horned stock are represented by a fragment of horncore
from West Brunton, context 1689. Body part repre
sentation and ageing data are sparse and heavily influ
enced by the preferential survival of particularly robust
elements. Such data as survive indicate the presence of
adult animals but this is highly unlikely to reflect the
composition of the cattle bones originally deposited.
Sheep/goat fragments were positively identified
at West Brunton, unlike East Brunton, and comprise
roughly one third of the number of cattle fragments.
Given the survival bias against sheep/goat bones, this
strongly suggests that sheep/goat was a more important
constituent of the livestock strategy of this settlement
than could be inferred from East Brunton. Sheep remains
were also second in abundance at Thorpe Thewles,
despite extreme bone loss (Rackham 1987, 103).
Single finds of pig elements were confined to West
Brunton and only contexts with slightly better preserva
tion: 1660, 1817and 1819. These scant remains probably
under represent the original deposition of pig bones.

However, pig bones are generally infrequent on Iron
Age settlement sites, for example Creyke Beck (Gidney
2003) but appear to have been the preferred offering
with burials, for example Wetwang (Gidney 2001a).
Horse is comparatively well represented, with finds
just outnumbering those of pig. Like the cattle, most of
the finds are of teeth in poor condition. Context 1248
(Gully D) at West Brunton produced what are probably
the remains of a complete mandible. Three of the teeth
are more or less intact, with the remainder present as
enamel fragments. These are permanent teeth in wear but
the columns are still very long, suggesting this was not
an aged animal at death. A tibia fragment from context
1817 (House 35) at West Brunton suggests the stock were
of pony size. These are very slender grounds on which to
speculate but a comparatively high proportion of horse
to pig remains has been noted in a series of faunal assess
ments of Iron Age to Romano-British rural settlements in
the old counties of Durham and East Yorkshire (Gidney
2001b) and at Thorpe Thewles (Rackham 1987, 106).
In prehistory, it is generally thought that the horse was
not an agricultural draught animal, nor a source of food,
apart from ritual meals of sacrificed animals (Simoons
1994). Instead the horse may have been regarded as a
sign of rather higher prestige, for example the well
known East Yorkshire Iron Age cart burials (Stead 1991).
Hodkinson (1988, 64) makes the point that in ancient
Greek society ‘raising horses was a means of expressing
social distance and became a characteristic attribute of
the rich’. It may be that the consistent presence of horse
remains, even in these tiny Iron Age assemblages from
Brunton, is a reflection of the wealth and social standing
of the occupants of these settlements.
The remaining animal represented, dog, was not
evidenced by actual bones but by characteristic gnawing
marks on a cattle bone from West Brunton, context
1218.
The very small size and poor condition of the
animal bone assemblages from East and West Brunton
precludes further detailed discussion and comparisons.
In summary, there is evidence for both the full suite
of domestic farm livestock: cattle, sheep/goat and pig
and the domestic companion animals: horse and dog.
Despite the severe preservational biases, it would appear
that husbandry was centred on cattle. The relative im
portance of sheep and pig to cattle cannot be ascertained.
Horse keeping may have been an exhibition of status.
Dog was present but whether as a working animal or pet
is unknown. As such, the Brunton sites extend a pattern
of both preservation and species representation for Iron
Age sites spanning the north-eastern counties from the
Humber to north of the Tyne. This, in itself, suggests a
broadly common husbandry and land utilisation strategy
for the region.
Blagdon Park 2
The prehistoric features on this site produced minimal
finds of animal bone. The soil conditions are not
conducive to the survival of bone and these scant finds

are unlikely to be representative of either the range of
livestock kept or waste disposal practices on the site.
Cattle teeth or fragments of cattle tooth enamel were
recovered from contexts 343, 515, 776 (House 13)
and 655 (outer enclosure ditch). The identifiable teeth
are all from the permanent dentition and in wear, in
dicating adult animals. Fragments of horse teeth were
present in contexts 597 (Phase 2 small enclosure ditch)
and 1185 (outer enclosure ditch). Several unidentifiable
bone and tooth enamel fragments of cattle or horse size
were present in context 1213 (inner enclosure, south
terminal).
The majority of the faunal remains were found
in context 1213, in the south terminal of the inner
enclosure (Fig. 95). There are fragments of at least one
cattle frontal. The element of doubt is introduced by
the presence of three horn cores, all of the small down
curved type popularly known as “celtic shorthorn”.
However, two are robust and masculine while the third
is gracile and feminine. The two male examples were
not seen together as the best preserved example, below,
was submitted for a C14 date.
The basal measurements are sufficiently disparate to
suggest that these two may not derive from one head:
Horn core basal diameters

Ora-aboral
Dorso-basal

C14
sample
33.3
61.3

Extant
male
31.2
52.3

Extant
female
24.8
42.4

There are no associated teeth. Also present is a cattle
metatarsal, which has fragmented on lifting but was
deposited intact. The distal end is fused and the proximal
end shows expansion of the anterior border, an age
related condition that can be associated with draught
work or stalled cows. The bone is gracile and appears
feminine, but it is too damaged for measurements to be
taken. Horse is represented by a metacarpal with a fused
distal end. The horned part of the cattle skull and lower
leg bones are not meat bearing elements. Both heads and
feet may be discarded as primary butchery waste or may
be left in the skin to be discarded by the tanner. In pagan
cults, the skin, including elements of the head and feet,
could either be a perquisite of the sacrificing priest or
form part of the votive offering. In the present context
these elements presumably represent a structured depo
sition.
These few finds indicate that cattle and horse were
kept by the inhabitants of Blagdon Park 2. The lack of
groups of teeth from the same head indicates that no
remains of complete skulls were encountered. The only
context producing identifiable elements other than teeth
(1213 in the southern inner enclosure terminal) does not
appear to contain mundane domestic household refuse.
Shotton North-east
Only five contexts produced fragments of animal bone as
the soil conditions on the site are hostile to the preserva

tion of animal bone. Diagnostic fragments of cattle tooth
enamel were recovered from two contexts. Undiagnostic
cattle/horse size tooth enamel fragments were present in
one context. Unidentifiable fragments of calcined bone
were found in three contexts. It is only possible to state
that cattle are represented in the occupation of this site.

THE PLANT MACROFOSSILS
edited from archive reports by Jacqui Cotton,
Charlotte O’Brien and Helen Ranner
Introduction
On all of the sites, subsoil acidity means that extremely
few animal bones have survived, and the greatest
potential for information about their productive economy
and environment lies in charred and waterlogged plant
remains. As well as the palaeobotanical evidence offered
by such material, its use for radiocarbon measurement
offers the only method of absolutely dating the sites and
their phases of activity (see Chapter 6). In pursuit of
each of these two objectives - palaeobotanical study and
radiocarbon dating - each of the sites was subjected to
a blanket policy of bulk sampling.
Plant macrofossils: methodology of sampling,
assessment and analysis
Bulk samples were taken from the fills of all major cut
features such as ditches, gullies, and pits and from a
wide selection of smaller features such as postholes. As
far as possible standard 30-litre whole soil samples were
taken, although small features in their entirety often
yielded lower volumes.
Macrofossils were sampled as follows (where the first
figure is samples taken, second figure samples assessed,
and third figure samples fully analysed):
East Brunton: 80, 12, 5; West Brunton: 124, 77, 5;
BlagdonPark 1 strip and record: 31, 31,0; Blagdon Park
2 evaluation: 11, 11,0; Blagdon Park 2 excavation: 62,
62, 7; Shotton North-east: 35, 19. 4.
It will be noted that despite considerable numbers of
samples taken and assessed, only a minority proceeded
to full analysis. In general the assessments identified low
levels of carbonised seeds and plant remains and in the
majority of cases full analysis would have yielded no
further significant information. Preservation was insuf
ficiently good, on the whole, to allow a spatial analysis
of the varying occurrence of plant remains over an entire
site or sites, or to make numerical comparisons between
sites. In all cases where there were well-preserved plant
remains worthy of analysis these occurred in discrete
isolated deposits. These ‘pockets’ of well preserved
material occurring in particular places offer a specific
insight into environment and crop husbandry which can
be associated with particular phases on some of the sites,
and from which we can legitimately draw some conclu
sions on the general character of the environment and
agricultural activity pertaining at all the sites and how
this might have changed or remained static as time went

on. But the low number of informative samples means
that there is not the potential for sophisticated numerical
comparison of crop husbandry regimes on different sites.
There were too few rich samples from any of the sites to
establish the different proportions of cereals in general
use at any time with certainty.
It will be seen that comprehensive assessment pro
grammes were undertaken on the bulk samples taken
from the major settlement sites at West Brunton and
Blagdon Park 2. But a word of explanation is necessary
about the low number of samples assessed at the third of
these sites, East Brunton. The post-excavation work on
the two closely neighbouring settlements at East and West
Brunton was funded from the same source and it became
clear during the planning of the project that there would
be insufficient resources available to carry out a full as
sessment of the 124 samples from West Brunton and 80
from East Brunton, totalling 204. Given that a prelimi
nary assessment of 12 samples from East Brunton had
produced results remarkably similar to the neighbouring
site at West Brunton, and had found only 30% deserving
of full analysis, and that there seemed a high likelihood
that the two sites would produce a similar palaeoenvironmental picture, the decision was taken to carry out
a comprehensive assessment of one of the sites (West
Brunton) and limit the programme of work at the other,
rather than carrying out a partial exercise on both. In the
event, only 5 of the 77 samples assessed at West Brunton
contained enough material to warrant full analysis, so
it is clear that an opportunity to carry out a numerical
comparison of the two sites has not been lost.
The 31 bulk samples from Blagdon Park 1 were
processed by Northern Archaeological Associates and
assessed by Palaeocology Research Services Ltd.,
County Durham. It was found that the assemblages of
charred macrofossils were too small and too poorly
preserved to be of any interpretative value, and other
than processing and preparation to recover and submit
remains for radiocarbon dating, no further study of the
biological remains from Blagdon Park 1 was recom
mended (NAA 2008, 54-9).
The samples from all the other sites were processed
either by TWM Archaeology or Archaeological Services,
Durham University, and assessed and analysed by Ar
chaeological Services, Durham University, according to
a standard methodology. For assessment one bag of each
sample (the entire volume up to 10 litres) available was
manually floated and sieved through a 500 pim mesh.
Where assessment justified full analysis, all remaining
material from the samples was processed. The residues
were retained, described and scanned using a magnet
for ferrous fragments. The Hots were dried slowly and
scanned at x40 magnification for waterlogged and charred
botanical remains. For the Blagdon Park 2 analysis and
the Shotton North-east assessment and analyis, the Hots
were examined at up to x60 magnification using a Leica
MZ7.5 stereomicroscope. Identification of charred
and waterlogged botanical remains was undertaken by
comparison with modern reference material held in the
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Proportions o f charred weed seeds, chaff and cereal grains in the three contexts analysed from East Brunton, Phase 2

Environmental Laboratory at Archaeological Services
Durham University. Plant taxonomic nomenclature
follows Stace (1997).
The majority of processed samples from every site
contained small quantities of charcoal, coal, metallic
dust and/or clinker. Charred heather stems were present
in over half of processed samples from every site.

Lower numbers of charred remains were present in 151
and 153, and included barley and wheat grains, and chaff
of spelt wheat. Some of the barley chaff recorded in 153
was sufficiently well-preserved to be identified as the
6-row species. Charred weed seeds in 153 included those
of fat-hen, wild radish, scentless mayweed, redshank,
sedges, heath-grass and brome grass. The different pro
portions of charred remains are presented in Fig. 96.

East Brunton A S U D A sse ssm e n t R e p o rt 941 (J a c q u i
C otton, 20 02), A n a ly sis R e p o rt 1794 (C h a rlo te

P h a se 3

O 'B rie n , H elen R unner, 20 0 8 )

The assessment results for two samples from Phase 3 are
presented in Table 17.
Samples from the sections of enclosure ditch 3
(context 451) and the south side of Enclosure 2 (460)
contained material including wood, plant fragments,
insect fragments and seeds, which indicate that both
contexts were waterlogged. Seed species preserved in
the samples included Potamogeton, a genus indicative
of waterlogged habitats, as well as a number of seeds
from other plants found in wetland environments. The
findings suggest that the enclosure ditch contained
standing water.

Plant macrofossils were absent or preserved in low
numbers.
P h a se 1

Assessment of the fills of slots of the palisade enclosure
showed that the fills, which contained charcoal and had
a superficially grey and carbonised appearance, did not
contain preserved waterlogged or charred plant macro
fossils.
P h a se 2

One assessed sample (context 143) from a pit in House
O proved to be rich in carbonised plant remains. Plant
remains were also analysed from contexts 151 (House
Va) and 153 (linear feature cutting House Va), both, like
House O, apparently relating to the unenclosed phase of
a settlement. A word of caution is necessary: context 151
produced a radiocarbon date of 170 cal BC-cal AD 10,
which seems anomalously late for the context: there is a
possibility of contamination here, although it is possible
that the date is simply in error.
The charred cereal grains occurring in pit fill 143 were
predominantly barley with a few wheat grains. About
half of the barley grains were identified as hulled, but
the rest were recorded as undifferentiated due to surface
damage. Naked barley was not recorded. A few charred
seeds of knotweed, sedges and grass (including brome
grass) occurred and some barley chaff was present.

D isc u ssio n

In general, the preservation of charred plant remains was
low in the assessed samples from East Brunton.
T he e c o n o m ic ta xa

Barley and wheat were the only cereals attested at East
Brunton during the unenclosed settlement. Barley
remains outnumbered those of wheat in (143), but
were in similar proportions in the other two contexts.
The majority of the barley grains were identified as
hulled, with none of the naked variety having been
recorded. This predominance of a single species of
cleaned grain may indicate that the pit was used for
grain storage.
The wheat grains could not be identified to species,
but chaff of spelt wheat was present in 151 and 153, sug-

Context

451

460

Volume processed (ml)

5,000

5,000

Volume of Hot (ml)

75

250

Volume o f Hot assessed (ml)

75

150

Residue contents

-

-

Am orphous organic matter

2

4

Charcoal

1

2

Flot matrix (relative abundance)

Cinder/Clinker
Coal

1

1

Coarse sand

2

2

Insect fragm ents (inc. caddis fly larvae)

3

3

Wood

3

?Yellow ochre

1

Charred remains (total counts)
(c) Cerealia indeterminate

Waterlogged remains (relative abundance)
(a) Chenopodium album (orache)

1

(a) Polygonum persicaria (redshank)
(q) Potamogeton cf. natans (pondweed)

2
4

(r) Cirsium spp. (thistle)

4
1

(r) Lapsana communis (nipplewort)

1

(r) Sonchus asper (spiny sow thistle)

1

(r) Urtica dioica (stinging nettle)

1

(t) Corylus avellana (hazel, nut)

1

(t) Rubus fruticosa (bramble)

1

(w) Carex spp. (sedge)

1

(w) Potentilla palustris (marsh cinquefoil)

1
1

(w) Ranunculus cf sceleratus (water crowfoot)

3

(x) Ranunculus repens (creeping buttercup)

1

1

[a-arable weed, c-cereal, g-grassland, q-aquatic, r-ruderal, t-tree/shrub, w-wetland, x-wide niche]
Relative abundance is based on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest)

gesting that this species of wheat was used at the site
during Phase 2.
C e rea l cu ltiv a tio n a n d th e c h a rre d w e e d a sse m b la g e

Although the site has only a small assemblage of
charred plant remains, the proportion of chaff and arable
weeds relative to grain, particularly in 153, suggests the
presence of some crop processing waste (Hillman 1981).
If the crops were processed at the site, it is likely that
they were also cultivated locally, and therefore it would
appear that East Brunton was a producer site, rather than
having had processed grain brought in from elsewhere.
Many of the charred weed seeds are likely to reflect
weeds growing amongst the cereal crops. These would
have been gathered with the crops and become charred
during grain-drying or cooking processes. These weeds

can therefore provide information about the ecological
conditions of the arable fields. Charred weeds seeds
were absent from 151, but six weed taxa were recorded
in 143) and nine in 153. The taxa which occurred in
the highest numbers and in both contexts were sedges,
heath-grass and brome. Sedges and heath-grass indicate
relatively poor soil conditions with low nitrogen levels.
This would suggest an extensive rather than intensive
crop husbandry regime, in which the crops were not
regularly manured. Isolated seeds of fat-hen and scentless
mayweed in 153 indicate better conditions, suggesting
the soil was not completely impoverished.
A few charred heather twigs were recorded from all
three of the Phase 2 contexts. Some sedges may also
have been gathered for use at the site.

West Brunton A S U D A sse ssm e n t R e p o r t 1674 (H e le n
R unner, 2 007), A n a ly sis R e p o rt 1 7 9 4 (C h a rlo tte
O ’B rien, H elen R anner, 2 0 0 8 )
P h a se 1/2
A sse ssm e n t

Charred remains were present in 60% of the contexts;
these consisted of cereal grains and chaff, a single
hazelnut shell fragment, and a variety of weed seeds.
Oats, barley and wheat grains were present. Chaff was
recorded from glume wheat and barley, and some of this
was specifically identified as spelt wheat glume bases
and spikelet forks. There were occasional seeds from
sedges, and from a few ruderal and wide niche taxa. The
preservation of uncharred seeds was poor throughout,
with occasional records of seeds from arable weeds, a
single bramble pip, and a few ruderal and wide niche
taxa.
A n a ly sis

Two contexts from Phase 1/2 were analysed. These were
1328, fill of apit (1313) in House lA;and 1585,the fill of
a pit or hearth associated with House 11. The number of
charred plant remains was quite low, and included barley
and wheat grains in relatively similar proportions. One
of the barley grains was identified as hulled, but most
were recorded as undifferentiated due to surface damage.
Naked barley was not recorded. All of the identifiable
wheat chaff in 1328 was spelt, but a small proportion in
1585 was emmer wheat, with the remainder being spelt
wheat. Charred weed seeds included redshank, sedges,
heath-grass and grass (most of which was brome).
P hase 3
A sse ssm e n t

Charred remains were present in over half of the contexts;
these consisted of cereal grains and chaff, and a variety of

Fig. 97

weed seeds. Oats, barley and wheat grains were present.
Chaff was recorded from glume wheat and barley, and
some of this was identified as spelt wheat glume bases
and spikelet forks. The arable weed, wild radish, was
recorded, as was the aquatic pondweed, and there were
occasional seeds from the wetland sedges, and from a
range of ruderal and wide niche taxa. The preservation
of uncharred seeds was generally poor throughout, with
occasional occurrences of seeds from arable weeds,
the wild fruits, bramble and raspberry, hazelnuts, and
a range of ruderal and wide niche taxa. Exceptions to
this pattern were the five contexts from Enclosure Ditch
A, where abundance and diversity of waterlogged taxa
were greatest in contexts 1661, 1684, and context 1055
from Enclosure Ditch B. These taxa-rich contexts also
contained a variety of aquatic and wetland plants.
A n a ly sis

Three contexts from Phase 3 were analysed. These were
1018, the fill of the drip gully of House IB; 1133, a small
but very rich deposit of burnt material in Enclosure
Ditch C; and 1661, the waterlogged fill in the northern
terminal of Enclosure Ditch A.
Charred barley grains occurred in 1133. Many were
recorded as undifferentiated, but 50% were hulled.
Again, naked barley was not identified. Barley chaff
was recorded in all of the contexts, and some in 1133
was sufficiently well-preserved to be identified as the
6-row species. Wheat grains occurred in 1018 and 1133.
All of the identifiable wheat chaff was spelt. Charred
weed seeds included false oat-grass, sheep’s sorrel,
ribwort plantain, redshank, sedges, docks, mint and
grass (particularly brome). The different proportions of
charred remains are presented in Fig. 97. The preserva
tion of a diverse range of uncharred plant remains in the
enclosure ditch fill 1661, in addition to caddis fly larvae
cases, water-flea ephippia and insect fragments, reflects
the waterlogged nature of this ditch fill.

Proportions o f charred weed seeds, chaff and cereal grains in the five contexts analysed from West Brunton

D isc u ssio n
The ec o n o m ic taxa

During both the open and enclosed phases of occupation
of this site, hulled 6-row barley and spelt wheat appear to
have been the dominant cereals used. There is no evidence
for the cultivation of naked barley as may be expected for
a later prehistoric site, but its cultivation at West Brunton
cannot be ruled out, as the barley variety could not be
identified for many of the grains. The greatest abundance
of charred remains was in 1133, where barley grains out
numbered those of wheat. However, there were too few
rich samples from this site to allow us to generalise from
the proportions of cereals in 1133.
Although spelt appears to have been the main wheat
used during both phases of the settlement, two emmer
glume bases were recorded in 1585. This may indicate
that in the earlier, unenclosed phase, emmer was culti
vated on a small scale. However, its occurrence in such
low numbers, may indicate that it was merely growing as
a weed amongst the other crops, perhaps residual from
an early prehistoric cultivation of this taxon in the area.
The low number of emmer glume bases relative to those
of spelt could also, in part, be a reflection of the slightly
more robust nature of spelt chaff.
C e rea l c u ltiv a tio n a n d th e c h a rre d w e e d a sse m b la g e

As at East Brunton, the higher proportions of chaff and
arable weed seeds relative to grain suggest that this was
a producer rather than consumer site. The charred weed
assemblage at West Brunton is similar to that at East
Brunton, with high numbers of brome and weeds indica
tive of extensive farming. Taxa such as sheep’s sorrel
and grasses were recorded among the waterlogged seeds
suggesting there were areas of open, grassland near the
site suitable for grazing.
The fe a tu r e s

The occurrence of charcoal in addition to the charred
cereal grains, chaff and weed seeds in pit fills 1328 and
1585, and the fill of Enclosure Ditch C (1133), suggests
that these deposits contain domestic waste. The relative
abundance of chaff and weed seeds (Fig. 97) suggests
that crop processing waste was also present. The fill of
enclosure ditch A (1661) and the drip gully fill (1018)
also appear to contain some waste, such as chaff and
the sheep remains. The domestic waste may have been
deposited in the features intentionally to infill them,
or may have accumulated inadvertently as a result of
intensive occupation and the incorporation of back
ground domestic occupation scatter.

and crowfoot, in addition to invertebrate remains of
caddis fly larvae cases and water-flea ephippia, indicates
the presence of standing water in the ditch terminal.
Macrofossils of sedges, spike-rush, blinks and lesser
spearwort suggest there were damp, marshy conditions
in and immediately surrounding the ditch. Ruderal taxa
are abundant, and would have grown on nearby areas
of disturbed, waste ground. These included nipplewort,
prickly sow-thistle, redshank and henbane. Henbane
often occurs on rough ground manured by rabbits or
cattle (Stace 1997), and may have been collected for
its medicinal value, as narcotic, analgesic and sedative
properties have been attributed to it (Stuart 1989). A few
hazel nutshell fragments suggest some nearby woodland
or scrub, substantiated by the presence of hazel charcoal
and bramble fruitstone in this context.
Comparison of East and West Brunton
The samples analysed for plant remains came from Phase
2 at East Brunton and Phase 1/2 and 3 at West Brunton
and all have a very similar plant macrofossil assemblage,
in which barley and spelt wheat were the cereal crops
used, with a weed flora indicating an extensive regime of
arable cultivation on relatively poor soils. This includes
heath-grass, sedges and sheep’s sorrel which reflect low
soil fertility which can result from insufficient replace
ment of nutrient after each harvest (although fat-hen
and redshank indicate some better soils). The relative
proportion of annuals and perennials has been used as
an indicator of the amount of soil disturbance at a site
(e.g. through ploughing, digging, weeding), as perenni
als are more sensitive to disturbance which can damage
their roots (Van der Veen 1992). The presence of peren
nials such as heath-grass, sedges and sheep’s sorrel at
West Brunton (and the former two at East Brunton), may
indicate a relatively low amount of disturbance took
place, which would be expected of an extensive rather
than intensive farming regime.
This indicates that similar crop husbandry techniques
were employed at both sites, which is unsurprising con
sidering their proximity to one another. It also suggests
that there was little change in arable farming during
the unenclosed and enclosed phases of occupation at
West Brunton. Unfortunately plant remains were poorly
preserved from the enclosed stage at East Brunton, but it
is highly likely that this was also the case there. The only
notable difference between the phases at West Brunton
was the occurrence of two emmer wheat glume bases
in context 1585 from the unenclosed phase. Such a low
number suggests that emmer wheat was probably only
growing as a weed among the spelt crop. It is possible,
however, that emmer was grown as a minor crop during
the earlier phase of occupation at West Brunton.

T he lo c a l p a la e o e n v iro n m e n t

The waterlogged assemblage in 1661 preserved a wide
range of uncharred seeds which allows a reconstruction of
the local environment towards the end of the life of the set
tlement. The presence of large numbers of remains from
submerged aquatic taxa such as pondweed, duckweed

Blagdon Park 2 A S U D A s s e s s m e n t R e p o rts 1832
(H e le n R anner, 2 0 0 8 ) a n d 1993 (H e le n R unner, 2 0 08),
A n a ly sis R e p o rt 2 5 0 4 ( C h a rlo tte O 'B rie n , 2 0 1 0 )
Charred plant macrofossil remains were limited in all
contexts. The generally poor quality of the assemblage

East Brunton

Site

EB2

Phase

EB2

West Brunton
EB2

WB 1/2

WB 1/2

WB3

WB3

WB3

Context

143

151

153

1328

1585

1018

1133

1661

Sample

42

73

77

118

248

12

31

280

Volume processed (ml)

20000

26000

29500

8000

6000

26500

3000

27000

Volume of flot (ml)

450

85

190

100

25

80

50

350

Charred rem ains (total counts)
(a)

Chenopodium album (Fat-hen)

seed

-

-

3

-

-

-

67

-

(a)

Raphanus raphanistrum (Wild radish)
Tripleurospermum inodorum (Scentless

pod fragment

-

-

3

-

-

8

-

-

achene

-

-

3

-

-

-

-

-

(a)

Mayweed)
(c)

Hordeum sp (Hulled Barley)

grain

230

-

7

-

17

-

733

-

(c)

Hordeum sp (Barley undifferentiated)

grain

200

4

7

38

-

-

733

-

(c)

Hordeum sp (Barley)

rachis fragm ent

45

-

10

13

33

8

833

7

(c)

Hordeum vulgare (6-row Barley)

rachis fragm ent

-

-

3

-

17

-

167

-

(c)

Hordeum sp (Barley)

rachis stem

-

-

3

-

-

-

100

-

(c)

Triticum spp (W heat species)

grain

10

4

-

25

33

4

100

-

(c)

Triticum dicoccum (Emmer)

glum e base

-

-

-

-

33

-

-

-

(c)

Triticum spelta (Spelt)

glum e base

-

4

17

88

350

15

1033

15
-

(c)

Triticum spelta (Spelt)

spikelet fork

-

-

-

13

-

-

67

(c)

Triticum spp (Glume wheat undifferentiated)

glum e base

-

-

20

25

617

19

300

11

(c)

Triticum spp (Glume wheat undifferentiated)

basal rachis node -

-

3

-

-

-

-

-

(c) Cerealia indeterminate

culm node

-

-

7

-

-

-

-

(c) Cerealia indeterminate

rachis fragm ent

-

-

-

13

-

-

-

-

(c) Cerealia indeterminate

grain

220

4

17

50

-

15

1033

-

4

.

_

(g)

Arrhenatherum elatius ssp bulbosum (False
Oat-grass)

tuber

(h)

Rumex acetosella (Sheep’s Sorrel)

nutlet

-

-

-

-

-

-

67

-

(r)

Plantago lanceolata (Ribwort Plantain)

seed

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4

(r)

Persicaria maculosa (Redshank)

nutlet

-

3

13

-

4

767

-

(r) Polygonaceae undifferentiated (Knotweed
family)
(t)

Corylus avellana (Hazel)

(t) Dicotyledon indeterminate

.

nutlet

5

charcoal

-

-

-

-

-

-

fruit stone

-

-

3

-

-

-

-

-

-

4
-

-

4

(w)

Carex spp (Sedges)

biconvex nutlet

-

-

-

-

-

-

(w)

Carex spp (Sedges)

trigonous nutlet

25

-

3

-

67

8

-

(x)

Bromus spp (Brome grass)

caryopsis

10

-

10

-

433

4

2767

11

caryopsis

5

-

3

13

33

-

-

-

nutlet

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4

(x) Poaceae undifferentiated (Grass)

caryopsis

-

-

3

-

-

-

-

7

(x) Poaceae undifferentiated >2m m (Grass)

caryopsis

10

-

-

38

33

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

67

-

(x)

Danthonia decumbens (Heath-grass)

(x) Lamiaceae undifferentiated (Mint family)

(x)

Potentilla / Fragaria (Rose family)

seed

5

(x)

Rumex sp(p) (Dock)

nutlet

-

-

(a: arable weed; c: cultivated plant; g: grassland; h: heathland; q: aquatic; r: ruderal; t.tree!shrub; w; wetland; x: wide niche)

and its limited potential for analysis will be apparent in
what follows. The absence of recorded emmer wheat,
for example, may be as much a product of the poor pres
ervation of the macrofossils as of an actual absence from
the site. There is insufficient data preserved to determine
whether there were any significant changes in crop
husbandry practices during the occupation of the site.

Phase 7/2
Assessment
17 of the assessed samples are ascribed to this phase.
Barley and wheat were found in small quantities. Emmer
wheat was not positively identified in any context. Chaff
from spelt wheat was identified in a single context, 849

(House 28 drip gully). A few weed seeds were recorded
from ruderal, wetland and wide niche taxa, and in par
ticular, cf. brome grass was recorded in a context (747)
from the small enclosure ditch and from Roundhouse 22
(545).
No samples with potential for full analysis were
recovered from the pre-enclosure phases (1/2) of the
site.
Phase 3
Assessment
The remaining 45 samples are ascribed to the late Iron
Age enclosure phase (3 to House 50 which may straddle
both phases).
Barley and wheat grains were present. Emmer wheat
was not positively identified in any context and spelt
wheat chaff was identified in contexts 159, 392 and
1337. Spelt wheat was also identified in context 1324
of Roundhouse 50 (also containing hazel nutshell). A
few weed seeds from sedges and grasses were recorded,
and in particular, cf. brome grass was present in various
contexts. Tubers from false oat-grass were recorded in
contexts 891 (House 38) and 1375 (surfacing at entrance
to sub-enclosure C).
From enclosure ditch contexts a few waterlogged
fruits from the two aquatic species, pondweed and
bur-reed were recorded (in 848 and 817) and seeds from
crowfoot in contexts (817 and 1231).
Analysis
Samples from seven contexts were selected for full mac
rofossil analysis: roundhouse 2 (context 167), round
house 5 (context 304), roundhouse 13 (contexts 392
and 410), roundhouse 50 (context 1324), enclosure C
(context 1120) and the inner enclosure ditch (context
1231).
Analysis was carried out on context 1324, the fill
of a pit in roundhouse 50 which may have originated
some time before the late Iron Age enclosure complex.
Charcoal was common in this sample, which was pre
dominantly oak, with a single fragment of birch also
identified. Small amounts of calcined bone, coal, charred
heather twigs and charred rhizomes were present. The
small charred plant macrofossil assemblage comprised
an indeterminate cereal grain, two spelt wheat glume
bases, a heath-grass caryopsis, a hazel nutshell fragment
and three sedge nutlets.
The remaining six samples were from roundhouse drip
gullies, postholes or enclosure ditches associated with
the enclosed phase (3) of the settlement. Posthole fill
392 (House 13) comprised a large number of fragments
of calcined bone, of which the identifiable pieces were
cattle or cattle-size. Small fragments of burnt and calcined
bone were also noted in drip gully fill 305 (House 5),
and unburnt cattle-size bone was identified in the inner
enclosure ditch fill 1231. The waterlogged nature of the
inner enclosure ditch fill (1231) allowed the preservation
of wood fragments, moss, beetle remains and a diverse

range of waterlogged seeds. Wheat grains, spelt wheat
chaff, barley chaff, a wild radish pod, a heath-grass
caryopsis, a ribwort plantain seed, a sedge nutlet and
grass caryopses were recorded in the small charred plant
macrofossil assemblages. Hazel and oak charcoal was
identified. The results are presented in Table 19 (which
includes data produced during the assessment).
Discussion
The fragments of diagnostic chaff indicate that spelt
wheat and barley were used at the site. Barley grains
were not present in the analysed samples, but the few
well-preserved grains recovered during the assessment
were identified as being from the hulled rather than
naked variety.
Spelt chaff was identified in contexts associated with
roundhouses 28 and 50 but it is far from clear by how
far either of these predates the Phase 3 enclosure phase.
One of the fills in which spelt chaff was recorded is ab
solutely dated: the House 50 pit fill 1324, from which
a charred hazel nutshell provided a 2 sigma calibrated
radiocarbon date range of 380-200 BC. From the final
enclosure phase, spelt wheat was recorded in roundhouse
13, gully 1123, and the inner enclosure ditch (Phase 3).
A few charred false oat-grass tubers were identified.
Some of the grass caryopses were noted to resemble
those of brome grass, although the poor condition of the
plant remains prevented a firm identification. Another
arable weed, wild radish, was also identified on the
site. Charred caryopses of heath-grass were recorded.
Ribwort plantain and sedges may have grown in areas of
pasture or damp ground and could have been brought to
the site in hay or dung.
The presence of hazel, oak and birch charcoal and a
hazel nutshell was recorded. The charcoal from pit fill
1324 from roundhouse 50 was almost entirely composed
of oak fragments with weak ring curvature, suggesting
that these were from oak timber (stemwood) rather than
branchwood. In addition, tyloses were noted in several
fragments, indicating that heartwood was present. The
charcoal in this context may therefore represent the
remains of a large structural timber. Most of the charcoal
in the other fills had stronger ring curvature, reflecting
the use of branches or small stems, possibly for fuel or
wattling.
The waterlogged conditions of the inner enclosure
ditch fill 1231 allowed the preservation of a diverse range
of uncharred seeds. Aquatic species, such as pondweeds
and crowfoot, indicate the presence of shallow standing
water in the ditch. Waterside plants, including sedges,
lesser spearwort and cf. marsh yellow-cress, would also
have favoured the damp conditions in the ditch and
around its edges. Weeds which occupy areas of waste,
disturbed ground were well-represented, with hempnettle, redshank, knotgrass and common chickweed
recorded. These ruderals were probably growing in
the immediate vicinity of the ditch, on ground that
was perhaps trampled. The arable weeds fat-hen, wild
radish and small nettle were present, which may reflect

Phase

1

3

3

3

3

3

3

Sample

197

21

37

62

69

170

186

Context

1324

167

305

392

410

1120

1231

Feature

Pit

Drip
gully

Drip
gully

Pit/
post
hole

Post
hole

Gully
Enc C

Inner
Enc
ditch

Roundhouse

50

2

5

13

13

-

-

Volume processed (1)

14

14

16

13

13

17

14

Volume o f flot assessed (ml)

102

105

51

152

27

102

110

Residue contents
Bone (burnt)

indet. frags

-

-

+

(+)

-

-

-

Bone (calcined)

indet. frags

+

-

(+)

+++

-

-

-

Bone (calcined)

cattle

-

-

-

+

-

Bone (calcined)

cattle-size

-

-

-

+

-

-

-

Bone (unburnt)

indet. frags

-

-

-

-

-

-

+

(+)

+

Bone (unburnt)

cattle-size

-

-

-

-

++

Charcoal

+++

+

++

(+)

+

Cinder

-

+

(+)

++

+

Coal

+

++

(+)

++

+

++

++

Fuel waste (m agnetic)

-

(+)

-

-

-

-

-

Heather twigs (charred)

++

+

++

-

+

+

-

Rhizome (charred)

++

-

(+)

-

+

-

'

++

-

-

-

-

Beetle fragm ents

-

-

-

-

-

-

Charcoal

+

-

-

(+)

-

+

-

-

+

-

+

Wood
Flot matrix

-

Cinder

-

(+)

-

(+)

Coal / coal shale

-

-

-

-

Earthworm cocoon

-

-

+

+

Heather twigs (charred)

-

-

-

-

Moss
Rhizom e (charred)

-

Roots (modern)

+

-

Wood

~

+++
+
+

-

"

-

“

(+)

-

-

_

(+)

(+)

+

-

_

+
-

Trilete megasporangium

++

(+)

++

Charred rem ains (total count)
(a) Raphanus raphanistrum (Wild Radish)

pod

-

-

1

-

(c) Cerealia indeterminate

fused spikelet

-

-

1

(c) Cerealia indeterminate

grain

1

-

5

(c) Hordeum spp (Barley species)

rachis frag.

-

-

2

(c) Triticum spp (W heat species)

grain

-

1

2

1

glume base

2

-

-

1

(c) Triticum spelta (Spelt Wheat)
(h) Danthonia decumbens (Heath-grass)

caryopsis

i

-

-

"

1

1

1

-

"

"

-

(t) Betula spp (Birch)

charcoal frag.

i

-

-

-

"

1

11

-

"

-

nutshell frag.

i
81

1

-

-

charcoal frag.

2

_

seed

(t) Corylus avellana (Hazel)

~
-

(r) Plantago lanceolata (Ribwort
Plantain)

(t) Corylus avellana (Hazel)

“

1

■

“

-

-

(t) Quercus spp (Oak)

charcoal frag.

-

5

(w) Carex spp (Sedges)

trigonous nutlet 3

-

1

(x) Poaceae undiff. >2m m (Grass family)

caryopsis

-

2

1

seed

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

"

-

"

"
"
■

-

W aterlogged rem ains (abundance)
(a) Chenopodium album (Fat-hen)
(a) Raphanus raphanistrum (Wild Radish)

pod

-

(a) Urtica urens (Small Nettle)

achene

-

-

-

'

i
2
2

P h ase

i

3

S am ple

197

21

37

C o n tex t

1324

167

305

F e a tu re

P it

D rip
gully

D rip
gullv

P it/
post
hole

3

3

3

3

3

62

69

170

186

392

410

1120

1231

Post
hole

G ully
E ncC

In n e r
E nc
ditch

(c) Triticum spelta (Spelt Wheat)

glum e base

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

(h) Rumex acetosella (Sheep’s Sorrel)

nutlet

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

(q) Potamogeton spp (Pondweed)

fruit

(q) Potamogeton cf. coloratus (Fen
Pondweed)

fruit

(q) Ranunculus subgenus Batrachium
(Crowfoot)

achene

(r) Galeopsis spp (Hem p-nettle)
(r) Persicaria maculosa (Redshank)

-

-

-

-

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

4

nutlet

-

-

-

-

-

_

2

nutlet

-

-

-

-

_

_

3

(r) Polygonum aviculare (Knotgrass)

nutlet

-

-

-

-

_

_

2

(r) Stellaria media (Common Chickweed)

seed

-

-

-

_

_

_

2
i

(t) Corylus avellana (Hazel)

nutshell frag.

-

-

-

_

_

.

(t) Sambucus nigra (Elder)

fruitstone

-

-

-

_

_

.

i

(w) Carex spp (Sedges)

biconvex nutlet

-

-

-

-

_

_

2

(w) Carex spp (Sedges)

trigonous nutlet

-

-

-

_

_

(w) Ranunculusflammula (Lesser
Spearwort)

achene

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

(w) Rorippa cf. palustris (Marsh Yellowcress)

seed

-

-

-

-

-

-

3

(x) Cirsium / Carduus spp (Thistles)

achene

-

-

_

.

1

(x) Potentilla spp (Cinquefoils)

achene

-

-

_

_

4

-

_

.

1

-

-

-

(x) Prunella vulgaris (Selfheal)

nutlet

-

(x) Ranunculus subgenus Ranunculus
(Buttercup)

achene

.

(x) Viola spp (Violet)

seed

-

-

4

-

1

la-arable; c-cultivated; h-heathland; q-aquatic; r-ruderat; t-tree/shrub; w-wet ground; x-wide niche, ( + ) ; trace; +: rare; + + : occasional.
+++.■ common; + + + + . ' abundant. Waterlogged remains are scored from 1-5 where 1 : 1-2; 2; 3-10; 3:11-40; 4:41-200; 5: >200]

the proximity of arable fields, or the inclusion of crop
processing waste, although many arable weeds will also
grow as ruderals on disturbed ground. Sheep’s sorrel may
have occupied areas of heath or acid grassland (Preston
et al. 2002), and selfheal, buttercups, thistles, cinque
foils and violets may have grown in grassland/meadow
habitats or on rough ground. Aquatic plant remains in
context 848, examined during the assessment, suggest
that the outer enclosure ditch [F101] also held standing
water.
The small deposits of vivianite in context 1090, from
the terminal of the inner enclosure ditch, are indica
tive of former organic material. These crystals are the
product of the interaction of phosphate, iron and water
in the natural environment and typically occur in asso
ciation with human remains, human and animal waste
deposits, industrial waste deposits and areas rich in iron
(McGowan and Prangnell 2006).
In conclusion, the poorly preserved plant macrofos
sil assemblages at Blagdon Park 2 are as far as can be
ascertained typical of Iron Age sites in the region, with
spelt wheat and hulled barley being the main cereals
used, and wild foods such as hazelnuts supplementing

the diet. The waterlogged plant remains suggest that the
enclosure ditches held shallow, standing water and had
damp, vegetated edges, which may have been subject to
trampling.
Shotton North-east ASUD Assessment Report 2297
(Charlotte O'Brien, 2009), Analysis Report 2441
(Charlotte O ’Brien, 2010)
Assessment
Charred plant remains were present in eight of the fills
associated with the roundhouses, but were absent from
the pit alignment and rectilinear enclosure fill. The few
charred remains from the roundhouse fills included
grains of barley and wheat, and weed seeds from heathgrass, redshank and grass.
The absence of chaired plant remains in the pit
alignment and rectilinear enclosure may reflect the
use of the features for boundary delineation and stockcorralling respectively, however charred plant remains
were low in number across the site, and therefore their
absence may be due to poor preservation.

14

34

43

Context

1054

2082

3007

1055

Roundhouse

1

3

7

1

Feature

Gully 2

U pper fill

Gully 1

Volume processed (1)

20

Combined
fill
15

20

18

Volume o f flot analysed (ml)

8

6

22

15

Sample

76

Residue contents
+

+

-

-

Charcoal

++

++

++

+

Cinder

+

+

+

+

Coal

+

+

+

+

+

-

-

+

indet. frags

Bone (calcined)

Tooth (animal - enamel fragment)

indet. frags

Flot matrix
indet. frags

Bone (unburnt)
Charcoal

-

+

-

+

+

+

Coal

-

+

-

+

Earthworm cocoons

+

-

+

+

Heather twigs (charred)

+

+

+

+

Rhizom e/tuber (charred)

+

+

+

Roots (modern)

-

+

+

Uncharred seeds (modern)

+

+

+

+

Charred rem ains (total count)
(c) Cerealia indeterminate

grain

1

-

(c) Hordeum spp (Barley species)

grain

1

-

(c) Hordeum spp (Hulled Barley)

hulled grain

-

(c) Hordeum vulgare (6-row Hulled Barley)

twisted grain

-

(c) Triticum spp (W heat species)

grain

2

4

1

i

2

-

1
3

1

(c) Triticum spp (W heat species)

glume base

1

i

(c) Triticum spelta (Spelt Wheat)

glume base

2

-

(c) Triticum spelta (Spelt Wheat)

spikelet fork

-

(g) Arrhenatherum elatius ssp bulbosum (False Oat-grass)

tuber

-

i

(h) Danthonia decumbens (Heath-grass)

caryopsis

-

(r) Persicaria maculosa (Redshank)

nutlet

1

-

1

-

i

1

1

2

-

"

(t) Abuts glutinosa (Alder)

charcoal frag.

1

1

(t) Corylus avellana (Hazel)

charcoal frag.

2

-

2

1

(t) Fraxinus excelsior (Ash)

charcoal frag.

-

-

1

(t) Maloideae (Hawthorn, whitebeam , apple, pear)

charcoal frag.

(t) Primus spp (Cherry group)

charcoal frag.

1

1

2

-

-

(t) Quercus spp (Oak)

charcoal frag.

15

3

50

7

(x) Poaceae undiff. >2m m (Grass family)

caryopsis

-

1

4

"

(x) Rumex spp (Dock)

nutlet

-

"

1

[c-cultivated; g-grassland; h-heathland; r-ruderal; t-treelshrub; x-wide niche. (+)•' trace; +: rare; + + : occasional;
+ + + : common; + + + + .■abundant]

Analysis
Full analysis was carried out on samples from Round
house 1 (contexts 1054 and 1055), Roundhouse 3
(context 2082) and Roundhouse 7 (context 3007).
Low numbers of charred cereal remains were present
in all of the contexts. These included barley and wheat
grains, and wheat chaff. The remains were in a poor
condition, but some of the barley grains were sufficiently
well-preserved to be identified as being hulled. A barley
grain from each of contexts 2082 and 3007 had the
asymmetric shape which is characteristic of a proportion
of grains in 6-row barley, although twisting of grains can
also occur as a result of the charring process. The wheat
chaff which could be identified to species included spelt

glume bases in context 1054, and a spelt glume base and
spikelet fork in context 3007.
Charred weed seeds included heath-grass caryopses
in contexts 2082 and 3007, redshank nutlets in contexts
1054 and 2082, grass caryopses in contexts 2082 and
3007, and a dock nutlet in context 3007. A charred false
oat-grass tuber was recorded in context 2082, and a
few indeterminate charred rhizome/tubers were also
noted in contexts 1054, 2082 and 3007. The identifi
able fragments of charcoal included alder, hazel, ash,
Maloideae (hawthorn, whitebeam, apple and pear), oak
and the cherry group (which includes blackthorn, bird
cherry, wild cherry and plum). The results of the analysis
are presented in Table 20.

Discussion
The small plant macrofossil assemblage suggest that
spelt wheat and hulled barley were the main cereals
used at the site. Charred seeds of heath-grass were
recorded. The other charred weed seeds recorded on the
site include redshank, dock and other grasses which may
have grown as arable weeds in the cereal fields or on
areas of waste ground.
Oak was the most frequently recorded charcoal taxon
at Shotton, and most had weak ring curvature indicat
ing they were timber (stemwood) fragments rather than
branchwood. In addition, tyloses were noted suggesting
that heartwood was present. The oak may have been
used for structural timbers associated with the round
house construction. The other charcoal species may also
derive from burnt building materials such as wattling,
or fuel wood.
General conclusions
At all four sites where analysis of botanical remains was
possible the main cereals exploited were spelt wheat and
hulled barley (some, if not all of which, was of the six-row
variety). Emmer was in fact only positively identified in
Phase 1/2 at East Brunton. The spelt/barley regime holds
good for the minor settlement at Shotton North-east as
well as the three monumental enclosure sites. The radio
carbon dating shows that the Shotton settlement flour
ished before 200 cal BC, while at the three enclosure sites,
East and West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2, spelt wheat
is attested in the pre-enclosure phase 1/2, also broadly
dating to the centuries before 200 cal BC. The evidence
for crop-processing at East and West Brunton suggests
that each of these close neighbours was a ‘producer’ site
rather than an importer of grain from elsewhere.
In 1992 a synthesis of studies of plant remains from six
sites in North East England demonstrated that there were
two significantly different methods of arable farming
being practised during the Iron Age in the region (Van
der Veen 1992). It was argued that a system of smallscale, subsistence farming appears to have been under
taken in the north of the region (termed Group A sites),
while in the southern part, a larger-scale, extensive culti
vation, was prevalent (Group B sites). The group A sites
are characterised by the cultivation of emmer wheat and
barley, with a weed flora dominated by annuals indica
tive of good, well-manured, soil conditions. Fat-hen,
pale persicaria, redshank, oraches, common chickweed
and small grasses are weeds strongly associated with this
group. Group B sites are characterised by spelt wheat
and barley, with perennial weeds indicative of poorer soil
conditions. Weeds which commonly occur in this group
are heath-grass, brome, blinks, false oat-grass, sedges,
scentless mayweed and selfheal. The study argued that
Group B cultivation was characteristic of agricultural
expansion and that it predominated south of the Tyne.
As has been shown in the previous sections, East and
West Brunton, Blagdon Park 2 and Shotton North-east are
characterised by barley and spelt wheat cultivation with
weeds such as brome, heath-grass and sedges indicating

relatively poor soils. These sites clearly fall into Group B
and are therefore extend this form of cultivation into the
Northumberland coastal plain north of the river Tyne.
Finally, some discussion of the significance of certain
plant remains that were common to all the sites studied.
The ubiquitous presence of charred heather twigs may
reflect the use of heather for fodder, fuel, bedding or
thatch, which are all traditional uses (Gale & Cutler 2000;
Fenton 1978). Heather has frequently been recorded from
Iron Age sites in north-east England, and was probably
collected from areas of lowland heath which were
formerly more extensive in the region. Charred rhizomes
were also present, and may derive from the burnt remains
of turves used for fuel or building materials.
The widely attested heath-grass might indicate nearby
areas of pasture and acid moorland such as it favours
today (Preston et al. 2002), although as seen it might
belong equally well to the arable weed assemblage as
sociated with extensive cultivation regimes (Hillman
1981). Tubers from false oat grass occurred at all sites.
These probably derive from burnt grass sods, although
there is evidence that false oat-grass was used in prehis
tory in association with funerary activities, particularly
cremations (Robinson 1988).
Brome grass is indifferent to soil conditions, but occurs
frequently in Iron Age and Roman deposits in Britain. It
is a weed which is strongly associated with cultivation. It
commonly occurs in features with spelt, and it has been
suggested that it was introduced to Britain in imported
spelt wheat (Godwin 1975). In the burnt material 1133
cast into a boundary ditch towards the end of the life
of West Brunton, Bromus seeds outnumbered the total
count of cereal grains. This is interesting, as there has
been speculation about Brome having been a crop in its
own right (or an explicitly tolerated weed used as fodder)
in southern England.
Although pollen evidence suggests that areas of North
umberland were subject to intense periods of woodland
clearance and agricultural activity during the Iron Age
(Yeloff et al. 2007; Dark 2005), and this is certainly the
picture conveyed by the sites reported in this volume,
the common presence of hazel, oak and birch charcoal
and hazel nutshells indicates that areas of woodland
were maintained in the region and exploited for food,
fuel and building materials.

PLANT MICROFOSSILS
edited from archive reports by Jacqui Cotton,
Charlotte O’Brien and Helen Ranner
Sampling for plant microfossils was confined to water
logged ditch fill contexts at East and West Bunton.
East Brunton ASUD Assessment Report 94! (Jacqui
Cotton, 2002)
Method
Four pollen samples assessed. Standard techniques were
used for the extraction of any sub-fossil pollen and spores

Sample

92

93

94

103

Context ( )

412

452

4-66

502

1

1

3

3

Quercus

7

7

6

2

Alnus

30

20

19

6

13

16

11

8

Erica

1

2

Calluna Vulgaris

2

7

1

1

2

Trees
Betula

1

Pinus

Shrubs
Corylus Avellana Type

Herbs
Ranunculus Type

2

1

Hornungia Type
1

Stellaria Type
Medicago Type

1

Chenopodiaceae

1

Rosaceae

1

Filipendula Ulm aria

1
1

Sanguisorba Officinalis

1

1

Polygonum Aviculare Type
Rumex

1

1

Dianthus Type

1

1

1

10

16

1

Cf. Euphorbia
Plantago Lanceolata

20

33
1

Succisa Pratensis
Bidens Type

1

Anthem is Type

1

5
1

Cirsium Type
Centaurea Nigra Type

1

Lactucoideae

7

3

15

29

Poaceae

89

107

73

101

Cereal Type

3

4

3
1

U nidentified/Degraded

Marsh & Aquatic
1

Potamogeton
Sparganium Type

31

Cyperaceae

9

4

7

Spores
Pteridium Aquilinum

9

4

1

1

Dryopteris Type

2

1

6

1

Polypodium Vulgare

1

1

Sphagnum

1

Liverworts

1

1

1

1

1

1

Misc.
1

Zygnem ataceae
Hystrichospheres

5

Pre-Quaternary

10

Absol. Pollen Freq. Grains/ml

194,020

156,640

76,540

175,330

Total Pollen Count

218

176

172

197

Total Spore Count

14

7

9

4

10

1

5

Misc.

(Moore and Webb 1978; Moore et al. 1992) with the
addition of micromesh sieving (lOu) to aid the removal
of the clay fraction. Samples of 3ml were used and
absolute pollen frequencies were calculated using added
exotics to known volumes of sample (Stockmarr 1971).
Pollen was identified and counted using an Olympus
biological research microscope fitted with Leitz optics.
Pollen sums of between 172 to 218 (per sample) grains
of dry land taxa plus all extant spores and pollen of
marsh taxa (Cyperaceae), fern spores and miscellaneous
pre-Quaternary palynomorphs were counted (Appendix
I). An extensive reference collection of modem taxa was
available to aid identification. Percentages have been
calculated as follows:
Sum =
Marsh/aquatic Spores =
Misc. =

% total dry land pollen (tdlp)
% tdlp + sum of marsh/aquatics
% tdlp + sum of spores
% tdlp + sum of misc. taxa (derived
palynomorphs)

Taxonomy, in general, follows that of Moore and Webb
(1978) modified according to Bennett et al. (1994) for
pollen types and Stace (1997) for plant descriptions.
These procedures were carried out in the Palaeoecology
Laboratory of the Department of Geography, University
of Southampton.
Results
All samples examined come from Phase 3. Pollen
was present, well preserved and abundant in all of the
samples. Absolute pollen frequencies have been cal
culated at between 76,500 grains/ml in sample 93 and
194,000 grains/ml in sample 92. Overall, the samples are
all of similar character being dominated by herbs with
subordinate values of tree and shrub pollen. There are,
however, some minor differences and the palynological
characteristics of the individual samples are described
below.
Sample 92 (Context 411: primary silt in base of Phase
3 Enclosure 2 ditch 412 (section 23)): Tree and shrub
pollen have the highest values in this sample (29%).
Alnus (alder) is most important with some Quercus
(oak) and Corylus avellana type (hazel and sweet gale;
7%). Herbs are dominant with Poaceae (grasses; 50%)
being most common. There is also a moderately diverse
range of herbs including Plantago lanceolata (ribwort
plantain; 11%). Some cereal pollen is present. Compared
with other samples, this context has substantially higher
values of wetland/marsh taxa including Sparganium
type (bur-reed and lesser reed-mace; 14%) and Cyper
aceae (sedges; 9%). Spores comprise largely Pteridium
aquilinum (bracken; 4.7%) and derived geological
spores (pre-Quaternary palynomorphs).
Sample 93 (Context 451; primary silt in base of Phase
3 Enclosure 3 Ditch 452 (section 25)): Alnus is the most
important tree taxon (11.4%) with Corylus avellana type
(9%). There are small numbers of Betula (birch), Pinus
(pine) and Quercus (4%). This (and sample 94) have

small numbers of heath taxa with Erica (heather) and
Calluna (ling) present. Herbs, as with all other samples,
are dominated by Poaceae (61%) with Plantago lanceo
lata (6%) and other grassland taxa (e.g. Lactucoideae,
Sanguisorba officinalis (great bumet). Some cereal
pollen is present. Marsh/wetland taxa of sample 92 are
absent here.
Sample 94 (Contexts 465, 463; primary silts in base
of Phase 3 Enclosure 2 first recut 481 (section 22)): The
pollen flora is similar to sample 93 with arboreal/shrub
taxa consisting largely of Alnus (11%) with Quercus
(3.6%), Corylus avellana type (6.6%) and Ericaceae
taxa (Calluna and Erica). Poaceae (44%) and Plantago
lanceolata are the most important (10%) herb taxa.
Sample 103 (Context 501; basal silt in Phase 3 House
H drip gully first phase terminal 502: In this sample,
there are fewer tree and shrub pollen grains. This may
be due to the differing taphonomy of the pollen from the
basal ditch contexts compared with this drainage gully
or due to temporal differences. The relative proportions
of the different tree and shrub taxa remain similar to the
ditch fill samples, but in lower quantities.
Tree and shrub pollen comprise only 10.6% of total
pollen whilst herbs comprise some 89.4% of total pollen.
Poaceae (grasses) are dominant (53.%) with high per
centages of Plantago lanceolata (ribwort plantain;
17.4%) and Lactucoideae (dandelion types; 15%).
Unlike other samples, there is no evidence of cereals.
Cyperaceae (sedges) are present (3%).
Discussion
As noted above, the samples exhibit similar charac
teristics with some variations due to on-site, local and
temporal differences. The overall dominance of herbs
and the subordinate quantities of tree and shrub pollen
suggest an open herbaceous environment at least in
proximity to the site. Dominance of grasses Poaceae) with
other typical grassland taxa including ribwort plantain
(■Plantago lanceolata), Lactucoideae (dandelion types)
and sporadic occurrences of other herbs (e.g. buttercups,
medicks) suggest that grassland was important within the
bounds of the site (also likely within the ditches them
selves). Alder forms the most important tree and being
a tree which produces copious quantities of wind pol
linated pollen (Andersen 1970, 1973) probably derives
from local wetland areas (floodplain carr woodland or
trees fringing local rivers). Oak (Quercus) and Corylus
avellana (hazel) are typical of the late prehistoric, Iron
Age and Romano-British regional woodland after earlier
prehistoric woodland clearances.
Although grassland (?pasture) appears locally in all
of the samples, there is a small representation of cereal
pollen. This may indicate some local arable activity but
it is possible that this pollen may also be of secondary
derivation i.e. it may come from pollen liberated from
the husks of cereals during crop-processing activities
such as winnowing and threshing. It is also possible that
this pollen may derive from human and domestic waste,
including ordure.

Sample

92

93

94

103

Context ( )

412

452

466

502

0.6

0.6

1.8

1.6

Trees
Betula
Pinus

0.6

Quercus

3.9

4

3.6

l.l

Alnus

16.9

11.4

11.4

3.2

7.3

9.1

6.6

4.2

Erica

0.6

1.2

Calluna vulgaris

1.1

4.2

Shrubs
Corylus avellana type

0.5

Herbs
0.6

l.l

Hornungia type

0

0.5

Dianthus type

0.6

0.5

Ranunculus type

1.1

0.6

S tell aria type
0.6

M edicago type

0.6

Chenopodiaceae
Rosaceae

0.6

Filipendula ulm aria

0.6
0.6

Sanguisorba officinalis

0.6

Polygonum aviculare type
Rumex

0.6

0.6

0.6

11.2

5.7

9.6

0.5

cf. Euphorbia
Plantago Lanceolata

0.5

17.4
0.5

Succisa Pratensis
Bidens type

0.6

Anthem is type

0.6

3
0.6

Cirsium type
Centaurea nigra type

0.6

Lactucoideae

3.9

1.7

9

15.3

43.7

53.2

Poaceae

50

60.8

Cereal type

1.7

2.3

1.8
0.6

Unidentified/Degraded

Marsh & Aquatic
0.6

Potamogeton
Sparganium type

14.2

Cyperaceae

4.1

2.3

3.6

Spores
Pteridium Aquilinum

4.7

2.2

0.6

0.5

Dryopteris TYPE

1

0.5

3.4

0.5

Polypodium Vulgare

0.5

0.5

0.6

0.5

Sphagnum

0.5

0

0.6

0.5

Liverworts

0.5

0.5

Misc.
0.6

Zygnem ataceae
Hystrichospheres
Pre-Quaternary

5.3

2.9

The taphonomy of pollen in such ditch features may
be complex since there is always the possibility of
reworking of older material into the sediment fills and
also, cut and secondary fill. However, the primary fills,
such as discussed here, can provide useful information
on the local vegetation environment at the time of the
ditch construction. As seen, this appears to have been
one of local grassland/pasture within the area of the site.
However, the vegetative components of the ditch itself
must be considered since these may have a swamping/
masking effect on the pollen input from more distant
sources. Here, it is likely that at least a proportion of
the grass pollen comes from the vegetation of the ditch
itself. In the case of sample context 411 the autoch
thonous vegetation component is especially important
with high values of Typha angustifolia/Sparganium type
(bur-reed and reed mace) and sedges (Cyperaceae). This
clearly suggests that these reeds were occupying what
was undoubtedly a damp part (or phase) of the ditch.
West Brunton ASDU Analysis Report 1794 (Charlote
O ’Brien, Helen Ranner, 2008)
Method
Pollen analysis was carried out on sub-samples from
three enclosure ditch fills from the Phase 3 enclosed
settlement at West Brunton: 1661, which is a fill of the
north terminal of ditch A, and is thought to have accumu
lated towards or at the end of the life of the settlement;
and 1055 and 1684 from ditches A and B respectively,
which are primary fills and likely to have accumulated
earlier than 1661. One ml of each sample was processed
using sodium hydroxide digestion followed by sieving
and heavy liquid separation. A Lycopodium spore tablet
was added to each of the samples in order to facilitate
calculation of the total pollen concentration. The pollen
was mounted in silicone fluid and counted at x500 mag
nification, and counts of a minimum of 500 pollen grains
were recorded for each sample. Identification of pollen
and spores was undertaken using the key from Moore et
al. (1991), supported by comparison with the modern
reference collection held at Durham University. Plant
taxonomic nomenclature follows Stace (1997).
Results
The overall preservation of pollen grains and spores was
generally poor throughout due to decay, with at least 6%
of grains unidentifiable, and many others only identifi
able by key features; this may suggest some bias in the
results due to differential preservation. The samples all
contained some microscopic charcoal and a few fungal
spores. Total pollen concentrations were between 8 1,000
and 125,938 grains/ml. The tree pollen is dominated by
alder throughout, with hazel and some birch. Pine was
present, but in very low numbers and oak was recorded
in 1684 and willow and lime in 1661.
The herbaceous pollen is dominated by grasses
throughout; many of the grains were crumpled and

therefore could not be positively identified, and it is likely
therefore that this taxa is under-recorded. In addition,
most other herbaceous taxa were common to all three
contexts, and consisted of a range of wide niche taxa,
including members of the daisy and cabbage families,
pinks and buttercups, with sedges and the aquatic genus,
pondweed, also present. A few other taxa were recorded
as present but the pollen counts were very low. A single
grain of cereal-type pollen was recorded in 1661. Spores
from common polipody, bracken and ferns, were present
throughout, with royal fern recorded in 1055 and 1661,
and sphagnum moss in 1661 and 1684. Results are
presented in Table 23.
Discussion
The nature of the features sampled for pollen dictates
that the results should be discussed in terms of the local
vegetation conditions at the time of deposition. The
spatial scale of interpretation is directly related to the
size of the pollen catchment, and the limited surface area
of any ditch fill clearly indicates a local rather than a
regional pollen spectrum (Jacobson & Bradshaw 1981).
The relatively poor preservation of pollen through
out indicates some oxidation of the pollen grains.
This suggests that the ditch fills underwent occasional
periods of drying. The overall concentration of pollen is,
however, sufficient to infer a general picture of the local
vegetation.
The three pollen spectra are very similar both quali
tatively and quantitatively, and therefore there does not
appear to have been a significant change in the local
vegetation throughout the enclosed period of settlement.
The relative proportions of tree pollen (divided into
alder, birch and hazel), herbaceous pollen and spores are
displayed in pie charts which illustrate this homogeneity
(Fig. 98).
The tree pollen appears to be dominated by alder, with
hazel and some birch, although this inference must be
treated with caution due to the possibility of differential
preservation (alder grains tend to be relatively robust).
Alder grows in damp or waterlogged soils, and therefore
may have grown on nearby areas of damp ground such
as along the banks of the Ouse Burn. Birch and hazel
may have colonised drier ground around the settlement.
The low numbers of pollen grains of pine, willow, oak
and lime may indicate that these taxa formed minor
components of the local woodland, however they could
have occurred as a result of long distance transport, par
ticularly the pine pollen which is anemophilous. The
herbaceous pollen is principally derived from grasses,
with a few other taxa from open and disturbed habitats,
indicative of human habitation. Heather and heath taxa
are represented which corroborates the plant macrofos
sil evidence that there were areas of heathland close to
the site.
Pollen of the aquatic taxa pondweed and waterstarwort confirms the presence of shallow standing
water in the ditches, although the oxidised nature of
many of the grains suggests that this was ephemeral.

West Brunton phase

early P3

late P3

Context

1035

1661

1684

Sample

32

280

289

early P3

Volume processed (ml)

1

1

1

Charcoal

frequent

abundant

abundant

Fungal spores

few

few

few

Lycopodium spores

104

83

73

165

98

181

29

29

12

Pollen grains (absolute counts)
Tree taxa

Alnus (Alder)
Benda (Birch)
Corylus (Hazel)

77

90

113

Pinaceae undifferentiated (Pine family)

1

4

2

-

-

Quercus (Oak)
Salix (Willow)
Tilia (Lime)
Total tree pollen

3
1

-

-

1

-

272

223

311

-

Herbaceous taxa
Apiaceae (Carrot family)

Apium spp (Marshwort)
Asteraceae (Lactuceae) (Daisy family)
Brassicaceae (Cabbage family)
Callitriche spp (Water-starwort)
Calluna vulgaris (Heather)
Caryophyllaceae (Pink family)
Ceralia - type
Chenopodium spp (Goosegrass)
Cyperaceae (Sedges)
Ericaceae (H eather family)
cf. Euphorbia sp (Spurge)
Galium sp (Bedstraw)
Plantago lanceolate - type (Plantain)

1

-

-

4

6

44

71

35

7

4

3

7

-

9

-

11

12

5

3

4

7

-

4

1

-

5

4

6

11

5

4

3

1

-

-

1

-

1

-

10

9

2

Poaceae (Grass family)

120

132

99

cf. Poaceae (cf. Grass family)

37

48

41

Potamogeton spp (Pondweed)
Ranunculus-type (Buttercup-type)
Rosaceae (Rose family)
Rumex spp (D o c k )
Scabiosa spp (Scabious)
Scrophalariaceae (Figwort family)
Polygonum sp (Knotgrasses)
Thalictrum spp (Meadow-rues)

4

6

2

6

8

2

1

5

4

23

29

7

1

3

-

-

-

1

-

-

1

1

-

Unidentified grains

8

7

2

Indeterminate grains

53

42

134

Total herbaceous pollen

351

407

370

1

Indeterm inate grains (%)

8

6

19

Total pollen

623

630

681

Pollen concentration (grains/ml)

81000

102470

125938

Spores (absolute counts)

Osmunda regalis (Royal Fern)
Polypodium vulgare (Com m on polipody)
Pteridium aquilinum (Bracken)

3

2

-

9

7

5

24

8

9

Pteridophyte spores (trilete) undifferentiated (Ferns)

2

9

4
2

Pteridophyte spores (monolete) undifferentiated (Ferns)

4

2

Sphagnum spp (Moss)

-

3

i

Total spores

42

31

21

Total pollen grains and spores

665

661

702

C ontext (1055)

Context (1661)

Context (1684)

Fig. 98 Relative proportions oftaxa in the pollen spectrum. West Brunton

The presence of sedge pollen is also consonant with
damp conditions in the ditches. The Pteridophyte spores
derive from taxa that would have been associated with
the ditch features and with the heathland; royal fern is

characteristic of damp ditches whilst common polipody
prefers to colonise stone outcrops, with bracken tending
to grow on drier heathland (Preston et al. 2002).
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The Iron Age on the Northumberland Coastal Plain: general conclusions

by Nick Hodgson

The archaeological background
Centuries of agriculture for long rendered the prehistoric
sites of lowland south-east Northumberland less archae
ologically visible than the upstanding and celebrated
remains of the uplands. In the earliest survey of Iron Age
settlements north of Hadrian’s Wall by the outstanding
pioneer of the subject, George Jobey (1960), the south
east part of the county was still a conspicuous blank. The
actual extent of ancient settlement in south-east North
umberland, characterised especially by rectilinear enclo
sures, began to become clear in the 1960s as a result of
aerial survey pioneered by Norman McCord (McCord
and Jobey 1968). At this time Jobey still wrote with a
model in mind of expansion into previously unsettled
areas of poorly drained boulder clay in the Roman
period (McCord and Jobey 1968, 53). A connection was
made between the rectilinear form of the enclosures and
Roman military works, and for a time Jobey wondered
whether the apparent uniformity and regular spacing
of the settlements represented ‘settlement by Imperial
precept’ (Jobey 1966, 8).
In this period Jobey excavated at settlements in
the extreme south-east of the region at Marden and
Tynemouth (Jobey 1963; 1967), but it was at Burradon,
North Tyneside (Jobey 1970), that a long structural
sequence was uncovered and for the first time the pos
sibility considered ‘that development of this region was
taking place in the pre-Roman Iron Age’ (Jobey 1970,
94). Burradon had an inner and an outer ditch circuit
(like Blagdon Park 2 in this volume). The inner enclosure
clearly overlay roundhouses; Jobey’s interpretation was
that they had been enclosed by the outer ditch, forming
a pre-Roman Iron Age enclosed settlement that had
been replaced by a smaller one which he placed firmly
in the Roman (or as he termed it, ‘Romano-British’)
period. A further opportunity to excavate a rectilinear
settlement arose in 1971 at Hartburn, just north of the
Wansbeck crossing of the Devil’s Causeway. Previ
ously thought to be a Roman military site, Hartburn
also proved to have a long structural sequence of su
perimposed roundhouses inside a double enclosure.
The interpretation was as at Burradon, with the smaller
rectilinear seen as a creation of the late-first or second
century AD - its origin implicitly associated with the
Roman occupation - replacing a larger pre-Roman Iron
Age enclosure (Jobey 1973a).
Hartburn was to be the last extensive excavation of an
Iron Age site in lowland south-east Northumberland until
the advent of developer-funded archaeology. In the years
that followed, Jobey’s attention was turned to a series of
enclosures excavated in North Tynedale in advance of
flooding for the Kielder reservoir: Tower Knowe (Jobey
1973b); Belling Law (Jobey 1977); Kennel Hall Knowe

(Jobey 1978). The last two produced radiocarbon dates
which were important in showing that earlier, timber
phases of the stone enclosures had a history of develop
ment extending back into pre-Roman times. This realisa
tion coincided with the arrival of the first pollen diagrams
from the region, which indicated increasing woodland
clearance and arable agriculture in the pre-Roman Iron
Age (Turner 1979).
Roman pottery at Tower Knowe, Belling Law gave
a terminus post quern in the Roman period for the
construction of stone round houses. At Woolaw, in
Redesdale, a similar model was advanced of a change
to stone construction under Roman rule (Charlton and
Day 1978). Indeed, Jobey had come to this conclusion in
his investigation of Riding Wood and other enclosures
in North Tynedale as early as 1958 (Jobey 1960). In
their latest, stone, guise these sites in the upland valleys
beyond the coastal plain came to be the representative
type for the settlements of the indigenous population
north of Hadrian’s Wall in the Roman period. They were
of varying size, but tended to be compact and isolated
enclosures of rectilinear form (not by the 1970s thought
by Jobey to owe anything to Roman precedent), usually
with one or more centrally placed roundhouses in front
of which cobbled stockyards lay to either side of the way
to the enclosure entrance.
The numerous non-stone built enclosures of the
coastal plain, which appeared as simple isolated rectilin
ear sites on the evidence available, were interpreted in
the light of the more upstanding Tynedale and Redesdale
examples. In the face of the evidence of the develop
ment of these sites from pre-Roman Iron Age anteced
ents Jobey abandoned the idea of ‘settlement by Imperial
precept’, although that has not prevented it resurfacing in
a recent influential book on Roman frontiers (Whittaker
1994, 114).
Despite a prescient warning by Jobey at Burradon
and Hartburn of ‘the possibility of early unenclosed
dwellings being present on the same site as later enclosed
homesteads or settlements’ (Jobey 1973a, 50), because
the rectilinear enclosures of the Northumberland coastal
plain are generally all that can be seen in this lowland
terrain without excavation, they have commonly been
considered the predominant settlement form for much of
the first millennium BC - so, ‘By the mid-first-millenni
um BC, contemporary with the hillforts, lightly defended
rectangular settlements seem to have become common
on the undulating lowlands of the coastal plain’(Welfare
1992, 34); ‘For much of the first millennium BC sub
rectangular enclosures are the most common settlement
form’ (Haselgrove 1984, 12).
Jobey himself never deviated from his view that the
rectilinear settlements north of the Wall reached their

apogee of prosperity and development in the Roman
period. In the uplands building in stone and increased
numbers of houses were invoked as the characteristics of
these sites under apax Romana (Jobey 1974; 1978; 1988,
22). Although the rectilinear sites on the coastal plain
remained largely unexcavated and therefore undated,
they were considered likely to have had a similar history.
Jobey recognised that there was a general absence of
datable finds later than the second century AD from the
investigated sites, but as we shall see he argued strongly
and repeatedly against the suggestion that this meant
that they had been abandoned by AD 200.
South of the Tyne some archaeologists detected a
dynamic in late pre-Roman Iron Age development
that was not discernible to the north; it was felt that
enclosure sites in County Durham like West Brandon
and Coxhoe might have been abandoned in favour of
open settlements and multiple enclosure complexes with
a more southern British look; the model was epitomised
by Thorpe Thewles, where around the turn of the first
millennium AD an open settlement spread out over the
ditches of the former rectilinear enclosure (Haselgrove
1984, 12-13). A picture of transition from expanding
arable agriculture in the Tees area (characterised by spelt
wheat cultivation) into a zone of small-scale subsistence
agriculture north of the Tyne (characterised by emmer
wheat) was also conveyed in a study of charred plant
remains assemblages from a sample of northern sites
(Van der Veen 1992).
The region from the Tees to the Tweed was conquered
by the Romans in the 70s AD and, c. AD 122, transected
by Hadrian’s Wall. Until very recently there seemed to
be no signs on the south side of the Wall of Roman-style
settlement or architecture emerging in a zone running for
80km to Yorkshire, where in places a more typical pro
vincial landscape of towns and villas did develop. Some
have blamed the permanent presence of the Roman army
on the northern frontier for the apparent failure of a
‘Roman’ looking countryside to develop: ‘such an army
of occupation usuiped native control and destroyed the
very process that Rome relied upon - government by a
pro-Roman elite’ (Millett 1990, 100). It appeared that
the Iron Age way of life continued with little change
on either side of the frontier - prospering, even on the
north side of the Wall, in Jobey’s view - but making very
limited use of Roman artefacts and not adopting Roman
forms of building. Thus, it has been thought, two very
separate worlds continued to run in parallel, meeting
and integrating in the civil settlements attached to the
Roman forts - and, it is often assumed, the local popu
lation must have provided the Roman army with grain,
meat and leather, whether purchased or taken as tribute
(Breeze and Dobson 2000, 214-5).
The idea that life for the indigenous farmers went on
much as before, with the Roman Wall, the fort garrisons,
and their dependants ‘an unnatural growth’ in their
midst, fitted comfortably with the dominant view of
Hadrian’s Wall (which came into particular prominence
in the era of Jobey’s exploration of what he always

termed the ‘Romano-British’ settlements) as a barrier to
regulate, rather than to prevent, the movement of people;
a bureaucratic border rather than a defence, meant to fa
cilitate the normal economic relationships of a divided
people.
On the eve of the excavations described in this report,
and those carried out at Pegswood in 2000 (Proctor 2009),
the views arrived at in the 1970s were still current. The
enclosures on the coastal plain were considered the basic
form of settlement of the first millennium BC and the
Roman period. They were seen as remarkably regularly
and closely spaced, and remarkably uniform. The North
Tynedale sites had suggested a predominance of pastoral
farming, but it was known that on the coastal plain, from
finds of querns at the sites, and as agricultural furrows
beneath Roman sites on Hadrian’s Wall excavated from
the 1970s onwards showed, that there had been more
extensive cultivation. It was felt that the economic basis
of such settlements was more marginal north of the Tyne:
‘the regular spacing of the sites may reflect the curtail
ment of settlement expansion during the Roman Iron
Age at a lower threshold than further south’ (Haselgrove
1984, 13); ‘settlement expansion on the coastal plain
was curtailed at a noticeably lower threshold than further
south...We may conclude that the Tyne itself formed an
important cultural boundary’ (Haselgrove 2002, 64).
This appeared to be a society without social stratifica
tion: an egalitarian distribution of small, self-contained
family farms. The Roman occupation seemed to have
had little impact on their basic way of life, although it
was seen as the period when the enclosures flourished.
Since the 1970s aerial surveys have discovered consider
able numbers of new sites (for example the East Brunton
site reported here) - undated without excavation, but of
probable Iron Age origin - in the immediate vicinity of
Hadrian’s Wall, and the continuing assumption has been
that they co-existed with it in some form of symbiosis
(Gates 2004). Gates follows Jobey in his conclusion
(2004, 244, written in the context of the central sector
of the Wall) that ‘a settled farming landscape already
existed when Hadrian’s Wall was built and there is no
reason to think that old established practices would not
have continued into the later Roman period whatever
local adjustments may have been required to accommo
date the new frontier’.
The emerging pattern of landscape division and
settlement
Late Bronze Age to early Iron Age
The archaeological sequence on some of the coastal
plain sites can now be followed back to the late Bronze
Age or earliest Iron Age. In terms of settlement there are
late Bronze Age radiocarbon dates from Blagdon Park 2,
some possible structural evidence there, and just possibly
in this period, a small ditched enclosure, although on
balance this seems more likely to have developed in the
mid Iron Age. The earliest, palisaded, enclosure at East
Brunton was certainly out of use by the mid Iron Age

(around cal 400 BC) but could have originated much
earlier. Taken together these indications suggest that at
some later Iron Age settlement sites in the region use of
the site (whether or not continuous) had been going on
since the Bronze Age.
In addition, at Shotton Village, where no later Iron
Age site is known (although one could be concealed by
the modern village), an irregular ditch, associated with
roundhouses (not certainly contemporary), produced a
late Bronze Age radiocarbon date.
By far the most remarkable feature of this period
to have come to light is a regular system of landscape
division. This takes the form of the pit alignments or
‘pit-defined boundaries’ described in Chapter 5. The
OSL dates derived from their earliest fills cluster in the
early centuries of the first millennium BC.
Pit alignments occur at various times in prehistory,
notably in the late Neolithic and Bronze Ages. However,
there is a clearly discernible phase of pit alignment
construction during the late Bronze Age and and early
Iron Age, particularly well attested in regions of eastern
England: for example, Tallington (Lines), Meadow Lane
(Cambs), Heslerton and Sherburn (N Yorks) (evidence
collected in Waddington 1997). A recent survey (Deegan
and Foard 2007, 81-90; 122-3) discusses some 144
examples in Northamptonshire, concluding that most
date from the late Bronze Age or early Iron Age, sig
nifying a ‘a large-scale and planned division of land’
initiated at this time, ‘of which only small, disjointed
fragments are visible’.
The sub-rectangular form of the Northumberland pits,
their close spacing, and their occurrence in single align
ments are characteristics common to the pit alignments
of the early first millennium BC. The original form of
these boundaries is unclear: it is possible that the ‘pits’
actually represent segmented ditches originally accom
panied by, or interspersed with banks. Evidence for the
pits having held posts belonging to a fence structure is
not widespread from the first millennium BC examples,
and none was found in those reported here.
Four of these pit-defined boundaries have been
observed in excavation in our area, at Shotton North
east, Shotton Anglo-Saxon site, Blagdon Park 1 and
Fox Covert. The features do not show up in aerial pho
tographs in this region, and to date have only appeared
fortuitiously during excavations. Since these alignments
have not been traced further by air photography or other
means, an attempt to project their course beyond the
excavation areas is hypothetical, and pit alignments of
this kind in other regions sometimes make sudden turns.
Since all the alignments reported here run on roughly
parallel alignments, a tentative projected reconstruction
as suggested on Fig. 99 probably has some validity.
In North Yorkshire the function of pit alignments of
this period, and of systems of dykes with which they
articulate, has been seen as defining the outer limits of
farming units (Spratt 1993, 134). In the East Midlands
they have been said to represent the gradual division of
a grassland landscape into rectangular blocks following

deforestation in the Bronze Age: ‘a dramatic phase of
land division in late Bronze Age and/or early Iron Age
Northamptonshire’ (Deegan and Foard 2007, 82).
The northern three of our examples (Shotton North
east, Shotton Anglo-Saxon site, Blagdon Park 1) run ap
proximately perpendicular to the south bank of the river
Blyth. One explanation of the pit alignments might be
that they demarcated parcels of landscape resources,
including pasture land, woodland and access to the
river, that were the preserves of particular communities
or groups of settlements. If projected north each land
parcel (defined by two pit alignments) would command
an 800m stretch of the river bank. However, where
parallel running pit alignments have been mapped in
Northamptonshire (Deegan and Foard 2007, 81-90) they
commonly define parcels of land only 300m or so wide,
reminding us that alignments may remain to be discov
ered between the already closely spaced lines seen in
Northumberland.
The pit alignment at Fox Covert would lie perpen
dicular to the shore of the undrained Prestwick Carr, a
rich source of aquatic birds and animals, fish, peat and
marshland grazing. In the eighteenth century the over
exploited common grazing around the sides of the Carr
was rationed between farmers by a system of ‘stints’
whereby a farmer could only pasture the number of
beasts considered to be in proportion to his acres of land
with right of common (Harbottle 1995, 4). The bound
aries of the first millennium BC might similarly have
preserved the allotment of one community from over
exploitation by others. A parallel alignment, at a distance
of 1300m to the east, is possibly discernible on a geo
physical survey of an Iron Age site at Gardener’s Houses
Farm (Biggins et al. 1997, Fig. 5).
Beyond this obvious functional explanation the picture
is still too fragmentary to attempt an overall plan of land
division in this period, or to suggest how the boundaries
bordering the river Blyth will have met and related to
those running from Prestwick Carr. There are, however,
grounds for thinking that the examples seen up til now
probably do form part of an extensive system. That one
or more pit alignments of this date was found in each of
three separate opencast mining schemes described in this
volume (covering a block of land over 6km in length)
surely suggests that many others await discovery. It is
hard to believe that similar boundaries did not parcel up
the land occupied by the Brunton sites north of the Ouse
Burn: the east-west running boundary ditches at West
Brunton could have extended to join (at right angles)
pit-aligned boundaries running down to the Ouse Burn
(possibly separating the West Brunton land from the East
Brunton land?) They may have extended over much of
the region, and need not have been confined to the north
of the Tyne: in 2009 an exactly similar and contempo
rary pit alignment partitioning land on the north side of
the river Wear, in Castletown, Sunderland (NZ 355583),
was discovered (SLR 2009: OSLA dates from infilling/
silting: 1271 BC ± 310; 761 BC ± 220; 571 BC ± 280;
81 BC ±210).

Most intriguing of all is the implication of these
boundaries that, at a period when we have only the
most fragmentary evidence for settlement sites, there
was sufficient competition for landscape resources, and
there were sufficiently long established and consolidated
farming communities, to warrant such boundaries. They
also tell of a high degree of communal organisation and
planning, not to mention harnessing of considerable
labour resources, presumably by an authority - or social
consensus - at a much higher level than the individual
family farm. The pit alignments are also important in
showing that landscape clearance, settlement and division
were taking place on the Northumberland coastal plain
at the same time and in the same way as in regions much
further south: the early-first millennium division of the
area appears to have been part of the mainstream devel
opment of Iron Age landscapes in eastern England.
A vital question is: having originated in the early first
millennium BC, how long did these boundaries remain
in use, and how did they relate to the settlement pattern
of the mid- to late Iron Age? The boundaries were not
actively maintained or renewed after the earliest Iron
Age, but at Shotton North-east and Fox Covert the OSL
dates suggest that the pits had not completely silted
up until the later Iron Age. The Shotton North-east
pit alignment was clearly still a visible feature in the
landscape when it was used to from one side of the slight
rectilinear enclosure there, probably in the fourth or third
century BC. On the other hand, one (earlier) structure of
this settlement perhaps overlay the pit alignment in the
earlier Iron Age.
Another approach is to see if there is any relationship
between the pit-aligned boundaries and the known set
tlement sites. Shotton North-east is a minor and short
lived settlement that may simply have taken advantage
of the pre-existing boundary. Blagdon Park 1 and 2 lie
immediately east of the Blagdon Park alignment, but this
could be a coincidence; numerous probable Iron Age en
closures are known as crop marks in the area immedi
ately south of the alignments at Shotton and Blagdon
Park (Fig. 99) but they have no obvious relationship to
the boundaries. If the Gardners’ Houses alignment is
correctly identified as such (far from certain) it looks as
if it is overlain by the probable late-iron Age settlement.
Until opportunities arise to discover or test such relation
ships by excavation, all that can be safely concluded is
that these late Bronze Age or early Iron Age boundaries
remained a visible feature in the landscape for much,
perhaps all, of the Iron Age, but that their significance
and relationship to the settlement pattern that emerged
during the Iron Age remains unknown.
Early enclosures
As we shall see, the late Iron Age rectilinear enclosures
seem to have been preceded by unenclosed settlements.
However, it seems that in some cases the open settle
ments of the middle Iron Age were themselves preceded
by enclosures which may have Bronze Age origins. The
only clear-cut example of this is at East Brunton, where a

sub-rectangular or perhaps D-shaped palisaded enclosure
(0.5ha minimum) was in existence by the early Iron Age:
it was demolished or destroyed in or after 770-400 cal
BC, and overlain by open settlement activity dated to the
period around 400 cal BC.
Although there is a theoretical possibility that at
Blagdon Park 2, the open settlement was preceded by
a small-ditched enclosure that might have had Bronze
Age origins, there is considerable ambiguity about its
place in the sequence, and a later date has been thought
more likely.
A further possible enclosure of Bronze Age date
should be noted, surrounding part of the knoll on which
Shotton village stands (NZ 225781). Here the ditch is
of small rather than earthwork-enclosure size and does
not have a rectilinear layout. Some of the roundhouses
at East Brunton probably belonged inside the palisaded
enclosure, and at Shotton village there were also round
houses possibly, but not certainly, associated with and
lying within the ditch.
The point to stress about these enclosures is that they
do not have the typical form of the late Iron Age rectilin
ear enclosures which eventually developed on the same
sites. In one case we have a palisade, in the other a small
ditch of much more modest proportions than the char
acteristic earthwork enclosures of the last two centuries
BC.
The pattern of the first enclosure of hill tops and spurs
in the Cheviots being in the form of a palisade shortly
after the beginning of the first millennium BC is a familiar
one, and the importance of the East Brunton enclosure is
that it is the first example of this phenomenon occurring
in the lowlands. The Shotton Village enclosure, if that
is what it is, has obvious affinities to the upland North
umberland sites, although ditched rather than palisaded.
However, early enclosures did not precede all of the
lowland Iron Age sites: there was evidently no such
early enclosure at West Brunton, which originates as
an open settlement in the mid Iron Age. This does not
mean that East Brunton was necessarily an anomaly
or exception, merely that, as we might expect, the late
Bronze Age - early Iron Age settlement pattern was less
dense than that of later times, with settlement sites still
to be founded and carved out of uncleared land, so that
only a proportion of these will be found to have origins
going back into the Bronze Age.
Mid Iron Age unenclosed settlements
Jobey (1973a, 50) had realised that unenclosed settle
ments might underlie some of the rectilinear enclosures
of the later Iron Age. We can now conclude that in our
coastal plain area this was in fact the standard pattern
of development. This is clear at East Brunton, West
Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 (however the sequence
at the last site is interpreted). There can be little doubt
that this is also the pattern at Burraclon and Hartburn,
where in each case it seems overwhelmingly likely
that the outer enclosure is contemporary with the inner,
the whole forming a late Iron Age double enclosure

Fig. 99 A distribution plot o f the known or probable late-iron Age enclosure sites in south-east Northumberland and part o f Tyne and Wear in the vicinity o f the excavated sites. HER= Tyne &
Wear HER, N=Northumberland HER. AP (68) = listed in McCord and Jobey 1968. Ordnance Survey base mapping Crown Copyright reserved. Newcastle City Council LA 076244

overlying unenclosed roundhouses, as at Blagdon Park
2. In the light of the sequence of open settlement giving
way to late Iron Age earthwork enclosure seen at these
sites, a similar interpretation would seem to be the only
one reasonably applicable to Gardener’s Houses, where
the geophysical survey shows once more a spread of un
enclosed houses covering a much wider area than the
rectilinear earthwork enclosure (Biggins et al. 1997).
Several instances of unenclosed roundhouse settle
ment have come to light in lowland areas south of the
Tyne in recent years: at South Shields (390-170 cal BC:
Hodgson et al. 2001); Stanwick, N. Yorks (late second or
first century cal BC); and Melsonby, N. Yorks (beginning
fourth or third century cal BC: Fitts et al. 1999). Taken
together with the sites on the coastal plain north of the
Tyne, these examples tell against the generally held view
that enclosed settlement predominated in the Tyne-Tees
Lowlands for most of the first millennium BC. Rather,
as we shall see, there was a widespread shift from unen
closed settlement to earthwork enclosure between Tees
and Tweed in the last two centuries BC.
The open settlements of the mid Iron Age seen so far
on the coastal plain are of varying scale. Firstly, there are
large palimpsests of oft-replaced roundhouses indicating
persistent (though not necessarily continuous) occupa
tion, spreading over a considerable area, as at the Brunton
sites and Blagdon Park 2, and seen by Jobey at Burradon
and Hartburn. Then there are considerably smaller set
tlements or palimpsests of roundhouses, as at Shotton
North-east, or the (undated, but possibly mid Iron Age)
structures 2-5 at Blagdon Park 1. At the bottom end of
the range are isolated roundhouses, mostly undated, but
earlier Iron Age in the case of Structure 1 at Blagdon
Park 1, and either mid- or later Iron Age in the case
of the large isolated roundhouse beneath the Shotton
Anglo-Saxon site. It seems a fair assumption that other
undated isolated houses, such as that lying south-east of
the Shotton North-east settlement, will date to both the
mid- and late Iron Age.
The unenclosed phase at Blagdon Park 2 was rep
resented by at least 25 houses, and at East and West
Brunton perhaps 50 each. As discussed above (p.38-39
and 91-93) these were not all in use at the same time,
and it is likely that a settlement of between two and half
a dozen houses has seen constant regeneration over a
period of many centuries, with the number of houses
actually in use at any one time being not dissimilar to
the numbers seen in the enclosed phase of the late Iron
Age. What separates these settlements from the smaller
categories just discussed is not that they had a greater
number of contemporary structures, but that they were
occupied for long enough for a conspicuously large
number of former house plots to accumulate.
Were sites like East and West Brunton and Blagdon
Park 2 in fact occupied continuously throughout the Iron
Age? Some archaeologists prefer to stress the possi
bility of hiatus in occupation of Iron Age sites, seeing
them as episodically occupied and presumably, in the
intervals, remaining points of reference in the landscape

to which a return might one day be made (e.g. Halliday
2007). Hamilton’s Bayesian model for the occupation
of East Brunton (p. 126) proposes such a hiatus in the
period around 400-200 cal BC (between unenclosed and
enclosed settlement). A counter-argument exists in the
case of East Brunton (p. 120), but in general it may never
possible to refute definitively the preference for episodic
occupation. Equally, there is no means of refuting the
intuitive view that use of the larger and more complex
sites producing radiocarbon dates throughout the first
millennium BC were occupied continuously as the
ancestral home of an extended family. This view may
gain support from the fact that where there are sites with
positive evidence for episodic use, these are archaeolog
ically different in appearance; at Blagdon Park 1 we see
the gradual migration of a settlement nucleus across the
landscape; at Shotton North-East the settlement was in
fact occupied in a fourth and third century BC episode,
but there were no earlier episodes or later returns to the
site. These smaller sites contrast with those whose use
spans many centuries.
Furthermore there is to date an exact correlation
between the large unenclosed roundhouse palimpsests
of the early-mid Iron Age and the earthwork enclosures
of the last two centuries BC; every one of these more
intensive concentrations of occupation evidence so far
investigated became an enclosure complex - we see this
at Burradon, Hartbum and the three large sites reported
here. The enclosures, as argued below, were probably
mostly in contemporary use. Their distribution suggests
a densely occupied and exploited landscape. Their cor
relation with the larger unenclosed palimpsests suggests
that this picture of intensive landscape use and fixed set
tlement should be projected back on to the latter.
The emergence o f enclosure
Within the unenclosed settlement at West Brunton an
episode of enclosure occurred in the period around
400-200 cal BC. Here we see a roundhouse of larger
than average size enclosed by a small (33 by 28m) rec
tangular palisade. The enclosure in question is in an area
free of earlier house-circles, somewhat to the south of
the main concentration. As the radiocarbon dates from
House 6 show, however, elements of the main concentra
tion may still have been in occupation at the same time as
this small palisade enclosure. It appears, then, as if one
particularly important house has been singled out from,
or added to, the existing open settlement and dignified
with a palisade. The palisade appears to have directly
influenced the layout of the late-iron Age enclosure here
(although the sequence was not necessarily one of direct
replacement): this is of great interest in suggesting that
the social and economic changes lying behind the later
earthen enclosures have their origins before 200 BC
in the unenclosed settlements. So far, West Brunton is
the only clear example of a precursor to a late Iron Age
earthen enclosure. But this also the most probable inter
pretation of an earlier enclosed phase at Blagdon Park 2.
Nevertheless, the West Brunton evidence, providing as it

does a ‘missing link’ between unenclosed settlement and
earthwork-enclosure, strengthens the case for continu
ous occupation and evolution of ancestral settlements,
as opposed to settlement shift and routine occupation
hiatus.
Later Iron Age Enclosures
East and West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 became
enclosed sites in the late Iron Age. The detail of their
form is discussed later; this section is devoted to their
place in the settlement pattern. These predominantly
rectilinear enclosures have hitherto been the only widely
recognisable type of settlement on the south-east North
umberland coastal plain, often viewed as the predomi
nant type in the region for much of the first millennium
BC. The radiocarbon dates from all three sites are in
agreement in placing the decisive shift to enclosure in
the period around 200 BC. Obviously a greater sample
of sites will have to be radiocarbon dated before we can
be certain that those reported here are representative, but
the radiocarbon dates presently available between the
Tees and the Forth are remarkably consistent in suggest
ing a horizon of enclosure at this time. Derek Hamilton
has asked whether ‘it is perhaps worthwhile consider
ing the possibility that there is an archetypal rectilinear
enclosed settlement being built at around 200 cal BC
in the Tees-Tweed region and represented here [in his
study] by the settlements at Thorpe Thewles and West
Brunton. This is later being emulated by other groups in
the region and perhaps as far north as the Forth at sites
such as Fishers Road West...’ (Hamilton 2010, 254).
In this respect south-east Northumberland conforms
to a now well-established tendency in eastern England
for small ‘heavily enclosed’ settlement units to appear
in the second and first centuries BC, succeeding earlier
open settlement (Hill 2007. 34; Knight 2007). Further
north, in the Lothian area of Scotland, the later Iron Age
also sees ‘an increased emphasis’ on enclosure: ‘the
building of sub-rectangular enclosures seems essentially
to be a Later Iron Age phenomenon' (Haselsgrove 2009,
230). In some instances in midland eastern England the
shift to enclosure occurred well before 200BC, but it is
evident that when this occurred in Northumberland the
phenomenon (just as in the case of the pit alignments of
the earlier first millennium BC) was part of a widespread
trend that can be followed from the Midlands to south
east Scotland.
The same question inevitably arises as to whether
all of these enclosures were in use at the same time
and continuously occupied. Obviously the case for that
is strengthened if the emerging scientific dates tend to
compress all of the investigated settlements into the same
relatively narrow timeframe of the last two centuries BC
and the early Roman period, as they do. Unlike unen
closed roundhouse palimpsests, the late Iron Age enclo
sures were conceived on a monumental scale and can
only have been executed with a considerable force of
labour. Had they been routinely deserted and reoccupied
one would expect this to show up archaeologically in the

form of a reconstitution or replanning of the earthworks,
whereas what we see appears to represent maintenance
and the addition of surrounding or adjoining enclosures.
In reality the rise and fall of family fortunes and events
such as warfare, plague, crop-failures and so on will
have led to changes on the ground that we can no longer
sense, no doubt involving settlements changing hands
or being abandoned permanently or temporarily. On a
general level, however, the emergence of the rectilinear
earthwork enclosures at a common chronological horizon
suggests that they are broadly contemporary, while the
radiocarbon dates, both the sequences from the major
excavations and isolated dates obtained from evalua
tions of more recently discovered enclosures, continue
to suggest most strongly that the settlements of this form
were in occupation for roughly the same period.
The spacing o f the enclosure sites
If we are correct in seeing the rectilinear enclosures
of south-east Northumberland as part of a trend of
the last two centuries BC, with the implication is that
many of them are likely to have been in contempora
neous use, then the distribution of the known sites of
this type - whether or not dated by excavation - should
tell us something about the actual settlement pattern of
the later Iron Age. That in certain areas this distribution
was dense has long been appreciated, but the present in
vestigations have provided further examples to confirm
the impression that these settlements were evenly and
closely distributed across the landscape of the coastal
plain (Fig. 99).
West Brunton, for example, lay 1,200m WNW, or
only 18 minutes walk from East Brunton. Both sites
were double enclosures, so that there was a degree of
multiplicity and agglomeration in each of their layouts.
Their radiocarbon dates establish that both Brunton ag
glomerations were occupied contemporaneously. Only
1,000m (15 minutes walk) north, equidistant from the
two Brunton sites, lay another pair of enclosures at
Hazlerigg. These are undated, but they have the typical
form of rectilinear earthworks of the late Iron Age and
on the argument advanced above are very likely to have
been in occupation at the same time. 1,200m further
to the north-west, and the same distance north of West
Brunton, another enclosure of the same type is known
at Morley Hill farm. North-east of the Hazlerigg enclo
sures, again after only 1,200m, is a further pair, spaced
only 600m apart, at Wideopen. The northern (TW 5178)
has long been known from the air; the southern (at
NZ244722) was discovered by geophysical prospection and evaluation in 2009 (TWM Archaeology 2010)
and is being excavated by Archaeological Services
Durham University as this report goes to press. In the
evaluation a roundhouse drip gully within a rectilinear
enclosure yielded hazel charcoal dated (SUERC-27657)
to 2110±35 (350-320 or 210-40 cal BC at 95% probabil
ity; 190-50 cal BC at 68% probability). The Wideopen
sites are some 2km (30 minutes walk) from East and
West Brunton.

Turning to the other major enclosure described in this
report, Blagdon Park 2, we find that this also has close
neighbours. The unenclosed Blagdon Park 1, only 250m
south, is undated, but a datable Iron Age bead suggests
occupation of the eastern part of the settlement in the
last two centuries BC (p. 152), contemporaneously with
the larger site. A further 600m walk (10 minutes) in the
same southerly direction brings us to the dual enclosure
complex of Brenkley (p.9) which radiocarbon dates and
a glass bangle show was occupied in the late Iron Age
and early Roman period. Only 1,200m east of Brenkley
is another, undated, rectilinear enclosure (N 19489), and
just 750m further on another (N 19486), west and east
of Waterloo Planatation. 750m south of the former, and
1,200m south-east of Brenkley is another (Seven Mile
House, TW 1323).
These incidences suggest a remarkably close and con
sistent spacing of contemporary sites in the landscape.
Could this be the effect of unrepresentative localised
concentrations, or could there be, as has sometimes been
suggested, a greater occurrence along the A l, reflecting
some earlier north-south route? In order to test these
possibilities and to understand as much as possible of
the wider contemporary context of the recently discov
ered enclosures, a sample study area of the north-east
England has been chosen and an attempt made to plot all
rectlinear enclosures likely to be of late Iron Age (or in
older terminology, 'Romano-British’ date).
A distribution plot o f the known or probable late-iron
Age enclosure sites in south-east Northumberland and
part o f Tyne and Wear
The study area for the purposes of this volume is OS
1:50,000 sheets 80 and 81, with NY/NZ 60N as a
southern limit, NY/NZ 90N as the Northern limit, and
NY 95E as the western limit; the eastern limit is the
North Sea coast. A selection of this in the vicinity of
the sites reported in this volume (from NZ 69-80N and
18-35E) is illustrated here (Fig. 99).
The basic source of information has been the on-line
Historic Environment Register data for Northumberland
and Tyne and Wear, for which all rectilinear enclosures
or probable Iron Age or ‘Romano-British’ date have
been extracted. The majority of these sites are known
from air photographs.
Oddly enough this exercise does not seem to have
been attempted before: previously published distribution
maps, (such as those in Jobey 1982a, Fig. 8 and Miket
1984, Map 4), seem to have been selective. Inevitably
the present plot will contain a number of sites which
have been misidentified or which really belong to other
periods, or which, upon excavation, will turn out not to
be rectilinear enclosures. Against that has to be balanced
the sites which still await discovery, which underlie
modern farmsteadings or villages, or which have been
ploughed, quarried or opencast-mined to destruction.
The discovery of Blagdon Park 1 and 2 and Brenkley
shows that both substantial rectilinear enclosures and
lesser sites can survive but show no air photographic

trace. These sites were discovered only through specula
tive excavation, and there must be many others that are
similarly invisible, and indeed since the advent of de
veloper-funded archaeology new examples have come
to light almost annually. It is also the case that the late
Iron Age enclosures are a fairly distinctive site type, not
readily confused with enclosures of other periods (see
the comments of Cowley 2009, 213-4). Therefore while
the present distribution plot should not be relied on in
every respect as a definitive statement of detail, there can
be little doubt that the implications of the general picture
it offers will be valid, as was the case with McCord and
Jobey’s aerial survey catalogue of 1968.
As should be expected, very few settlements are
plotted in the conurbation of Newcastle and North
Tyneside, where crop-mark evidence is generally una
vailable. North of the conurbation, however, despite the
intrusion of built-up areas at Wideopen, Killingworth,
Whitley Bay, Dudley, Cramlington and Seaton Delaval/
Holywell, the plot suggests an even scatter of settle
ments, with plenty of evidence for intervals of 1,000m
or considerably less between sites. So, for example,
an almost unbroken chain can be followed from the
Brunton and Hazlerigg sites over 12km along the Seaton
Burn to the coast at Seaton Sluice. From Hazlerigg,
it is 1km north-east to the pair of sites 600m apart at
Wideopen (TW 5178 and at NZ244722). It is 1,600m
on to the next known site, at Dudley (TW 799); only
1,000m east from here are is the cluster of three sites
known as Burradon 1,2 and 3; the northern, Burradon
1, excavated and published by Jobey in 1970. 1,300m
further ENE is another pair just east of Burradon House
(TW 758). There is a gap in the Seghill area (although
a possible site, N i l 521, is known there) but then there
is an unbroken chain with very short intervals along
the north side of the burn to the sea: N 12033 - 650m N 12034 - 500m - N 12038 (oval shaped, so perhaps of
another period) - 1,250m - N12030 - 500m - N 11964 600m - N i l 963 and 11969 (a cluster of three) - 1,000m
- the sea. Similar sequences can be followed even in the
partly built-up Whitley Bay-Earsdon area and between
Cramlington and Blyth.
East of the closely spaced sites reported here at
Blagdon Park and Brenkley is a thick cluster of seven
rectilinear sites spreading over the 3knt to the centre of
Cramlington; the intervals between them very between
500m and 1,500m.
Further north, in the Morpeth area, the recent publi
cation of the late Iron Age site at Pegswood Moor has
collected similar evidence from the HER for closely
spaced settlements probably all of this period (Proctor
2009, 74 and Fig. 39).
Even in the conurbation area, rectilinear sites are
recorded in un- or recently developed pockets (Newcastle
Town Moor, Cobalt Business Park and Marden) and it is
significant that wherever modern excavations have been
carried out to the construction levels of Roman sites
along the eastern end of Hadrian’s Wall pre-Roman Iron
Age cultivation has been encountered, at least some of

which was active in the immediately pre-Wall period
(at Wallsend: Hodgson 2003, 29-34; Byker: McKelvey
and Bidwell 2005, 5-10; Newcastle: Snape and Bidwell
2002, 17-18; Denton: Bidwell and Watson 1996, 14;
Throckley: Frain et al. 2005; and Rudchester: Gillam et
al. 1973).
Taken together with this evidence for the extent of cul
tivation, the plot of rectilinear sites suggests, therefore,
that the density of settlement revealed at East and West
Brunton and in the Blagdon Park/Brenkley area is typical
and that on the most level and fertile part of the coastal
plain for at least 25km north of the Tyne the late-iron
Age landscape was covered with enclosures separated by
intervals averaging around 1,000m. Many more of these
enclosures must await discovery. The general number
of and intervals between sites is not dissimilar to that
of farming settlements of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. This intense pattern of settlement need not
have been in way unusual for lowland eastern England
in the later Iron Age, and even much further north, in
the East Lothian region of Scotland, a strikingly similar
distribution of rectilinear settlements of this period has
recently been documented (Cowley 2009, esp. 216 and
Fig. 10.11). The Lothian settlements coincide closely
with the distribution of modern arable land.
If, as has been convincingly argued (Heslop 2009),
the route north of Newcastle along the later Great North
Road had prehistoric origins, with finds from the Tyne at
Newcastle suggesting a gathering place and cult focus
where the river was crossed by a way that can be traced
from as far south as Yorkshire, this is not seen in the
distribution of Iron Age settlements. Although the three
main sites reported here will all have lain close by the
postulated route - and, possibly, a successor Roman
road - the distribution taken as a whole does not suggest
a greater concentration of sites in the vicinity of this
route or the modem Al.
The traveller on the coastal plain at the close of the
first millennium BC would have passed by woods,
heathlands, and many cultivated fields and enclosed
pastures (see p.205 below for the evidence for this); but
the banks and ditches of an enclosed settlement would
always be near at hand, and stretching to the horizon
in all directions would be others, marked even in the
distance by their bold earthworks. Often being mistaken
for Roman works, and in places picking up ‘Chester’
and ‘camp’ names, many of these enclosures remained
clearly visible until the agricultural revolution of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and something of
the ancient visual impact of this level landscape littered
with earthworks may be gauged from their conspicuous
appearance in quite recent times.
So we hear that in 1822 ‘At Chirton may yet be
traced the form of a Roman station, known by the
name of Blake Chesters... in the neighbouring fields
too coins have been found at various times; and I am
told by good authority, that several squares or oblongs
extending from West Chirton to Tynemouth, may yet
be traced’ (T.Hodgson 1822, 235). Blake Chesters was

no Roman fort, but almost certainly one of a sequence
of late Iron Age enclosures that extended towards the
coast in the now built-up area of North Shields. In the
1830s the county historian John Hodgson described ‘a
series of small camps, each 80 or 100 yards square, that
run in a line northwards out of the Cramlington grounds,
through Plessey & Shotton, into the east paid of the
township of Stannington’ (J.Hodgson 1832, 306). Again,
in Hodgson’s 1840 volume: ‘From the Wall northward
there are numerous small square camps, strengthened
with deep ditches, scattered over the country, as if they
had been intended for rural purposes. A line of them
may still be traced through the parishes of Long Benton,
past Cramlington, into the Plessy grounds, in which we
find in old deeds the names Camps Meadow and Jone’s
Chesters...it is remarkable that the commons in their
neighbourhood have been extensively tilled’ (J.Hodgson
1840, 440). The descriptions are particularly valuable in
extending the distribution into areas such as Longbenton
and North Shields in the Tyneside conurbation which
were built up before air photography became possible.
Other types o f late Iron Age settlement
The rectilinear enclosures have been susceptible to
discovery from the air and have therefore dominated
the archaeological record to the extent that they have
seemed to be the only form of settlement in the later
Iron Age in the region. There are now some indications
that this was not the case. Of the sites reported in this
volume, most notable is Blagdon Park 1, where we see
episodes of small-scale occupation occurring over a
distance of 300m. What is most probably the latest phase
of this activity features two roundhouses and a system of
small boundary ditches, lacking the scale and character
of the earthwork enclosure ditches of Blagdon Park 2
only 200m to the north. Unfortunately, lack of material
suitable for radiocarbon measurements means that we
cannot be precise about date, although the presence of
a securely stratified bead in the Meare spiral tradition
(so later Iron Age) supports contemporaneity with the
neighbouring earthwork enclosure.
We are on much firmer ground chronologically
with the late Iron Age remains excavated in 2000 at
Pegswood Moor (NZ 202882), north of Morpeth, and
recently published (Proctor 2009; see Hamilton 2010
for additional radiocarbon dates). Here a fragment,
over 4ha in area, of a settlement of unknown extent has
been revealed. This did not take the form of a rectilin
ear earthwork enclosure; rather there was an agglomera
tion of fields, enclosed areas, and droveways, bounded
by small ditches or gullies. Some of the enclosed plots
contained one or more roundhouses at various times.
The whole overlay a succession of four apparently un
enclosed roundhouses. Because of doubts about the
reliability of radiocarbon dates derived from vessel
residues, there is some ambiguity about the date when
the (isolated?) roundhouse settlement gave way to the
system of much more complex landscape division; but
the radiocarbon dates on other materials leave no room

for doubt that the floruit of the latter complex of minor
enclosure ditches was in the first centuries BC and AD
(Hamilton 2010). There is some resemblance between
the dispersed arrangement of small boundary gullies and
roundhouses at Pegswood Moor and that seen very fragmentarily at Blagdon Park 1. As at Blagdon Park 1 the
site at Pegswood was previously completely unknown;
excavation had aimed to investigate a supposed rectilin
ear site which turned out to be an arrangement of modern
drains; the discovery of the actual Iron Age remains was
entirely fortuitous.
It must also be a possibility that at least some of the
isolated roundhouses of the region, as at Shotton AngloSaxon site and Shotton North-east are of late Iron Age
date. The former produced a date of 400-200 cal BC,
but as this was from within a doorway posthole it could
relate to the construction of the house rather than its de
struction. As with the early Iron Age isolated house at
Blagdon Park 1, this was a building of considerable size
which could have accommodated a substantial extended
family.
The discovery of these previously invisible sites, con
temporary with but quite different from the rectilinear
enclosures that dominate our picture of the region, surely
indicates that others like them await discovery. What they
might mean for our understanding of social structure is
discussed later. For the present they hint that the settle
ment pattern may be even denser than suggested by the
plot of the more archaeologically visible enclosures, and
that there may be a complicated range of contemporary
settlement types rather than a single dominant form.
Aspects of the late Iron Age enclosures
Enclosure banks, monumental ity, and the question of
defence
The excavations at East and West Brunton and Blagdon
Park 2 have produced the most complete plans to date
of late Iron Age settlements in the region. What do these
tell us about the purpose of these ambitiously construct
ed enclosures and the day to day life that went on in
them?
As described above (p.25-31; 95 and Figs. 25 and 52)
a number of strands of evidence point to the existence
in some cases of upstanding banks accompanying the
enclosure ditches, something which in any case might
have been deduced from place-name evidence and the
nineteenth century descriptions of these monuments.
A number of gullies which drained or subdivided the
interiors of the enclosures ran into the enclosure ditches
(542,802 and 1353 at Blagdon Park 2; 25 and 126 at East
Brunton; W at West Brunton). This does not disprove the
existence of internal earthwork banks; these were either
supported over the channels by means of a rudimenta
ry device such as a bridge of logs, or the banks were
completely breached at these points. Such gaps could
have been filled by thorn bushes or other impenetrable
material if the effectiveness of the bank as a fence had
to be maintained. In fact the existence of these drainage

gullies makes perfect sense in the context of internal
clay banks, for without such drainage the interiors of the
enclosures would have flooded in wet weather.
At West Brunton in particular the subsidiary gullies
which divided up the space outside the two principal
enclosures, terminating as they do at a regular distance
from the external edge of the enclosure ditches, strongly
suggest that as well as internal banks there were banks
of a smaller scale on the external sides of the ditches.
This would produce a striking visual effect (analogous
to that at certain hillforts) of two banks progressively
rising to emphasise and monumentalise the enclosure.
At Blagdon Park 2, however, although there was good
evidence of an internal bank, it seems unlikely that the
central enclosure was provided with an external bank,
for this would have interfered with the boundaries and
circulation patterns of the outer, subsidiary enclosures.
Despite the formidable array of inner and outer banks,
security or defence was not necessarily the primary or
only consideration. That display was probably of equal
or even paramount importance is illustrated by the
almost adjoined enclosures 1 and 2 at East Brunton,
whose banks and ditches faced each other across a gap of
only l-2m width. This attachment of discrete enclosures
recalls the ‘double’ hillfort of Old Bewick (Northumber
land). This is not to say of course, that these earthworks
might not have been a useful safeguard against attackers
and have provided a practical measure of security for
the compound and its contents, an important considera
tion in age of rising population and increased pressure
on land and resources. Yet the sheer number and dense
packing together of these sites, as well as the fact that not
all settlements were enclosed, suggests that the primary
purpose of the earthwork enclosure was to express the
status, wealth, and power of its occupants in relation to
others in society - including, it seems, at East and West
Brunton, neighbours or kinsmen in a similar enclosure
only a matter of feet away.
The usual depictions of Iron Age enclosure sites in
Northumberland do not convey the formidable scale and
overawing presence that these earthwork enclosures will
have had. Many of the existing representations are based,
in any case, on the considerably smaller rectilinear sites
in North Tynedale and Redesdale which are usually taken
to characterise native settlement north of Hadrian’s Wall.
But the enclosures of the later Iron Age on the coastal
plain are not really comparable in scale to the North
Tynedale and Redesdale sites - among the latter only the
latest phase at Kennel Hall Knowe (Jobey 1978) encloses
an area typical for the coastal plain. A simple compari
son at the same scale of the plans of West Brunton and
Blagdon Park 2, the North Tynedale enclosure of Tower
Knowe, and a Roman auxiliary cohort fort (Fig. 100)
illustrates the point: the indigenous sites reported in this
volume were conceived on an impressive scale which
rivals that of the Roman fort for 500 men, and which can
accurately be described as monumental.
In this light it is all the more interesting and striking
that such sites were commonplace in the Iron Age

society of the coastal plain, and we are reminded that, as
is often remarked, the construction of such a large scale
earthwork enclosure would be beyond the capabilities
of the family unit or extended family inhabiting the site.
The usual assumption is that labour resources must have
been drawn from other members of the community via a
system of mutual assistance or social obligation.
Sequences o f development
In the cases of dual enclosures, it cannot be ruled out
that the two originated simultaneously, but on the whole
it seems likelier that one is a later addition. This is
suggested at East Brunton, where Enclosure 1 possibly
owes its exceptional west-facing orientation to the fact
that it was an addition sited on the west side of the pre
existing Enclosure 2. There is an alternative: if Enclosure
1 inherited its west-facing aspect from the preceding
Phase 1/2 settlement (at least three of whose houses (D,
C l, K) face west), then Enclosure 2 might have been the
addition. At West Brunton the existence of a mid-iron
Age palisaded predecessor to Enclosure A may suggest
that the northern neighbour (Enclosure B) was the later
development. At both East and West Brunton there was
then a further stage of development consisting of the
subdivision of the site by ditches or boundary gullies
which assume the existence of both enclosures: so the
addition of a ditch (3) at East Brunton, which is attached
to Enclosure 2 but which defines a space north-east of
Enclosure 1, and the complex subdivision of the area
around the two West Brunton enclosures. The general
picture is one of increasing complexity over time, with
the dualling of enclosures and the provision of more
discrete and specialist areas in their environs. At Blagdon
Park 2 the outer enclosure was probably a later addition
to the inner, indicating the same sort of increasing spatial
complexity over time.
The relationship between the dual enclosures and
their mutual connection with the general subdivision of
each site shows that at each site there must have been a
considerable level of co-operation and interdependency
between the families, kin groups or communities repre
sented by the two enclosures. The banks and ditches of
the two East Brunton enclosures were separated by only
a few feet and one was obviously carefully planned in
relation to the other. The two West Brunton enclosures
form an organic whole with the complex of boundary
ditches that links them together.
At both East and West Brunton there was evidence for
the recutting of major ditches at intervals (outer boundary
ditch C at West Brunton, Encloure 2 at East Brunton).
The ditches had been allowed to accumulate a degree
of fill before being redefined. Such episodic redefinition
or recutting of boundary ditches is a well attested phe
nomenon in the Iron Age of eastern England. It has been
argued in detail (Chadwick 2008) that rather than being
merely functional field boundaries Iron Age boundary
ditches had a social meaning, transmitting messages
about family or community, ownership or status, their
maintenance, episodic rather than constant, suggesting

that the boundaries were being reconstituted on special
(ceremonial?) occasions. This would fit with what we
see at the Brunton sites, where their size and complex
ity will have demanded labour from a wider community
that the social group in residence.
Finally it should be noted that the earthwork enclosures
were still in use and being maintained when all three of
the investigated sites passed out of use. There was no pro
gression from enclosure to open settlement towards the
end of the Iron Age, as happened, for example, at Thorpe
Thewles (Heslop 1987), where (in the period roughly 50
BC- AD 50) a roundhouse settlement expanded over
the ditches of a late Iron Age rectilinear enclosure, and
has also been suggested for the recently excavated set
tlement at Street House (by Hamilton 2010). There was
no sign of any such development having occurred on
the Northumberland coastal plain sites. In no case was
there any instance of a roundhouse or any other structure
overlying a filed or silted enclosure ditch, or one of the
larger roundhouse drip gullies. The Phase 3 earthwork
enclosure complexes effectively represent the end of the
archaeological sequence.
Zonation within the developed enclosed settlements
In all cases the most impressive ditch and earthworks
define an inner area or, in the case of the dual enclosures,
areas, while an outer area is defined by less substantial
earthworks. At Blagdon Park 2 the outer area is defined
by a concentric outer enclosure, while at the Brunton
sites the outer works do not replicate the shape of inner
enclosure, but the principle of a defined ‘outer’ area is
the same.
In all cases the most substantial roundhouses are
contained within the inner enclosures. In the enclosed
settlements of the later Iron Age these ‘inner’ houses
generally have conspicuously wider and deeper drainage
gullies than those of the earlier unenclosed settlements
or those in the subdivisions surrounding the inner enclo
sures. There are however occasional examples of ‘big’
drip gullies in the earlier unenclosed settlements, as at
houses B and K at East Brunton, and at House 23/29
at Blagdon Park 2. At West Brunton two of the ‘outer’
houses, 35 and 38 also have exceptionally big gullies,
but the biggest houses (out of the six on the Phase 3
plan) by diameter are those centrally placed within the
two ‘inner’ enclosures.
In absolute terms, the overall number of circular struc
tures in the developed settlements does not represent a
great increase from those likely to have been in use in
any one time in the unenclosed phase, though it may still
represent an increase. What is certainly present in the
enclosed phase that was not earlier is a hierarchy of sizes
in the circular structures, and the spatial complexity that
places different structures in different kinds of areas. At
East Brunton, Enclosure 1 contained the largest structure
recovered at any site, at 16m in diameter; the largest
house found in Enclosure 2 would have had been some
12m in diameter. House A, lying outside the principal
enclosures, bounded by enclosure ditch 3, is smaller, at

some 10m. At West Brunton the largest structures are
in the centres of the principal enclosures (1: 12.5m; 29:
1lm). There is one possibility of comparable size in a
‘subsidiary space’, 24, at some 11m. The other buildings
that certainly or possibly belong to this phase, in the sub
sidiary spaces (35, 38 and possibly 12) are smaller, of
the 8-9m order.
That the large ‘inner’ houses were residences cannot
strictly be proven on the excavated evidence, but evidence
from other regions would support the hypothesis that
these were the residences of the principal members of
the family or kin group occupying the settlement. The
principal circular structures, if houses, are too large
for a single nuclear family, and each perhaps housed a
head-man and his extended family. If the largest houses
in their principal enclosures were the dwellings of the
leading, or perhaps the only households, the overall plan
suggests that each dual enclosure-settlement housed
at least two extended families of equal status. There
seems to be no other explanation for the duality of
approximately equally-sized enclosures at West Brunton.
At East Brunton. it is true, one house is larger than any
other recorded example, but that does not prove the
paramountcy of an individual household: in Enclosure
2 were three neighbouring house plots; possibly here
the extended family was distributed between several
structures.

Fig. 101

Following on from this, two hypotheses might be
advanced for the function of the smaller houses in the
subordinate spaces lying outside the ‘inner’ enclosures:
either they housed households or family groups subordi
nate to, dependent on, or at least less wealthy than those
who had the resources to create the principal enclosures;
or there was some functional difference between the
outer houses and those within the principal enclosures
that we take to have had a primarily residential function
(e.g. the outer houses might have been used by members
of the community segregated according to occupation,
gender or some other customary distinction).
In all three of the enclosure complexes there are also
distinct functional zones within the outer subdivisions:
these are analysed in detail in the preceding discussions
following the site reports. At both West Brunton and at
Blagdon Park 2 specialist metalworking areas may be
discerned, in the former associated with a compound
some 35m east of the frontages of the two inner enclo
sures (Figs. 102-3), at the latter in the space between
inner and outer earthworks, immediately south of the
inner enclosure (Fig. 101). At East and West Brunton
there are rectilinear post-built structures that might be
associated with grain storage; in both cases these lie in
a subdivision immediately outside an ‘inner’ enclosure.
At Blagdon Park 2 a stock droveway indicates beyond
question that animals were herded through the outer

Distribution o f metalworking residues (enclosed Phase 3 only) at Blagdon Park 2
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Distribution o f metalworking residues (unenclosed Phase 2 only) at West Brunton

enclosure and probably kept in either sub-enclosure
C or the main inner enclosure or both. This must say
something of the quantities of stock that could be held
and the desire of the principal residents of the site to
bring them together on occasions in a place where they
could be carefully watched, immediately in front of or
even within the principal ‘inner’ enclosure. Perhaps
these sub-enclosures functioned as night-folds, or were
used for over wintering. They could also have been used
on particular occasions when the leader of the settlement
wished to make a conspicuous display of his wealth, or
in times of unrest. The plans of the major houses at East
and West Brunton can be taken to suggest (see below)
that cattle were regularly sheltered on their ground floors,
too. The plan of Blagdon Park 2 with droveway flanked

by stock areas, in highly reminiscent of (though on a
much larger scale than) the well-known arrangement of
small rectilinear settlements in North Tynedale where a
track leading in from the front gate towards houses at the
rear is flanked by cobbled yards.
In what is known of the plans of the Brunton sites (and
remembering that our knowledge of the subdivided areas
beyond the inner enclosures is incomplete) there are no
obvious droveways for the control and herding of animals
as at Blagdon Park 2. There are other notable points of
contrast: Blagdon Park 2 appears extremely nucleated,
whereas the Brunton sites have multiple ‘principal’ en
closures. At West Brunton the outer boundary ditches
may (Fig. 42) form an outer enclosure which would be
on a much grander scale than that at Blagdon Park 2.
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On present evidence East Brunton merges more openendedly into the surrounding landscape, but there may
have been outer works here that have not been detected.
Yet all three sites have a common basic arrangement
whereby the principal residences are segregated by their
enclosing earthworks from zones (defined by lesser
ditches or gullies) of metalworking, agricultural activity
and storage, animal husbandry, and other activities that
have left no trace, which are themselves at least partly
enclosed by outer boundaries.
No fields or paddocks have been detected extending
beyond the ‘outer’ enclosures or boundaries. The distinc
tive soil horizon at West Brunton which may represent a
cultivated area probably lay within the postulated outer
enclosure. At Blagdon Park 2 we can be certain that

there were no major ditched land boundaries extending
from the outer enclosure (with the exception of possi
bilities to the south associated with Blagdon Park 1),
yet the funnelled entrance to the outer enclosure shows
that stock must have been grazed outside. If the smaller
ditches at the Blagdon Park 1 site enclosed agricultural
plots their purpose may have been to protect them from
animals grazing the open land between the two settle
ments. In principle (inner and outer enclosures, subdi
vided specialist areas in between) West Brunton and
Blagdon Park 2 could represent the same ‘type’ of settle
ment, the difference being that the former was so much
more complex and extensive than the latter. This differ
ence in structural scale is perhaps reflected in the striking
contrast in the level of pottery use on these two sites.

Buildings and other structures
Roundhouse architecture
The circular structures excavated at all the sites were
too badly plough-damaged to offer many new insights
into construction techniques, except to show that these
were remarkably consistent. The most common survival
was the ditched drainage or drip gully which presumably
served to prevent waterlogging of the walls by rainwater
falling from a conical roof. Surviving less frequently
was the more vertically sided circular post trench (or
‘wall-slot’) running inside the drip gully and represent
ing the outer wall of the building. We know from sites
where they survive intact that these post trenches would
typically have been 0.4 - 0.5m deep, and the drip gullies
deeper at 0.5-0.7m, and perhaps considerably deeper in
the case of really large structures like House H at East
Brunton. That it was common to find the truncated gully
some 300mm deep and no trace of the wall slot shows
the amount lost to ploughing, typically 0.4m or more
from the Iron Age ground level. On the other hand, that
some evidence for the wall trenches survives at all on
such badly plough damaged sites is a reminder that these
were substantially constructed buildings, originally
deeply founded, expressing a monumentality consonant
with that of the late-iron Age enclosure earthworks and
expressive of a permanently settled civilization: the
everyday houses of the Iron Age in Northumberland
have left an archaeological signature that survives more
clearly than that of any other pre-modern period.
At both Brunton sites and at Blagdon Park there was
no clear evidence at any period for houses constructed
using circles of isolated postholes as opposed to a contin
uous post trench (House 44 and the two inner enclosure
houses at Blagdon Park 2 provide the nearest thing to
this, although in those cases posts were combined with
lengths of continuous slot).
There was nothing - nothing surviving, anyway - re
sembling the individual post built roundhouses at nearby
Burradon (Jobey 1970); the apparent consistency at our
sites in fact belies a diversity of building techniques in
the immediate region, and Houses 21/40, 13/14 and 44
at Blagdon Park 2 do seem to represent a technique local
to that site.
Postholes for internal roof supports were very few,
and essentially confined to some of the larger houses, all
except one or two (House B at East Brunton; possibly
24 at West Brunton) in the late enclosed period. In the
principal houses within the late-iron Age enclosures
(and the palisaded ‘proto-enclosure’ at West Brunton)
such internal post-rings were almost always, though
not invariably, present. The most notable characteristic
was for the internal roof-support ring to have a small
diameter in relation to the diameter of the whole house.
This can be seen most extremely in House H (East
Brunton Enclosure 1), where the internal ring had a
diameter of only 5m within a house diameter of 16m,
but the same tendency to a small central inner ring can
be seen in West Brunton house 1A and IB and in the
principal houses in the inner enclosure at Blagdon Park

2. Such an inner ring would require uprights of consider
able height - at last some 8m - to provide support for the
conical roof, but such support could have been provided
by much shorter uprights placed closer to the outer wall.
The tight inner ring of tall uprights would be explained,
however, if it combined the function of roof support with
that of support for an upper floor. The maximum span of
unsupported upper floor between outer wall and inner
ring would be around 5-6m, but if the roof supports were
closer to the outside walls this would be considerably
greater. Without an upper floor the uprights of the dis
tinctive inner post rings would have soared pointlessly
through perhaps 8 or 10 m of completely unused space.
With the upper floor, the usable floor space was effec
tively doubled. The upper chamber (or chambers) would
have been spacious and lofty and dry, and warm, if cattle
were accommodated below in winter time.
Putting the human activity on an upper floor and con
signing the ground floor to cattle and other unknown
activities also has the advantage of explaining why
the uprights of the inner post rings in House H at East
Brunton and House 1A/1B at West Brunton make no
attempt to respect line of sight drawn through the door
to the back of the roundhouse. Indeed, in all cases
posts appear to block an axis which is of some impor
tance in roundhouse plans where occupation is on the
ground floor. At West Brunton House 1A/B there is also
a central posthole (1180: definitely not a hearth, often
found in this position in roundhouses with ground floor
occupation). A central post makes no structural sense
unless there was an upper floor to support. On House
IB a further post (1059) blocks the alignment from the
entrance to the back of the house. In House 29 at West
Brunton an otherwise unexplained rectilinear arrange
ment of posts which would block the axis from the door
to the centre of the building falls into place as a possible
structure to house steps or ladders leading to an upper
floor, and possibly to support the edge of that floor, if
it stopped short of the of the entrance side of the round
house (so that it was technically a mezzanine) in order to
allow light from the door into the upper space.
Those roundhouses without internal supports could
not possibly have had upper floors in this way. The
architectural elaboration of a upper floor was known
and possible in the period of the open settlements (e.g.
House B at East Brunton; House 1A at West Brunton;
House 29/23 at Blagdon Park 2), but only in a very few
special cases.
In the late Iron Age the great houses H at East Brunton
and 29 in West Brunton enclosure B were further elab
orated with ditched outworks projecting from their
entrances, at first sight suggestive of the presence of a
porch, but there were no structural remains of such. It
is more likely that they contained clay banks, topped
with stakes or hedges, possibly intended to funnel the
movement of livestock kept on the ground floor of these
spacious buildings, towards the entrance. It is notable that
these funnel features only occur in the larger buildings
with potential upper floors where people may have lived

upstairs and beasts (perhaps occasionally) downstairs.
They never occur at the smaller roundhouses where
no upper floor would have been possible, and where
people presumably lived on the ground floor. Parallels
for such a funnel arrangement at the entrance to a large
roundhouse may be cited from Fisherwick, Staffordshire
(Smith 1977, 54, Fig. 4) and Moss Carr, Methley, West
Yorkshire (Roberts and Richardson 2002, 9-10; Fig. 7;
Plate 4).
It has been suggested by previous researchers that
larger roundhouses may sometimes have accommodated
livestock at the ground level, particularly in the case of
the so-called ‘ring-ditch house’. In houses like this (e.g.
High Knowes A, Alnham, Northumberland: Jobey and
Tait 1966; Braidwood, Midlothian: Stevenson 1949) a
ditch or gully - and sometimes a ring of posts - runs

around the interior side of the main outer wall, in addition
to a main inner ring of internal supports. Although it has
never been proved by scientific analysis, the obvious
suggestion that this was a drain for cattle slurry has been
made (Reynolds 1982). It is of great interest in this con
nection that a fragment of such an internal gulley was
found in the large House H at East Brunton (feature
337). Although it is possible that this is merely the drip
gully of an earlier and smaller house, its occurrence in
association with the other features described makes it
more likely that it is an internal feature to do with the
use of the ground floor by cattle. It has previously been
suggested that if cattle were stalled on the ground floor
of large ‘ring ditch’ houses then the logical location for
human occupation is on an upper level, and an elaborate
reconstruction has been published which envisages this

Fig. 104 Schematic cross-sections of principal houses reconstructed with upper floor. Original ground level restored and
surviving ground level shown below that.

(Reynolds 1982. Fig. 5). This puts the upper level at a
considerable height. But if, as suggested in the recon
struction sections here (Fig. 104), the upper level was
rested on the outer wall of the building, it might have
been lower and the ground floor space would have func
tioned as a low ceilinged (probably around 2m at most)
sub-floor to the main occupation area above, which
would have had a floor of equal area (c/. the comments
by Harding (2009,280-1).
House 29/23 in the unenclosed settlement at Blagdon
Park 2 resembles a variant of the ‘ring-ditch’ house that
has been noted elsewhere, where instead of the posts
sometimes associated with the ‘ring-ditch’ a continuous
slot is found between the outer wall and the inner support
ring (e.g. at Dryburn Bridge House 2: Dunwell 2007, 111.
39, where the slot is associated with a surviving ‘ringditch’). The remains of House 29/23 at Blagdon Park 2
could well represent a truncated version of such a plan.
The use of these continuous inner slots is not under
stood; it is possible they held posts at intervals rather
than closely spaced and were to do with cattle stalls
(although at Blagdon Park 2 the space created is only
lm deep), or more likely they supplied extra support for
the floor above. If these are rightly seen as a variant of
the ‘ring-ditch’ plan and therefore associated with the
presence of an upper storey, this gives us an example of
a probable two-storeyed byre-house occurring as early
as the unenclosed mid Iron Age period on the coastal
plain. Closely set double concentric rings of posts or
wall-slots combined with a tight inner arrangement of
supports may be found at the well-known site of Little
Woodbury and throughout the British Iron Age, but
always at larger houses. In the late Iron Age enclosure
phase on the Northumberland plain the central house at
Burradon (Jobey 1970) stands out as an obvious example
of the type and strong possibility for a great house with
an upper storey, closely resembling and neighbouring
our examples. At Burradon it is easy to see how well the
three main concentric circles would have combined to
support an upper floor.
Several strands of evidence therefore combine to
suggest that the largest and most centrally placed houses
in the late-iron Age enclosures could over-winter cattle
on their ground floors and had their principal human oc
cupation raised on an upper level. These larger and most
elaborate houses were perhaps maintained for much
longer time periods than we are accustomed to expect
from more modest Iron Age Houses. At West Brunton the
radiocarbon dates seem to rule out a long site hiatus and
show that the two major phases of House 1A/IB spanned
a period of perhaps 500 years. This should not occasion
surprise: the greater the investment in massive size and
upper storeys, the greater the incentive to maintain and
perpetuate the structure through the generations.
Building 50 at Blagdon Park 2 had an arrangement
different from most, with a wide space between wall and
drip gully; reasons for considering that it may have had
a sacred significance were given on p.23.

Buildings fo r special processes
At Blagdon Park 2 there was an area of structures shown
by recovered residues to be connected with metalwork
ing (R2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12). These were mostly of unusual
form: either semi-circular, having dual opposing
entrances, or being very small. For the first two types
it is possible to find parallels where industrial activity
is also involved. Structure 5 at the late-iron Age site at
Street House, Loftus (N. Yorks) produced a 5m long
crescent shaped slot interpreted as a windbreak on one
side of which ‘industrial activity’ took place, although
the latter seems to be some indeterminate process, not
specifically metalworking. The crescentic slot was ac
companied by a semicircular ditch (Sherlock 2007,
11-13). This structure closely resembles R3 and R4 at
Blagdon Park 2, representing ditch and slot respectively.
Resembling R2 at Blagdon Park 2, a roundhouse 9m in
diameter of the fourth or third century BC at Nomanton
Golf Course (W. Yorks) had two opposing entrances;
possible fragments of moulds or furnace structures were
found in the drip gully (Timms 2005, 70).
It is possible therefore that crescentic structures and
those with diametrically opposed entrances might be a
general indicator of metalworking or specialist process
ing, although there are regional distributions of ap
parently residential roundhouses with diametrically
opposed entrances, as in Dumfries and Galloway. For
the very small circular structures at Blagdon Park 2 and
explanation still has to be found.
No buildings of these special types (except perhaps
the extremely small House 25 at West Brunton) were
found at the Brunton settlements.
‘Four-poster ’structures
The ‘four poster’ found at West Brunton (S) is a wellknown Iron Age type and a less regular post built
structure at East Brunton (Ac2) may be another. The
traditional identification as a raised store for grain or
other perishables cannot of course be proved in these
cases, but it is worth stressing that the massive postholes
at West Brunton (originally some lm deep and around
0.8m in diameter) suggest a major structure rather than
a chicken coop or similar. The principal interest lies
in the fact that these are the first to be recorded in this
region or indeed this far north in England. At Sutton
Common in South Yorkshire, and at Site M in West
Yorkshire, excavated postholes of several Iron Age
four-post structures produced large quantities of car
bonised cereal grains. West Yorkshire, and indeed areas
further south, have also produced several examples
with more than four posts, like that at East Brunton
(Chadwick 2009, 70). Chadwick also notes (2009,
29) that in West Yorkshire four-posters have produced
mainly earlier Iron Age dates. The West Brunton fourposter has been placed on the late Iron Age enclosure
plan as it shares the alignment of enclosure A and
boundary C, but it cannot be proven to be contempo
rary with these latest features.

Finds and religious and ritual aspects of spatial
organisation and deposition
Very few finds of any kind were recovered at any of
the sites under consideration, pottery and stone objects
being the most numerous. The general poverty of
material is partly a result of their plough-damaged state,
but the low numbers of objects found in ditch tills and
other natural cut features shows that there was a low
level of discard or deposition of pottery, glass, and metal
objects. In this, however, the sites do not diverge sig
nificantly from other excavated plough-damaged Iron
Age farming settlements in the region, and beyond: the
amount and type of material seems very similar to East
Lothian on one hand (Haselgrove 2009) or from Iron
Age sites in West Yorkshire (see Roberts and Richard
son 2002 for an example). On our sites broken pottery
discarded on cultivated ground will not have survived
subsequent ploughing; except in waterlogged conditions
there is hardly any survival of bone in the acidic clays;
metal objects and glass will have been recycled, but
where deposited for special reasons will often have been
removed by the plough: something of what has been
lost can be gauged from a rare example of an Iron Age
house that has been unaffected by the plough, as at South
Shields (Hodgson et al. 2001). Here, in the horizon that
has been effectively shaved off the sites reported here,
there were several metal finds including a complete iron
adze deposited in a shallow (80mm deep) pit.
It is now a commonplace that many finds, or as
semblages of finds, in Iron Age contexts do not simply
represent casual losses or discarded rubbish, but rather
deliberate ritual placements that sometimes occur in
structured patterns. With such a low occurrence of finds
there is limited potential for the study of this phenom
enon on the coastal plain sites, but the following may
be noted:
1. Deposition o f querns, cup-marked stones and cattle
skulls (Figs. 105-7)
The significance of the fact that where found strati
fied, querns tended to either to be in the terminals of
ditches of drip gullies or in internal post holes of wall
slots of roundhouses should perhaps be treated with
caution, as these were the features most frequently
sampled. However, of the seven examples occurring
in the terminals of ditches of drip gullies, six were in
the right-hand terminal as one looks out through the
entrance of the structure or enclosure (East Brunton
nos 66, 113, West Brunton nos 126, 231, Blagdon Park
2 nos 8 and 22). The one exception, West Brunton no.
187, which occurred in the north or ‘left’ terminal of
Enclosure A, was in an upper and not a primary fill and
did not seem as carefully placed as the other examples.
The evidence from the Brunton and Blagdon Park sites
therefore suggests that the right hand side (as one looks
from inside) of an entrance was felt to be more auspi
cious for the ritual deposition of materials. It is notable
that an apparently structured deposit of Celtic shorthorn
cattle skulls at the inner enclosure at Blagdon Park 2 was

in the southern or right-hand terminal. A fragment of
horncore from West Brunton, context 1689, in the south
terminal of Enclosure A may indicate a similar cattleskull deposit, again in the ‘right-hand’ terminal. A cupmarked stone (no. 216) in the south terminal of West
Brunton enclosure B further reinforces the tendency.
In roundhouses querns or cup-marked stones are found
placed on the central axis of the building, sometimes at
the back directly opposite the entrance (this is the case
with East Brunton nos. 65 and 69, at the probable back
of house C2 at East Brunton, and West Brunton no. 37,
placed in a posthole at the back of West Brunton House
1A). The adze head at South Shields was also buried in
this position. At West Brunton a quern also occurs in a
posthole in the centre of House lA or IB. The same back
and central emphasis is seen in House 13 at Blagdon Park
2; a cup-marked stone placed on the central axis at the
back of the house (in the drip gully: no. 5). The tendency
towards right-hand placement is also evident within
roundhouses; at Blagdon Park 2 no. 7, a cup-marked
stone, and no. 24, a quern, are placed in postholes on the
‘right’ side of the internal post ring of House 13, and a
cup-marked stone (no. 17) occurs in an internal posthole
to the right side of the entrance in House 44, at Blagdon
Park 2. A quern (West Brunton no. 193) is placed in the
right hand of a pair of postholes inside the entrance of
House 24 at West Brunton. The apparent linear arrange
ment of two pits, and an alignment of stones within one
of them, on the central axis of Structure 50 at Blagdon
Park 2 is a further example of the ritual use this axis in
deposition.
2. Orientation
The roundhouses and enclosures at West Brunton and
and Blagdon Park 2 have an overwhelmingly east or
south-east facing tendency (where clear evidence for
entrance orientation survives). At Blagdon Park 2 it is
even possible that Structure 50, tentatively identified
as a shrine, was deliberately located on a central axis
projected through the inner enclosure (explaining why
the possibly later outer enclosure entrance had to be
placed off-centre).
Although the east facing tendency of Iron Age round
houses has often been emphasised, and religious or
ritual explanations advanced for it (e.g. Oswald 1997),
it has also been noted that there are many exceptions
(Pope 2007), and exceptions indeed occurred among the
circular structures reported here. An isolated roundhouse
at Shotton North-east faced south-west.
The great House H at East Brunton, and its enclosure,
faced WSW, very close to the orientation of three houses
of the earlier unenclosed settlement (D, C 1 and K), which
were all marginallly more south-west than WSW facing.
At East Brunton the two differing orientations (south
west or WSW and east or south-east) were apparently in
use simultaneously in the late Iron Age dual enclosure ar
rangement. The western enclosure apparently maintains
a tendency of some houses in the western part of the
settlement over many centuries to orient to the west. The
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eastern enclosure has the eastward aspect, as does both
the enclosure ditch 3 which unities the two enclosures
and the late Iron Age house A within that expansion of
the site. It is almost as if two different family traditions
are at work alongside each other, one with an ancestral
allegiance to the west, and one adopting the more
common eastern orientation. Whatever the reasons for
this, the continuity from west facing houses in the open
settlement of around 500-400 BC to the west facing
enclosure 1 of the late Iron Age suggests, as argued on
p.208, that the earthwork enclosure builders had a sense
of the long-term and ancestral importance of the site,
and were influenced by the past when they laid out the
enclosures.
The ancient environment and the economic basis of
the settlements
The environmental evidence discussed in Chapter 8
makes it clear that across all the sites studied, from the
three larger settlements to the smaller type at Shotton
North-east, the main cereals exploited were spelt wheat
and hulled barley. There is only limited evidence for the
cultivation of emmer wheat. This holds true for both
the unenclosed settlements of the period before c. AD
200 and for the later Iron Age earthwork enclosures.
At East and West Brunton at least, there was evidence
to suggest crop-processing on site. At both these sites
arable weeds indicate the poor soil conditions character
istic of extensive, expanding cultivation.
There are two outstanding points of interest: first, as at
the nearby Iron Age settlement at South Shields, where a
similar cultivation regime has been studied and dated to
390-170 cal BC (Hodgson etal. 2001), this combination
of crops predominated relatively early in the Iron Age
of south-east Northumberland/Tyne and Wear north of
the Tyne. Secondly, this form of crop husbandry and the
expanding, extensive system of agriculture it implies are
now extended for the first time north of the river Tyne
and into the area of the Northumberland coastal plain.
In 1992 Marijke van der Veen produced a synthesis of
studies of plant remains from six sites in North-east
England and argued that there were two significantly
different methods of arable farming being practised
simultaneously in the region (Van der Veen 1992; c f
Haselgrove 2002, 64). A system of small-scale, subsist
ence farming appeared to characterise the north of the
region (termed Group A sites), while in the southern
part, a larger-scale, extensive cultivation, was prevalent
(Group B sites). The group A sites are characterised by
the cultivation of emmer wheat and barley, with a weed
flora dominated by annuals indicative of good, well-ma
nured, soil conditions. Group B sites are characterised
by spelt wheat and barley, with perennial weeds indica
tive of poorer soil conditions (cf. Huntley and Stallibrass
1995,41).
At the time of the 1992 study the northernmost oc
currences of Group B agriculture were in the Tees area,
although a subsequent discovery showed that in the mid
Iron Age Group B cultivation occurred as far north as

South Shields, Tyne and Wear (Van der Veen 2001).
Now the Northumberland coastal plain for an uncertain
distance north of the Tyne must be included in the Group
A category. The north-south divide implied by the 1992
study remains valid on the samples available to date: in
East Lothian ‘Both emmer and spelt are present, with
hints that spelt became more common in the later Iron
Age, although emmer is clearly preferred at all sites
studied’ (Huntley and O'Brien 2009, 185), while at
Fisher’s Road, Port Seton (East Lothian) ‘The popula
tion remained conservative in respect of their crops over
considerable periods of time; emmer and hulled barley
clearly were the most important cereals, but they did
grow limited amounts of spelt, bread wheat, oats and
naked barley’ (Huntley et al. 2000, 183). The point of
transition from spelt dominated to emmer dominated
wheat cultivation is now uncertain, but clearly occurs
somewhere north of the Tyne. Both emmer and spelt
wheat are attested at Pegswood, near Morpeth, but in
sufficient was recovered to establish the relative propor
tions: ‘The recovered assemblages were rather small for
reliable interpretation, but, from the limited evidence
available, barley and spelt wheat appear to be the most
abundant cereals’: Proctor 2009, 61-2). The enclosure
at Chester House, some 8km south of Alnmouth and
therefore near the northern limit of the south-eastern
Northumberland coastal plain, has been characterised as
a Group A site and could, therefore, indicate the transi
tion to the emmer-based regime. However, caution is
required, since the macrofossil assemblages from this
site were very small and it was only possible to say that
of emmer and spelt ‘emmer wheat was probably the
more abundant of the two’ (Van der Veen 1992, 39).
What the present study establishes is the essential ho
mogeneity of crop husbandry practices on the coastal
plain north of Newcastle with those further south,
running from South Shields down to the Tees and into
Yorkshire.
The very small size and poor condition of the animal
bone assemblages from the coastal plain sites prevents
detailed discussion and comparison of animal husbandry
practices. However, the study of what has survived shows
that there is evidence from the three larger enclosed
sites for both the full suite of domestic farm livestock:
cattle, sheep/goat and pig and the domestic companion
animals: horse and dog. At the smaller Shotton North
east site only cattle could be positively identified, but
the size and preservation of the assemblages means
that nothing should be read into that. At the larger sites,
despite the severe preservational biases, it would appear
that husbandry was centred on cattle. The relative im
portance of sheep and pig to cattle cannot be ascertained.
Horse keeping may have been an exhibition of status.
As such, the Brunton sites extend a pattern of both pres
ervation and species representation for Iron Age sites
spanning the north-eastern counties from the Humber
to Scotland, suggesting nothing other than a broadly
common culture of animal husbandry across the region.
Because of the size of the samples it is not possible

to make a statistically significant comparison between
the animal husbandry of the mid Iron Age unenclosed
phase on the three major settlements and the enclosed
sites of the later Iron Age, although there was evidence
for cattle in the unenclosed phases at both Brunton sites
and at Shotton North-east, which was abandoned before
the late Iron Age. It is worth making the point that
boundary ditches extending over considerable distances
(at West Brunton), a droveway and probable paddocks at
Blagdon Park 2, and roundhouses which, as we have seen,
probably doubled as byres, are all features of the late Iron
Age enclosure complexes and imply both the presence of
and the need to control livestock and therefore a mixed
arable and pastoral regime. It is not clear why such com
plexities have not appeared in connection with the earlier,
unenclosed phase of settlement, where there is evidence
for cattle husbandry. One possible explanation is that
lower population numbers went hand in hand with lower
numbers of stock and smaller areas under cultivation, and
only with the expansion and intensification of the mixed
farming regime in the late Iron Age did more complex
management and segregation of the two become necessary.
There might also have been a proportional swing away
from a predominantly arable farming economy to one
in which livestock became more important. Cattle are a
more portable form of wealth than land or grain, and more
vulnerable to theft, and an increased emphasis on cattle
might explain the need for the prestige and power of in
dividual settlements to be marked by earthworks and the
apparent concent with being able to bring cattle right into
the enclosures and into the very roundhouses.
The pollen evidence from the later Iron Age enclosed
phase at East Brunton revealed an overall dominance of
herbs and the subordinate quantities of tree and shrub
pollen suggested an open herbaceous environment
at least in the area immediately around the site; the
on-site habitat was one of grassland, possibly pasture.
The regional and near regional woodland registered in
the pollen record, with oak and hazel being of impor
tance (typical of this period) with alder communities
perhaps dominating locally wetter areas such as carrs or
the course of the Ouse Burn. The pollen record at West
Brunton supported this view of a partially cleared sur
rounding landscape with birch and hazel scrub or open
woodland, with some areas of heath nearby.
The arable weeds attested among the macrofossils
from all three of the major sites support an extensive
agricultural regime with poor quality soils, while ruderal
weeds at all suggested disturbed and trampled ground in
the vicinity of the sites. There is then a reasonably con
sistent picture of the late Iron Age enclosure complexes
lying within a predominantly open heath with isolated
areas of oak, hazel, birch and alder woodland. Within or
immediately surrounding the sites were both extensive
areas of cereal cultivation (perhaps in pockets of patches)
and also areas of disturbance, trample and waste ground,
probably frequented by cattle and other stock. The mac
rofossil evidence from the smaller Shotton North-east
site was also consistent with such a picture.

Finally both the pollen from the Brunton sites and
macrofossil record from all three earthwork enclosures
is in accord in showing that their ditches frequently held
standing water and reed swamps, and that the banks
outside the ditches became overgrown, colonised by and
sedges and possible alder bushes. In at least one case
(East Brunton enclosure 2) the ditch was recut after one
of these accumulations, so the waterlogging and vegeta
tion is not merely a product of the final abandonment
phase of the settlements.
That very little primary woodland can have been left
on the coastal plain by the Iron Age might already have
been deduced from the apparent density of settlement,
even allowing for the possibility that not all settlements
and the cultivated fields that accompanied them will have
been in use at the same time. Once cleared, the primary
woodland was probably never wholly regenerated. The
woodland attested in the microfossil and macrofossil
record is predominantly the sort of secondary scrubland,
typically dominated by hazel, alder, hawthorn, ash,
birch, elder and willow, that will have followed clearance
and which is not a survival of primary woodland. On
the other hand, there must still have existed extensive
timber resources somewhere in the region, even if it was
coming under increasing pressure. The sheer quantities
of oaks of various ages, including mature oaks between
45 and 55 years old, hazel stools, and considerable quan
tities of other timbers that would be required for the con
struction of a medium sized roundhouse are far beyond
what would have been available from opportunistic
collection in the nearest available secondary woodland
(based on what was required for the Pimperne Down
reconstruction, Dorset: Harding 2009, 210-11). Such a
resource was also evidently available to the invading
and occupying Roman army. The quantities involved
and the requirement for timbers of different ages show
that rather than surviving wild woodland there must
have been a sophisticated regime of woodland man
agement to ensure that supplies were replenished and
timbers of the appropriate ages always available. Such
managed woodland was presumably subject to some
common authority. Given the density of site distribution
established above, it may be worth bearing in mind that
if any significant gaps in that record prove to be persist
ent in the face of an increasing pace of site discovery,
one possible explanation might be that they were areas
of permanently managed woodland. An absence in the
distribution of rectilinear enclosures has, for example,
long been noted (cf. McCord and Jobey 1968, 53) in the
Stamfordham area, where no settlements are known in
an area 10km north-south between Hadrian’s Wall and
Belsay; a distribution running north-west to south-east
along the A68 does not extend into this area. This could
be due to chance factors (and Jobey and McCord noted
that the area contains ‘Chester’ place names), but an
afforested area is possible; if so it may have marked a
boundary or a neutral area between the area of the dis
tinctive coastal plain rectilinears and that immediately
west of the Devil’s Causeway, where plenty of Iron Age
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settlements are known, but of a different (usually curvi
linear) form.
The structural and environmental evidence from the
coastal plain sites combines to indicate a series of trends
over the course of the first millennium BC. At first, in
the late Bronze Age and earliest Iron Age, the landscape
is divided by pit alignments into resource blocks each
perhaps exploited by a kin group, living in family units
sometimes in palisaded or small ditched enclosures.
For a time in the mid Iron Age unenclosed settlement
becomes the norm, and new settlements - again based
on family units - are established or grow out of the
earlier ones, and some become long lived settlement
centres, constantly regenerated on the same spot. At the
same time there are more ephemeral unenclosed settle
ments where occupation is interrupted or not renewed.
Both types are based on an extensive regime of spelt and
barley cultivation and livestock rearing within an exten
sively cleared landscape. In the last two centuries BC
the process of clearance is complete, probably against
a background of rising population, and the long lived
unenclosed settlements are replaced, on the same sites,
by earthwork enclosures. These proclaim ownership of
land and livestock, the latter perhaps having become
proportionally more important in the economy, leading
to a more complex subdivision of the landscape between
arable and pastoral use. It is possible, and will be argued
below, that there is now a noticeable gradation of set
tlements, with interspersed sites (practising the same
mixed farming on a smaller scale) perhaps dependent

on the earthwork enclosures and serving them through
a network of traditional obligations. The earthwork en
closures themselves sometimes double or agglomerate
as the extended families occupying them increase size
or produce offshoots, and it seems likely that there must
have been a corresponding rise in the population of the
minor settlements.
Social structure and population
The link between enclosure and rising population
The excavations reported here document a shift on the
south-east Northumberland coastal plain around 200
BC towards heavy earthwork enclosure on formerly
open sites. This may be seen as part of a trend towards
enclosed settlement throughout eastern England espe
cially during the last two centuries BC (Hill 2007, 34-7).
The eastern English trend is itself an aspect a general
emergence of enclosed settlement forms in Britain after
1000 BC (Champion 1994, 131-2).
The move to enclosure in the first millennium BC has
very reasonably been connected with rising population
levels, agricultural expansion and increased arable pro
duction. It has been argued that these factors strength
ened the concept of land as property and the need for
families and kin groups to mark their attachment to
specific parcels of land (Thomas 1997). The pit align
ments described above show that in the North-east
some form of claim by communities to tracts of land
was already emergent at the beginning of the first mil

lennium BC, but the earthwork enclosures of the late
Iron Age seem to indicate a more detailed concept of
landownership at individual settlement level, and a need
to define the identity and status of permanently settled
family units. If this is correct it is consonant with the
rising population and increasingly intensive pattern of
settlement and land use that we have deduced for the
coastal plain. The definition of the sites with earthworks
rather than the palisaded enclosures of earlier times (as
seen East Brunton) would reflect the increased pace of
clearance and crop production and consequent decreas
ing availability of timber.
Site hierarchy
This is hardly a novel conclusion, but what the work
on the coastal plain does contribute is a sense that the
rectilinear earthwork enclosures may not represent a
uniform or exclusive settlement form in the region. One
only has to compare the size of Blagdon Park 2 or West
Brunton with one of the North Tynedale rectilinear enclo
sures excavated by Jobey to see that some of the coastal
plain sites are much more ambitious in scale and surely
represent a much more prestigious and powerful social
unit. The reason for this might be found in Gates’ (2004,
244) observation that 'In some better favoured lowland
areas, such as the Tweed valley and that part of the coastal
plain lying between the rivers Wansbeck and the Tyne...
it would not be difficult to envisage a sizeable popula
tion ...and one might anticipate crop production here on
a larger scale than could have been achieved in the more
challenging conditions of the upper reaches of South
Tynedale’ (and, one might have added, North Tynedale).
At the same time there are wide variations in the
size and form of the coastal plain enclosures. Different
amounts of pottery were recovered from the three main
enclosures, reflecting genuinely different patterns of
consumption in the late pre-Roman Iron Age and not
merely the degree of sampling of the sites (p.141-2).
West Brunton, with the most complex plan, emerges as
a site of significantly greater pottery use than the others,
while the cotjiparatively simple concentric earthwork
enclosure at Blagdon Park 2 yielded proportionally less
pottery.
Furthermore the rectilinear earthwork enclosures
were not the only form of settlement at the end of the
pre-Roman Iron Age. Blagdon Park 1 represents a
non-earthwork enclosure settlement, but very close to
and very probably contemporary with the earthwork
enclosure at Blagdon Park 2. The excavated portion of
the Pegswood settlement may conceivably have some
relationship to an as yet undiscovered enclosure: in fact
a possible rectilinear earthwork is recorded only 500m
north (west of Butterwell: HER ref. 11614). Both the
Blagdon Park 1 and Pegswood sites feature landscape
subdivision by small enclosure ditches, but what has
been found is assuredly not in the tradition of the heavily
enclosed rectilinear earthworks represented by the three
major sites reported in this volume. The non-heavily
enclosed forms of settlement are naturally much less

visible in the archaeological record than the earthwork
enclosures. Indeed the Pegswood settlement was found
completely by chance: there was no previous evidence
of archaeological activity here, the aerial evidence of
a rectilinear enclosure which prompted the investiga
tion proving to be the result of modern activity. The
discovery of Blagdon Park 1 was also entirely fortuitous.
The same may be said of the instances of large isolated
roundhouses, at least some of which may late Iron Age,
which appear in this volume.
Such lack of uniformity has been noted in another
northern region, East Lothian, although the observa
tion is confined to variation in heavily-enclosed settle
ment, since there late Iron Age open settlements have
not yet been found. Noting the 'vast differences’ in size
amongst enclosures in East Lothian, Cowley (2009,216)
has written that: ‘...the scatter of later first millennium
dates from other types of site warn against an expecta
tion that the Later Iron Age was a mono-culture of recti
linear settlements. Rather the rectilinears are more likely
a significant component of a settlement pattern compris
ing a multiplicity of forms, expressing both hierarchical
structures and specialisation in function’.
There seem in fact to be two broad possible models
for the social structure of the late Iron Age Northumber
land coastal plain. One - the general view up to now
- would envisage a predominance of rectilinear earth
works, with nearly every family group inhabiting one
and with a limited degree of size variation, indicating
hierarchical difference, between them. The other would
be to see a much more widespread incidence of smaller
unenclosed settlements interspersed with the rectilinear
earthworks, the latter emerging as the settlements of the
leading and most wealthy families. Without more closely
dated examples it must remain uncertain for present how
widespread the occurrence of unenclosed or ‘other’ set
tlement forms was. But the discoveries at Pegswood and
Blagdon Park 1 should at least prompt some considera
tion of whether the move towards earthwork enclosure
equates with the emergence of a more strongly defined
social hierarchy. In an age of rising population when there
was increasing emphasis on ownership and control of
land and production, it is easy to envisage the emergence
of social elites and subordinate castes.
As well as the existence of other kinds of site, there
are various archaeological indications of the social status
of the inhabitants of the three major enclosures reported
here. The large and probably two-storey houses at East
and West Brunton are at the upper end of the size range
of roundhouses, while each is conceived as the central
feature of a rectilinear earthwork enclosure, forming an
impressive visual whole. At West Brunton and Blagdon
Park 2 there were dedicated metalworking areas. Hardly
any metalworking was attested at Pegswood and none
at all at Blagdon Park 1 or Shotton North-east. The
sample is too small for certainty, but it raises the possi
bility of social control of metalworking at the earthwork
enclosure sites and control of the distribution of metal
objects (possibly exchanged for the customary labour

dues discussed above?). At the Brunton sites the Louisa
Gidney has noted the consistent presence of horse
remains, even in tiny assemblages, and wondered if this
is a reflection of the wealth and social standing of the
occupants of these settlements.
If the basic group inhabiting a farming settlement was
the family - nuclear or extended - then there is some
significance in the long attachment to certain particular
settlement sites, for this may indicate belief in a real or
legendary ancestor or family founder associated with
that site. The Brunton sites and Blagdon Park 2 were
probably occupied continuously rather than episodically
through the Iron Age, in contrast to the minor settlements
like Shotton North-east and Blagdon Park 1, where oc
cupation was either episodic or shifting. It is signifi
cant that a site like Pegswood Moor, which although
complex and extensive has no earthwork enclosure,
developed, very late in the Iron Age, out of one of the
more ephemeral kinds of earlier unenclosed settlement
- here the roundhouses underlying the burst of late Iron
Age activity numbered three or four in contrast to the
40-50 preceding the earthwork enclosures at East and
West Brunton. Pegswood does not appear as the end of
a sequence of regeneration going back to the Bronze
Age or early Iron Age, as at Blagdon Park 2 or East
Brunton.
On the other hand, in the sample available to date
there seems to be a clear correlation between continuous
interest in a settlement regenerated over many centuries
and the later emergence of earthwork enclosure. This
would be explained if these particular sites had prestige
and power by virtue of their association with an ancestor
common to the kin in outlying and lesser settlements.
Thus the members of the upper tier of society which we
have postulated and associated with the rectilinear earth
works of the last two centuries BC drew some of their
power from their ancestral link with these sites. The fact
that certain sites have this centuries-long rootedness to a
spot and others do not, if substantiated, would support the
suggestion that the rectilinears represent a tier of society
rather than a near-universal settlement type. It can also
be suggested that at earlier stages of the Iron Age these
long-lived sites will have had a higher status than con
temporary minor settlements such as the western round
house at Blagdon Park 1. East Brunton was marked out
by an enclosure as early as the Bronze Age/Iron Age tran
sition. In the mid Iron Age there may have been little dif
ference in appearance between the long-lived and more
ephemeral unenclosed settlements: archaeologically the
former are distinguished by a sequence of occupation,
not by a greater number of structures in use at any one
time, although it is possible that the number of visible
platforms of abandoned roundhouses signalled the sig
nificance of these spots and gave these particular sites
the distinction that would later be marked by earthwork
enclosures. As population and competition for resources
increased in the last three centuries of the pre-Roman
Iron Age it was the wealth and ancestral prestige con
centrated in the long-lived settlements that led to the

emergence of earthwork enclosure (a process which at
West Brunton can be seen to begin in the period 400-200
cal BC). If this interpretation is correct the society of
the pre-Roman Iron Age on the coastal plain was both
highly stable, with families and kin groups tracing their
origins back over several centuries, but also undergoing
rapid change brought about by the growth of population
and the expansion of farming.
The correlation of earthwork enclosures with
long-term earlier occupation is an archaeological hy
pothesis capable of being tested. It predicts that as new
sites are discovered and excavated on the coastal plain:
1. Earthwork enclosures will be found to be underlain by
considerable palimpsests of unenclosed roundhouses.
2. There will be no or few considerable palimpsests of
unenclosed roundhouses which are not succeeded by
earthwork enclosure.
Similarly the hypothesis that the earthwork enclosures
are not the universal settlement form should be testable
as further discoveries are made. The hypothesis predicts
that:
1. Shorter-lived or shifting settlements without heavy
enclosure will be found that neither overlie considerable
roundhouse palimpsests nor underlie earthwork enclo
sures.
Social structure
The structural developments just discussed give some
hints as to the social structure of Iron Age society on
the coastal plain. Although they vary greatly in size and
shape the basically rectilinear earthwork enclosures are
so numerous (occurring at intervals of 1km) that if they do
represent the upper stratum of society, this was obviously
a numerous and widespread nobility. This is not itself an
objection to their interpretation as the representing an
upper part of the social spectrum, since Iron Age society
is commonly envisaged as comprising two main orders,
a nobility and a free peasantry, with a system of graded
obligation and loyalties to leaders and kin binding the
two together. The upper stratum was obviously hori
zontally widely distributed. It is also important to stress
that even if this interpretation is correct there would, as
the great variation in the sizes of enclosures shows, be
a complex system of ranking within those inhabiting the
‘upper order’ earthwork sites. It may even be possible
that there is no sharp division between the social order
inhabiting the enclosures and those inhabiting unen
closed settlements, with the latter sometimes rising to
the level of prosperity of the enclosures - as perhaps at
Pegswood - and earthwork displays sometimes being
attempted by minor but aspirant families. But the basic
contention is that there may be a level of Iron Age society
on the coastal plain which we have barely begun to see
archaeologically, and for which the apparently ubiqui
tous rectilinear enclosures are not truly representative.

It has already been emphasised and the point has been
made many times that because the labour required to
construct and rework earthwork enclosures was probably
beyond what an individual household could provide, the
enclosures signal social status of a household and its
ability to assemble a labour force through a network of
debt and obligation, or by buying it in return for agri
cultural produce, or special commodities such as salt, or
metal objects. This kind of relationship seems often to
be envisaged in egalitarian terms; a system of mutual as
sistance between the builders of enclosures, but it would
flow from the hypothesis that the earthwork enclosures
represent an upper tier that the system of debts and obli
gations was a customary one, between castes or classes.
If the sites at Blagdon Park 1 and 2 are truly contempo
rary, it almost looks as if the former site may have been
dependent on Blagdon Park 2 and provided some of the
labour required to maintain the earthworks of the latter.
On the other hand, if our deductions about the ancestral
prestige of the enclosure sites are correct, it means that
the inhabitants of the subsidiary settlements are likely to
have had a kin relationship with those in the earthwork
enclosures and to have seen themselves as descended
from a common ancestor.
The usual assumption would be that both rectilinears
and lesser farmsteads were occupied by single family
units, nuclear or extended. The size and complexity of the
earthwork enclosure complexes revealed in these recent
excavations may indicate that some kind of extended
family structure operated them; it becomes difficult
to envisage a nuclear family of five or six being able
to cover the numerous operations that must have been
going on simultaneously in these extensive complexes.
The large, probably, two-storeyed houses at East and
West Brunton also look too large for a single nuclear
family. There are of course many possible variables;
marriages may have been polygamous in parts of Iron
Age Britain, as stated, though not necessarily accurately,
in a number of classical sources. Several closely related
families may have lived together, and there is also a hint
of multiple unit family units working together on a site
in the way in which enclosures are ‘doubled’ at East and
West Brunton and occur in pairs at other sites, such as
Hazlerigg. Such a multiplication may actually represent
a subdivision of the family property and be the product
of a system of partible inheritance.
No sites at a higher level of status or central power
than the earthwork enclosures have ever been recognised
in the region. However it was done, it seems clear from a
number of indicators, ranging from the great communal
division of the landscape by pit alignments early in the
first millennium BC down to the closely packed settle
ment of the landscape towards its end, that there must
have been very careful regulation of society by an
authority that could arrive at and implement decisions
and regulations. Who, if anyone, wielded overall
authority in the later Iron Age on the Northumberland
coastal plain remains unknown. Unless some power
centre or centres await discovery, it is possible that there

were local rulers, or potentates whose authority was
understood but who lived no differently from the other
leading families. An alternative would be for the leading
members of society as represented by the rectilinear en
closures of the late Iron Age to have participated in a
periodic ruling assembly. As will be argued below, for
the coastal plain region south of Alnmouth and north of
the Tyne (which may have been a self contained cultural
and political entity) these leading notables may have
been as many as 500 in number. But there would have
been great variation in their rank and only a fraction
may have played such a role on the basis of seniority,
customary rights, or property qualifications.
Population
The whole of the south-eastern coastal plain area
measured some 45km from the Tyne to Alnmouth, and
narrowed from 30km east-west at the Tyne to hardly
anything at Alnmouth. This gives an area of some 675
square km. Assuming an earthwork enclosure at every
lkm interval (as suggested on p. 189), and taking a
more conservative figure (500) for the overall number
(allowing for unsettled areas such as carrs and managed
woodland), there might have been some 400-500 settle
ments in the region as defined.
How do we begin to assess the numbers inhabiting the
individual settlements? At minimum ‘we might allow
each farmer a wife and two or three surviving children
and an aged parent, say five in each unit’ (Reece 1988,
4). However, given the number of structures and ac
tivities, and particularly the large size of the principal
houses at East and West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 a
population figure of 30 per settlement at sites like this
seems possible - surely families living in such prepos
sessing houses would have had an extensive household
of kin, retainers, and workers. In ancient Irish terms,
a household was reckoned at about thirty people per
dwelling (Dillon 1994, xiv).
However, many earthwork enclosure settlements may
have had much smaller numbers of inhabitants, perhaps
as few as half a dozen. Figures of 15 and 20 lie in the
middle of the range of possibilities and either could be
used as a notional average for settlement population
across the region.
Multiplying 400 settlements by 15 gives us an
estimated regional population of 6,000, by 20 a popula
tion of 8,000. Multiplying 500 settlements by 15 gives
us an estimated regional population of 7,500, by 20 a
population of 10,000.
But then it is necessary to take into account the pos
sibility that other, dependent and unenclosed settlements
(like Blagdon Park 1) remain undetected in the archae
ological record. These could conceivably double the
figure already arrived at, giving a potential population
figure for a people within the boundaries of the south
east Northumberland coastal plain (as defined above) of
between 12,000 and 20,000.
The method may seem crude, but it is intended to
establish the range of possibilities rather than an actual

T a b le 2 4 : Ranges o f estimates fo r Iron Age population on the coastal plain
population o f 5 per
settlem ent (minim um )

population o f 15 per
settlem ent

population of 20 per
settlem ent

population o f 30 per
settlem ent (maximum)

400 earthwork enclosures

2,000

6,000

8,000

12,000

500 earthwork enclosures

2,500

7,500

10,000

15,000

400 earthwork enclosures and
subsidiary settlements

4,000

12,000

16,000

24,000

500 earthwork enclosures and
subsidiary settlements

5.000

15,000

20,000

30,000

true figure (see Smith 1977 for a comparable attempt to
estimate Iron Age populations in the Tame and Middle
Trent valleys). Based on the site distribution described
on p. 189, it is possible to arrive at the following table
suggesting upper and lower parameters for the popula
tion of our notional 675 square km region.
It has been estimated that ‘the general population of the
countryside, whether from censuses from 1801 to 1951,
or partly guessed at from Domesday or tax returns, runs
at about 10 acres per person’ (Reece 1988, 4) - that is
4ha per person. Each of our notional pairs of earthwork
enclosure and subsidiary settlement commands lOOha
(lkm square). On the usual rural pattern, then, that might
mean a combined settlement population of 25. This falls
just short of the second (30) in our range of individual
settlement populations and if projected over the whole
400-500 settlements would give a population for the
notional 675 square km region of between 10,000 and
12,500. Accepting the existence of the subsidiary settle
ments the lower and upper limits for the population of
our 675 square km regional area would this appear to
be 5,000 on the one hand and 30,000 on the other, with
something between 10,000 and 15,000 being a strong
possibility within that range.
Britain (England, Scotland and Wales) as a whole has
an area of some 243,000 square kilometres. Much of
this (over half) is sparsely populated upland; if we take
100,000 square km as an estimate of the area subject to
intensive agricultural exploitation in the Iron Age, then
the same formula:
100.000
675

x

12,500

gives a population for the lowland areas of Britain of just
over 1,850,000. This will of course be an underestimate
for the population as a whole, but usefully indicates the
general implications of our local estimate for the wider
population.
If such a population as that likely to have inhabited the
Northumberland coastal plain was organised for war, the
number of effectives would of course have been much
lower than this: say 300-400 leading warriors (to allow
for 100 earthwork enclosures unable to furnish arms
for some reason), 400 immediate companions of these,
and who knows? 2,000 - 3,000 rank and file drawn from
the free men of the dependent settlements. In practice

there will have been many restraining factors - illness,
incapacity, lack of equipment, unwillingness to serve but these figures illustrate that a region like the coastal
plain could, hypothetically, furnish a host in the region
of 3,000-4,000.
If we compare the figure of 30,000 given by Tacitus
(not necessarily reliably) for an Iron Age army at Mons
Graupius (Agr. 29), where all the societies of northeast
ern Scotland were involved, this will only then have
required the mobilisation of eight or nine areas equiva
lent to the Northumberland coastal plain, and a glance at
a map of the fertile lowland areas in the relevant parts of
Scotland shows that a resource of this order was indeed
roughly what will have been available.
In practice, of course, the coastal plain society may
never routinely have been mobilised for war in this
way. ‘Military’ activities may have been confined to
small scale, if long distance, raids on other peoples,
and pursuits against raiders from outside, as in various
modern tribal societies. It is possible that the mobilisa
tion for a whole region for war was only contemplated
in the unique circumstances of invasion by an imperial
power (Rome) and even in these circumstances, in the
case of the coastal plain surrender and diplomatic com
promise may have been preferred to military resistance.
But the figures are a way of exploring the possibilities
suggested by the archaeological evidence for the level
of population as a whole and for numbers of military
effectives in principle. Also, if the suggestion made here
that the rectilinear enclosures represent an upper tier of
society is wrong, and they basically represent the entire
settlement pattern, then these figures might need to be
downgraded to the order of 50%; but then we may have
underestimated the numbers dwelling in the earthwork
enclosures. Nevertheless, we have come a long way from
the 1960s, when it could still be questioned whether this
region was settled at all in the pre-Roman period, to
a position where we can begin to set likely upper and
lower limits to the late Iron Age population.
Regional character and identity
Given that the late-iron Age rectilinear enclosures are a
fairly distinctive regional ‘type’, we might imagine that
the Northumberland coastal plain was home to some
distinctive regional cultural group in the Iron Age. The
coastal plain has natural boundaries to the west and north

/

(rising ground) and east (the North sea). To the west,
where the ground rises beyond the Devil’s Causeway,
Iron Age settlements (there more commonly known as
surviving earthworks than from aerial photographs) do
not all have the same classic rectilinear form as on the
coastal plain and it is possible that this change indicates
the western border of the Iron Age social unit of our
region. Higher ground effectively brings the coastal
plain to an end at Alnmouth, some 45km north of the
Tyne. This would most naturally be seen as a division
from a separate but similar and perhaps closely related
social unit extending north into the adjacent coastal
plain which runs from Alnmouth up to the Tweed: the
enclosure at Doubstead (Jobey 1982a), immediately by
the Devil’s causeway at Scremerston (NU 007487) is
immediately reminiscent of those of south-east North
umberland. We do not yet know, however, whether the
spelt cultivation which characterises south-east North
umberland extends this far north.
In short, it may be possible to discern the western and
northern boundaries of an Iron Age social unit seated
on the south-east Northumberland coastal plain, with a
population there in the region of 10,000-15,000, but it
is impossible on present evidence to know where their
southern boundary lay and this unit may possibly have
been larger, extending south of the Tyne. This postulated
social unit effectively clusters around the point where
it has been suggested (Heslop 2009) that an earlierprehistoric routeway, running north-south, crossed the
Tyne at Newcastle. It is not possible at present to see
this crossing and route influencing the distribution of
later Iron Age settlements, which seem evenly distrib
uted across the coastal plain.
Lindsay Allason-Jones (2009) has rightly noted that
none of the archaeological or Roman-written evidence
gives any warrant for assuming any kind of tribal or
cultural boundary on the Tyne. Very few enclosure sites
are yet known in South Tyneside and northern County
Durham. There are however examples and the low
numbers may be entirely due to the fact that they have
not been discovered rather than to any real absence. On
the south side of the river, in the South Tyneside area
east of Gateshead, the landscape is a low expanse like
the south-east Northumberland plain. West of Gateshead
the land south of the Tyne is hillier, but even here rec
tilinear enclosures occur (one discovered recently at
Whittonstall, near Ebchester (NZ 083567)). One of the
late Bronze Age-early Iron Age pit alignments has been
found on the north side of the river Wear at Sunderland,
which indicates that a similar landscape development
to that indicated on the Northumberland coastal plain is
possible here.
Obviously the common practice of spelt cultivation
links our area to that in the Tees and North Yorkshire
area conventionally associated with the Roman designa
tion of ‘the Brigantes’, but this term almost certainly in
reality covered a number of separate peoples or cultural
identities (it seems to have covered the archaeologically
quite different areas of Cumbria and Lancashire). About

the actual identity or designation of the people of south
east Northumberland and possibly extending south of the
Tyne, we are completely in the dark. The Roman name
of Corbridge, apparently 'Coria...' means ‘tribal centre,
hosting place’, but the attached tribal name is obscured
by a corrupt textual tradition: ‘whatever ethnic name we
care to devise from —stopitum or Lopocarium' (Rivet and
Smith 1979, 323). But this ethnic name might have been
devised in the Roman period: the sources in question
(Antonine Itinerary and Ravenna list) are drawing on
material of at least later-second century AD date. The
Vindolanda tablets, contemporary with our Iron Age
sites, call Corbridge simply Coria. Corbridge probably
falls within the area of Ptolemy’s Votadini, but this might
have been an all-embracing name sweeping up several
distinct identities on the eastern lowlands between the
Wear and the Forth. If Corbridge was a pre-Roman centre
or meeting place for a regional sub-sect, this may have
involved our area. The situation on the Tyne far in the
south-west of the Northumberland coastal plain would
support the idea that, rather than dividing peoples, the
lower Tyne might have united a grouping that lived on
both sides of the river, with its hosting place at Corbridge.
Rather than the Tyne, the river Wear might have formed
the boundary between this group and the Stanwick-Tees
valley grouping (part of Ptolemy’s ‘Brigantes’?), as Al
lason-Jones (2009) has suggested. Indeed the building of
an extremely large (5-7ha) Roman fort at Binchester on
the Wear in the 70s of the first century supports this sug
gestion. In Britain Roman forts on this scale (originally
‘vexillation fortresses’, by the late-first century forts
of about 4ha containing mixed legionary and auxiliary
cavalry units) seem often to have been established, both
as a security measure and as a springboard for interven
tion if necessary, on borders between recently absorbed
peoples and still unoccupied territories (Bidwell and
Hodgson 2009, 7-8).
Whatever the identity of the people of south-east
Northumberland and the lower Tyne, the important point
to emerge from the recent excavation of their sites, and
perhaps the most we can say, is that Roman soldiers and
administrators arriving in the 70s of the first century will
categorised their appearance, way of life and agricul
tural economy as being not greatly dissimilar to that of
lowland eastern England in general. The invaders may
have regarded them as a separate entity from the people
of the Stanwick and Tees valley region, but will have
seen them as much more closely related to that area than
the inhabitants of upland Northumberland or those of
the west side of the island. They may well have been
impressed by and seen potential in their level of popula
tion, their intensive settlement of the landscape, produc
tive economy and - to speculate - political tractability.
The sites and the Roman frontier
The Roman military invasion of the Northumberland
area began in the 70s AD. under Agricola, at the end of
the decade, or under one of his immediate predecessors.
The fort at Carlisle, on the west side of the country, was

founded as early as 72/73 under Petillius Cerialis, but to
date nothing necessarily earlier than the late 70s has been
found at Corbridge, the major military base in the east,
controlling the crossing of the Tyne by Dere Street, the
main route into Scotland. A subsidiary road, now known
as the Devil’s Causeway, branched from Dere Street just
north of Corbridge and ran in a northerly direction to
Tweedmouth. A fort of Flavian date is known at Low
Learchild, where the causeway crosses the Ain close to
the junction of a branch road from Dere Street (Birley
1961,244-5). Another possibly lay at Wooperton (where
Flavian and Trajanic structures and pottery have been
found at NY 049204: see Gates and Hewitt 2007, 26-7)
and a fort can surely be assumed at Tweedmouth itself.
Marching camps in the Hartburn area, and at Edlingham
near Learchild, have recently been reported (Gates and
Hewitt 2007) and the larger ones at least probably belong
to the initial military penetration of this area.
It has been suggested that a Roman road ran north
from the Newcastle crossing of the Tyne, following the
modern A1 to join the Devil’s Causeway between the
Font and the Coquet (Hafemann 1956, 150). Heslop
(2009) has argued for an earlier-prehistoric routeway
here, and Bidwell and Snape (2002, 256-9) have made
out a case for a succeeding Roman road being pre-Hadrianic, earlier than Hadrian’s bridge at Newcastle. All of
the sites reported in this volume lie very close to this
postulated early Roman route or road along the present
A l. There is no indication that they were immediately
affected by the Roman conquest (West Brunton certainly
went on in occupation) and if there was a Roman road
here if did not lead to these sites acquiring more than a
trace of Roman material. If there ever was a Roman road
on this line there is no evidence that it was consolidated
as a built road as was the Devil’s Causeway, and like the
latter it does not seem to have retained any importance
after the building of the Wall. Apart from two fortlets
at Longshaws, on the Font, no Roman military sites are
known along this postulated road line or on the coastal
plain itself. Although it is always dangerous to argue
from an absence of evidence, the general pattern is con
sistent with what we see in Durham, Yorkshire and Lin
colnshire in the fertile lowlands east of the main roads
north, and as in those areas, it seems most likely that
the society of the Northumberland coastal plain came to
terms with the invader and was regarded by the Romans
as an ally; the same is often thought to be the case with
the Traprain/East Lothian area, probably the seat of
the polity described by Ptolemy as the Votadini. If the
Northumberland coastal plain was a northern outlier of
the group of peoples swept up in the Roman generalisa
tion ‘the Brigantes’ it may have capitulated with them.
The Devil’s Causeway might have been one of
earliest routes of the earliest military advance north of
the Tyne, but it is hard at first sight to understand why
this Corbridge-Tweedmouth route would take exactly
this course and remain so important after the advance
into Scotland: the Devil’s Causeway is such a com
paratively well-known line on the map because at some

stage the line was reconstituted as a fully engineered
Roman paved road. This requires explanation, since the
‘Causeway’ is not a major route leading into Scotland.
Another point about the road is that rather than taking
what would have been an equally direct line from further
north on Dere Street (at Risingham), via Otterburn and
Elsdon. through Upper Coquetdale and so on north, the
Devil’s Causeway rather veers east to follow a course
that seems to hug the edge of the uplands, as a general
rule keeping ground above 175m to its west and the un
dulating agricultural land descending to the coastal plain
to its east.
Tacitus, in a highly specific and therefore perhaps
well-informed passage in the Agricola (20), explains
one reason for the siting of forts in the Flavian period:
multae civitates, quae in ilium diem ex aequo
egerant, datis obsidibus iram posuere et
praesidiis castellisque circumdatae, et tanta
ratione curaque, ut nulla ante Britanniae nova
pars [pariter] inlacessita transient.
‘many states which up to that time had retained
their independence gave hostages and laid aside
their hostility and were surrounded with forts
and garrisons in such a careful way that no new
part of Britain had previously come across to the
Romans so unscathed’
This passage has caused difficulties and has been trans
lated in various ways, but the generally agreed meaning
is that newly surrendered peoples were surrounded by
chains of Roman forts - the point being that the forts and
garrisons were there to protect each newly absorbed part
of the province from attacks by neighbouring peoples
who had not yet surrendered to Rome (for interpreta
tion in this sense see Ogilvie and Richmond 1967, 219;
Dobson 2009, 30-1).
Such a policy could explain the Devil’s Causeway
and the forts assumed to have existed along its line,
which might have originated as a cordon protecting a
pro-Roman people - or at least a settled agrarian society
- on the coastal plain from attacks from more recalci
trant peoples in the uplands to the north and west.
In this period there was no thought of a Roman
frontier on the Tyne-Solway Isthmus. Northumberland
was just one more region to be subjugated, garrisoned
and passed through on the way to Scotland. The study
of samian pottery by Brian Hartley (1972) has provided
the datum by which we can trace the gradual withdrawal
from Scotland by the Roman army, first to the Tweed
and south-west Scotland (after c. 86), and after c.105 to
the Tyne-Solway Isthmus, the major military centre at
Newstead-on-Tweed being evacuated then. The advance
into Scotland and the progressive retreat from what had
been conquered are marked in the excavated episodes
of rebuilding at Corbridge, Vindolanda and Carlisle.
These culminate in a simultaneous rebuilding of all
three sites around AD 105 (Bidwell 1999, 12-13), when

the last holdings in Scotland were abandoned and the
Tyne-Solway route consolidated as the northernmost set
of military dispositions in Britain. This has long been
considered as a possible pre-Hadrian ic frontier line - the
so-called ‘Stanegate frontier’. But one problem with this
proposed frontier across the isthmus is: what happened
east of Corbridge? With the exception of an undated fort
at Washing Well, Wickham, and possible early occupa
tion at South Shields, no military sites of this period and
emphatically no road have ever come to light between
Corbridge and the North Sea.
When Collingwood first made a detailed case for a
Trajanic frontier on the Stanegate in 1936, he actually
suggested that east of Corbridge the frontier might have
run along the Devil’s Causeway to Berwick (Collingwood
and Myres 1936, 127). This suggestion is also referred to
by Daniels (1970). It deserves taking seriously. It would
explain why the route was consolidated into a properly
engineered road (at the same time as the Stanegate
between Carlisle and Corbridge?). From excavations at
Low Learchild, the only known fort on the road, there
is no published detail, but it is reported (Birley 1961,
244-5) that occupation ran down to the construction
of Hadrian’s Wall, and that the fort was enlarged, not
reduced, in its second and final phase. This would accord
with this line effectively becoming part of the northern
frontier of the province in the period C.105-C.122 and
would fall in with the rebuilding at Corbridge, Vindolanda and Carlisle. The Trajanic frontier, in other words,
might not have run across the Tyne-Solway Isthmus, but
may have included and protected the Northumberland
coastal plain.
A change in policy came with the construction of
Hadrian’s Wall, beginning in c. 122. This was conceived
as a barrier running across the Tyne-Solway Isthmus
from sea to sea. There is no indication that any military
sites on the Devil’s Causeway were retained after this
date. This will have had obvious implications for the
Iron Age civilisation of the Northumberland Coastal
plain, especially if we are right in thinking that it had
had been enclosed within a pre-Hadrianic frontier.
The abandonment of settlement on the coastal plain
Date o f abandonment
At Blagdon Park 2 Bayesian modelling of the radiocar
bon dates estimates that the settlement went out of use in
50 cal BC-cal AD 225 (95% probability) and probably
in 30 cal BC-cal AD 80 (68% probability).
East Brunton: the radiocarbon dates on their own do
not necessarily carry the occupation of this site beyond
the end of the first millennium BC, but a trace of Roman
ceramic material suggests occupation until at least the
second half of the first century AD. The dates from this
site make it clear that the floruit of the enclosed site was
in the later Iron Age and that occupation cannot have
continued for long into the Roman period.
At both of these sites the estimates may be slightly
too early because there are no dates from final destruc

tion or demolition contexts. At West Brunton dates were
available from ditch infills that were never subsequently
cleared out or recut. Here the Bayesian modelling of the
radiocarbon dates estimates that the settlement went out
of use in cal AD 85-240 (95% probability) and probably
in cal AD 100-175 (68% probability). At West Brunton
the Bayesian model assumes that what is being dated is
an episode during the final phase of occupation rather
than the actual abandonment; if the latter were the case
the date would be advanced to cal AD 65-140 (see
p. 123).
To these results can be compared the Bayesian
modelling of radiocarbon dates from Pegswood Moor,
near Morpeth. Here the mainstream settlement activity
is estimated to have ended in cal AD 10-75 (95% proba
bility), and probably in cal AD 25-60 (68% probability).
A succeeding stock enclosure was constructed in cal AD
1-60 (95% probability), and probably in cal AD 15-50
(68% probability). As at East Brunton and Blagdon Park
2 these estimates are probably too early, since the demoli
tion levels of the mainstream occupation produced glass
bangle fragments which are generally agreed to date to
the period of Roman military occupation of the region
after the 70s AD. Neverthless, they appear to confirm
that mainstream occupation at Pegswood did not extend
for very far into the second century.
At West Brunton the radiocarbon dates make it rea
sonably certain that the site remained in occupation for a
time after the formal conquest of the area around AD 75.
The trace of Roman ceramic and melted glass, probably
from a bangle of the type current after the conquest, rein
forces the impression that East Brunton must have gone
on into the Roman period. At Blagdon Park 2 the radio
carbon dates give a less precise model and theoretically
this site could have been abandoned before the Roman
conquest. However this theoretical possibility must be
balanced against the fact, extensively documented in the
preceding report, that each of these sites had enjoyed
a centuries-long sequence of development, bringing it
to its maximum complexity and extent on the eve of
the Roman conquest. Intuitively it is hard to imagine
their abandonment not being influenced by the Roman
conquest or occupation of the region, or that the aban
donment of these three earthwork enclosure settlements
- and the mainstream occupation at Pegswood - was not
in some way connected.
There are other factors that may help to narrow down
the date range within which these sites were abandoned.
There is evidence that in the lower Tyne Valley the tradi
tional agriculture of the region was still being practised
on the eve of the construction of Hadrian’s Wall, i.e.
around AD 122, where active Iron Age cultivation
regimes have been found and excavated beneath the con
struction levels of the Wall. At Wallsend Roman fort the
fill of freshly cut cultivation furrows and of the Roman
construction trenches was homogenous, showing that the
cultivation regime was active on the eve of the building
of the fort (see refs, on p. 192). There is of course no
proving that the cultivators were the indigenous people

(there is no case yet where agriculture of the 120s can
be it can be linked with a centuries-old Iron Age site
like the Bruntons), but everything about its character of
the farming is consistent with the idea that they were.
There is also the occurrence of Kilbride-Jones Type 2
glass bangles, essentially a Flavian type, in coastal plain
contexts (for example, at the recently discovered double
enclosure at Brenkley, only 800m south of the Blagdon
Park sites). All this makes it look unlikely that there was
widespread settlement abandonment as a result of the
first contact with the Roman military in the 70s AD, or
indeed before the 120s.
However the complete absence of any Roman material
from West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 and the near
absence of the same from East Brunton (where the only
Roman finds are doubtful pieces of tile and an amphora
sherd which may well have reached the site before the
military subjugation of the region in the 70s AD) are
striking. All three of our main sites were situated hard by
the A l, which possibly follows the line of a Roman road
and preceding prehistoric routeway, and all were within,
a day’s walk of Hadrian’s bridgehead at Newcastle. This
surely suggests that, if occupied up to c. 120, these sites
were not used for long after that date. Certainly the near
absence of Roman material does suggest that our sites
had been abandoned by the Antonine period (beginning
c. 140), when Roman objects (in very small numbers)
occur on some Iron Age sites in Scotland and in North
umberland off the coastal plain.
Taking all these factors into consideration, the date of
abandonment for the coastal plain sites falls between c.
120 and c.175, with the near absence of Roman objects
favouring an earlier rather than a later date in that scale,
probably between c. 120 and c. 140. At Burradon, where
a similar history would be expected, only nine sherds
of Roman pottery found, including nothing necessarily
later than the mid-second century in date. Even this tiny
amount is relatively high compared with the record of
Roman material from the Bruntons and Blagdon Park;
the difference may be accounted for by plough damage
since Burradon was excavated in 1968-9.
An abandonment horizon
At East and West Brunton and Blagdon Park 2 the struc
tural sequence ceases at the end of the pre-Roman Iron
Age, or in the early Roman period. The most probable
date can be narrowed down to c. 120-140. After this
point these late Iron Age enclosure complexes are no
longer maintained. Were they totally abandoned?
It might be objected that there may have been subse
quent phases of activity on the coastal plain sites which
or lost to us through plough damage to the upper levels.
This is indeed a possibility that cannot be ruled out in
every case, but it is important to stress that such activity
could not possibly represent a continuation of occupation
by the same communities using the same building tradi
tions as previously. At all excavated earthwork enclosure
sites it is clear that once the final filling of the ditches
began they were never recut or reconstituted. Nor was

there any reversion to unenclosed timber roundhouse
settlement, since in no case is there evidence for the sub
stantial and distinctive ring-grooves which characterise
the timber houses of the region cutting or overlying any
element of the final plans of the enclosed settlements. If
there was any subsequent occupation it must have been
in a completely different and less substantially founded
building tradition that has left no archaeological trace.
As we shall see below, there are in fact examples of later
Roman Iron Age settlements and structures found both
in Northumberland and outside the region (most notably
further north in East Lothian) which typically make
greater use of stone and sub-rectilinear forms than in the
pre-Roman Iron Age, and which sometimes, though by
no means always, coincide with earlier settlement sites.
Remains like these are vulnerable to removal or damage
by ploughing but had they existed at all the investigated
coastal plain sites it is inconceivable that no trace of such
remains would survive anywhere. Even if such a later
history had occurred at one or more of our sites, it would
represent a decisive break with what has been empha
sised here as a centuries long sequence of development.
At Pegswood we can be certain that the mainstream late
Iron Age site was abandoned, for it was overlain early in
the Roman period by features of entirely different plan
(apparently for stockholding, not habitation), themselves
short-lived. To conclude, the four largest pre-Roman Age
settlements which have recently seen extensive investi
gation, three on the coastal plain 7-12km north of the
Tyne and one (Pegswood) 12km further north, all suffer
either severe dislocation or complete abandonment early
in the Roman period, probably, in the case of the three
enclosure sites, in the period c. 120-40. It is difficult to
dismiss as exceptional three closely situated sites (two
of them neighbouring earthwork enclosures only a mile
apart in what was evidently a densely packed later-iron
Age settlement landscape). It would stretch credulity
for the four recently excavated sites producing suites of
radiocarbon dates all to be exceptional, and the conclu
sion must be that amongst this class of densely packed
earthwork settlements on the coastal plain there was
widespread dislocation and abandonment at that time.
Later occupation north o f Hadrian’s Wall
How typical is the abandonment of the coastal plain
sites of Iron Age settlement in general to the north of
Hadrian’s Wall? The conventional view, as stated at the
outset, is that there was continuity in the indigenous set
tlement pattern, with the Roman frontier Wall dividing,
and regulating movement within, a society that continued
to live much as before. In general, excavated native sites
in Northumberland have not produced datable artefacts
- principally Roman pottery - later than the second
century in date.
George Jobey, the pioneer explorer of this class of
site, was reluctant to concede that they might not have
continued in occupation beyond the date of the latest
Roman pottery. His concern was to see these sites as the
‘native’ side of the Romano-British coin. His essential

response to the lack of later material was that Roman
pottery was not available in the same quantities in later
times as it had been in the second century (The argument
can be traced through Jobey 1967, 41; Jobey and Jobey
1987, 172; Jobey 1982b, 16; cf. I. Jobey 1981, 73).
However, this assertion may be questioned: on Hadrian’s
Wall and in the civilian vici attached to its forts, the
period when pottery is most abundant (and indeed the
period of greatest material prosperity) is the early-third
century. Yet hardly any of the coarse pottery of this
period (characterised on the east side of the country by
the highly distinctive BB2) found its way to the enclo
sures north of the Wall.
It is extremely difficult to find traces of occupa
tion possibly later than the second century at Iron Age
enclosure sites north of the Wall. Where there is a hint
of later occupation it is different however in type and
quality from what went before; it does not represent a
straightforward continuation of the pre-Roman Iron
Age settlement pattern. There are possibilities among
the remoter upland settlements in North Tynedale and
Redesdale.
At Tower Knowe, Wellhaugh (Jobey 1973b) probable
second-century samian ware gave a terminus post quern
for the later part of a sequence of timber houses, and
beyond that for a phase of stone roundhouse building.
There were traces of Roman period glass and first to
second century coarseware. At Belling Law (Jobey 1977)
second century pottery again supplied a TPQ for a stone
house overlying a sequence of timber buildings. Another
feature supplied a radiocarbon date that calibrates to the
third or fourth century AD. Kennel Hall Knowe (Jobey
1978) also produced one similarly late radiocarbon date,
though apparently out of context.
The site at Huckhoe, near the Devil’s Causeway,
is clearly of a different kind, with origins in the early
Iron Age but having a curvilinear form, occupied in the
second and third centuries and containing both round and
rectilinear stone buildings (Jobey 1959). Huckhoe has
produced over 150 sherds of Roman pottery including
an example of late-third century or later calcite gritted
ware. Huckhoe shows that it was possible for third
century or later Roman material to reach a site north
of the Wall, but the site has a quantity and profile of
Roman pottery dissimilar to all other investigated sites.
At nearby Hartburn (just two miles away) there is no
such pottery profile; the small number of Roman sherds
does not take us beyond the second century. At Hartburn
some of what Roman pottery there is occurs in associa
tion with house (4) which appears to be later than most
others in sequence and which possibly postdates the
enclosure itself (Jobey 1973).
The situation is reminiscent of that in East Lothian,
where occupation continued uninterrupted into the
Roman period at a number of places, with Roman finds
ocurring widely on native sites in the second century, but
then a change with it being very difficult to identify sites
still in occupation after the early third century AD. Only
Whittingehame, Castle Park, Dunbar and Traprain Law

itself offer reasonably firm evidence of late occupaton.
In this area there is a notable lack of Roman finds of the
third and fourth centuries, difficult to explain as they were
finding their way to Traprain Law (Haselgrove 2009,
230-1). Both in the first two centuries AD and occasion
ally later there is a new style of occupation on certain
East Lothian sites, typically making greater use of stone
and sub-rectilinear forms than in the pre-Roman Iron
Age, and which sometimes, though by no means always,
coincides with or reuses earlier settlement sites (see dis
cussion by Cowley 2009, 218-20). Examples are:
Broxmouth: three houses with lm deep scooped floors
postdated the enclosed Iron Age defended settlement
(Hill 1982, 169-75). The structures were dated between
the end of the first millennium BC and the first two
centuries AD.
St Germains: buildings with scooped floors and
paved areas overlying derelict remains of an Iron Age
enclosure, dating between the first and third centuries
AD (Alexander and Watkins 1998, 247-8).
Knowes: paved areas and scooped floored roundhouses
overlay an Iron Age rectilinear enclosure. The occupa
tion of the scooped settlement was current in the first and
second centuries AD (Haselgrove 2009, 67-97).
Whittingehame Tower: over the derelict remains of an
early Iron Age settlement enclosure a scooped settle
ment with paving and paved or cobbled structures, either
circular or sub-rectilinear: dating indications from the
first to sixth centuries AD (Haselgrove 2009, 23-42).
Phantassie: complex of stone houses, yards and paved
areas, originating in last two centuries BC and in use
in the Roman period (Lelong and MacGregor 2007,
147-97).
Fisher's Road East: an oval or sub-rectangular sunken
stone floored structure incorporating timber uprights
along one of its edges may represent a later building
overlying the site of the late Iron Age enclosure (Hasel
grove and McCullagh 2000, 107-8; 124).
To summarise: investigated sites in Northumberland
west and inland of the coastal plain show a variety of
responses to the Roman presence. At a site like Hartburn
a latest phase with a deviation from earlier building
tradition (a small house with a stone paved floor) is
indicated. On the small settlements of North Tynedale
life may have continued up to the end of the second
century and beyond, though after AD 200, as in Lothian
(other than at Traprain), there are no Roman or any
datable finds. The general picture is that there may be
far fewer sites occupied after AD 200, that those that
were are harder to recognise archaeologically, and that
what sites there were had a much poorer and attenuated
style of life than before, certainly not continuing the

archaeologically detectable building traditions of the
Iron Age. The occurrence of the late-Roman finds at
centres like Traprain Law may suggest that this is to do
with the reassertion of some central social authority, or
the emergence of local central power holders, at a level
higher than individual households, and perhaps the
unusual occurrence of late-Roman finds at a site such as
Huckhoe indicates the seat of such an authority.
Within this picture of a fading away of traditional
Iron Age society in the course of the second century
the impression is that the coastal plain sites reported in
this volume, and such an extensive and complex site as
Pegswood, were abandoned early in the process, perhaps
by c. 120-140. Even allowing for preservational factors,
the almost utter absence of Roman pottery or later radio
carbon dates is in contrast to the sequences of occupa
tion continuing apparently well into the second century
at the North Tynedale sites. This does not rule out the
possibility of continued small scale occupation here and
there. When we speak of the coastal plain settlement
landscape being abandoned, we mean precisely that: the
end of a densely packed and closely regulated settlement
pattern with a highly distinctive architectural tradition,
and presumably the collapse of the social network that
went with it. That is not the same as utter depopulation
and is not to rule out some residual or re-established set
tlement in places (perhaps not now archaeologically de
tectable, but Hartburn shows the kind of evidence that
might be expected).
Indeed the pollen diagrams from the area north of
the Wall, after forest clearance in late-iron Age or early
Roman times, do not indicate woodland regeneration
until after the Roman period - and then not uniformly
(Young 2004, 166-8), suggesting continued human use
of the region. If, as suggested below, that there may have
been a shift from settled agriculture to cattle-raising and
herding as part of the evident second-century dislocation
to life north of the Wall, this might have resulted in the
retention of predominantly clear grassland landscape.
This would not show up as woodland regeneration in a
pollen sequence. Young (2004, 167) cites the research of
A. Moores as indicating that there was no increase in the
Roman period in the quantities of cereal pollen recorded
in upland pollen diagrams. Unfortunately there are no
dated diagrams from natural sequences of deposits in
the south-east Northumberland coastal plain or from
the lower Tyne valley (Huntley 1999, 52), so there is
presently no way of gauging what change in the local
environment followed the abandonment of our settle
ments.
Away from Huckhoe, very little later occupation in
the coastal plain area can be traced. During the exca
vation of Iron Age roundhouses at the promontory site
at Tynemouth, Roman pottery was found that is greater
in quantity and somewhat later in date than that at
Burradon or than the likely abandonment date of our
sites: the pottery, dominated by BB2, is certainly later
than c. 140 (Jobey 1967, 41; 68-70). The pottery was
found in overlying soil and not unequivocally stratified

in contexts associated with the Iron Age settlement. This
material must be seen against a background of persistent
discovery of Roman material at Tynemouth (although
the inscribed altars from Tynemouth Priory were almost
certainly brought from Wallsend, earlier finds of pottery,
a coin and a stamped tile are listed by Jobey 1967, 41;
pottery from more recent excavations is reported by
Fairclough 1983, 120 and Hart 1997, 97). This is out of
all proportion to the usual occurrence of Roman finds
on Iron Age sites and indicates (contra Jobey) either an
exceptional kind of settlement or, more likely, Roman
military activity or occupation on the headland.
An unstratified rim from the earthwork enclosure
at Marden (North Tyneside, very close to Tynemouth)
is probably the third-century form Gillam 151 (Jobey
1963, 30, Fig. 3). These finds at Marden and nearby
Tynemouth stand in isolation as the only instances of
Roman material from Iron Age sites in Northumberland
that are later than the mid-second century in date.
The inescapable picture from the biggest excava
tions and above all from the radiocarbon dates is that the
second century, rather than being the floruit of rectilinear
settlements on the coastal plain, saw the abandonment
of many or most of them. The term ‘Romano-British’
for the rectilinear settlements no longer seems appropri
ate: the classic enclosure settlement form was a product
of the last two centuries BC, and rather than flourishing
under a pax Romana the lowland landscape featuring
the most developed, sophisticated and densely spaced
sites was abandoned early in the Roman period. For the
sites reported here (all close to Hadrian’s Wall), this was
probably shortly after the construction of the Wall. As
we shall see, for sites further north on the coastal plain
it remains uncertain whether they were also abandoned
this early or whether they fall in with the slightly longer
second-century occupation suggested at the North
Tynedale settlements.
Implications o f abandonment for understanding the
nature o f the Roman frontier: a zone or a sharp line o f
division?
On the eastern side of Britain there was also a change
in the pattern of traditional settlement south of the Wall:
building in the Roman style has now been found much
further north than previously. Over the last 10 years a
number of Roman villas have been discovered and
excavated in or near the Tees Valley (Petts and Gerrard
2006, 52; Sherlock 2012, 104-17). These are the north
ernmost villas known in Britain. The discovery of
these sites strongly suggests that the Roman remains
long known at Old Durham, just outside Durham City
(Romans et al. 1944), should be understood as a villa
site, bringing the development of villa estates to within
22km of the Wall. In developed Roman provincial land
scapes villas always go hand-in-hand with marketing
centres - towns. A striking discovery has been the
Roman settlement at Hardwick Park, Sedgefield, only
43km south of Hadrian’s Wall. A geophysical survey of
this site reveals a plan that if found in southern Britain

would be regarded as that of a Roman small town, and
excavations have revealed traces of industrial activity
and a pottery industry typical of such centres (plan and
references to earlier work in Wilson 2010, 362 and 364,
Fig. 10). The town developed during the second century.
So it looks as if at the same time as Iron Age people
immediately north of the Wall were abandoning their
ancestral homes, some at least of those on the other side
of the frontier were adopting Roman forms of settle
ment. On the west side of the country there has been less
excavation and the picture is less clear.
A number of influential recent studies (most notably
Whittaker 1994) have argued that Roman frontiers did not
mark a sharp line of separation. Frontiers are currently
interpreted as zones of gradual transition from one kind
of society and economy to another, more marginal kind.
In this way of thinking, the actual frontier line (such
as Hadrian’s Wall) is merely a fence for the purposes
of border control, and the populations on either side of
the line will interact, and have more in common with
each other, than with the imperial power maintaining
the border. This interpretive model has drawn support
from the conclusion of George Jobey that the rectilinear
settlements north and south of the Wall had their floruit
in the Roman period. Some doubt must be cast on this
model by the discovery that Iron Age life did not go on
as before: the Wall had a destructive effect on traditional
society to the north, and protected a developing provin
cial society immediately to the south. In forming a sharp
division between two types of society, Hadrian’s Wall
was not alone among Roman frontiers: in the provinces
of Germania Superior and Raetia, city-territories
(.civitates) and villa estates ran right up to the running
frontier barriers, so that a virtually colonised landscape
was enclosed and protected (e.g. Htissen 1990; map in
Baatz 2000, 66, Abb. 44).
The disappearance of traditional society to the north
of the frontier must also cast doubt on control of dayto-day movement by civilians being the raison d'etre of
Hadrian’s Wall. On the other hand, if villa estates were
developing not far south of the Wall we can see exactly
why there may have been a need for a defensible barrier
against raiders from the north. In this connection it is
notable that some recent archaeological discoveries have
been seen as supporting the belief that the Wall itself, as
well as the 15,000 troops stationed on or near it, should
be seen as having a defensive function rather than a bu
reaucratic one (Bidwell 2005; discussion in Hodgson
2009, 25-6; 42-6). This is not to say that the Wall or the
province faced a threat from the Northumberland coastal
plain: if the Wall had a defensive role it need not have
been against local people. Attackers, as in continental
Europe, came from far beyond the frontier.
Context and reasons for abandonment
Various reasons might be invoked for the rupture with
the past that occurred at several sites on the coastal
plain, not at the time of the initial conquest but probably
by the period c. 120-140. Depopulation through military

recruitment or transfer into slavery seems unlikely.
Such depredations might have been made on a hostile
people at the time of conquest, but we have seen that
the agrarian society of the coastal plain seems to have
continued to exist for two generations between the
conquest and the building of Hadrian’s Wall. If non-hostile and co-operative (as they probably were) the coastal
plain people might have escaped episodes of recruitment
or enslavement, especially if they were, as they seem to
have been, a sufficiently populous society of agricultur
alists and herdsmen to be regarded as a taxable unit. Just
as the Iron Age archaeology of this area is a seamless
extension of that of eastern England in general, so we
should expect the fate of this society to be the same as
further south in eastern England in the normal circum
stances of Roman rule; that is one of a high degree of
continuity of settlement and farming practices into the
Roman period.
The coincidence of the abandonment horizon at West
Brunton with the period after the building of Hadrian’s
Wall in the 120s raises the question of whether the
decisive factor may have been a deliberate clearance
and depopulation of a zone in advance of the Hadrianic
Wall by the Roman authorities. It is often said to have
been the case on the Upper German and Raetian frontier
that the Roman army did not tolerate settlement within
a deep zone beyond the limes, and that with certain ex
ceptions this is reflected in the distribution of Germanic
material beyond the frontier. The concept has gone out
of favour in Britain (contrast Breeze and Dobson 1976,
199: ‘Normal Roman practice was to establish an empty
zone in front of the frontier’ and 2000, 212: ‘No attempt
was made apparently to establish an empty zone in front
of the frontier’). This turnabout is due partly to the
discovery from the air in the intervening years of more
Iron Age settlements immediately north of the Wall,
which are assumed to have been in contemporaneous
use (Gates 2004).
The notion of a cleared-trans frontier zone finds some
support in literary sources referring to different places
and times. Tacitus refers to uninhabited lands imme
diately beyond the Rhine frontier in AD 58, reserved
for the use of the military (,agros...vacuos et militum
usui sepositos: Ann. 13, 54), and describes a forcible
clearance of these when they were occupied without per
mission. Cassius Dio describes frontier arrangements on
the Danube in AD 175 when Marcus Aurelius restored
to the Marcomanni ‘one half of the neutral zone along
the frontier, so that they might now settle to within a
distance of five miles from the Danube’ (Dio 51.15),
which implies at one time a zone of 10 miles. This is in
the context of a major trans-frontier people with whom
Rome had recently concluded a lengthy war. Yet it does
attest the clearance and depopulation of zones extending
variously to five and 10 miles beyond a frontier line. The
three enclosures reported here, with their early abandon
ment date, are within a 10-mile strip north of the Wall.
In the central sector no Iron Age site within 10 miles of
the Wall has ever been dated; sites in north Northum-

berland, North Tynedale, Redesdale, and indeed all sites
(with the exception of Tynemouth and Marden, already
discussed) that have produced evidence of occupation
in the mid-second century or later (e.g. Huckhoe) are all
either on the edge of or beyond a 10-mile strip north of
the Wall.
Hadrian’s Wall in Britain was an ideally conceived
fortification of highly unusual and intricate design. It
was multi-layered not merely in terms of the elements
which made up the running barrier, but also in the sense
that it was probably only called upon to function in the
event of a failure of a system of forward observation
and interception. It does not seem possible to dismiss
the possibility that this most elaborate and architectur
ally intellectual of Roman frontier works included the
concept of a cleared strip in advance of the Wall, say five
or 10 miles deep.
Any discussion of the fate of Iron Age sites excluded
to the north of Hadrian’s Wall is complicated by the fact
that some may have lain with such a zone of deliberate
depopulation, and others not. Nowhere in Northumber
land except at Huckhoe is there strong evidence for oc
cupation beyond AD 200, but it is interesting that where
the evidence of radiocarbon dates from closing deposits
points most clearly to an earlier (pre-180, and possibly
pre-140) abandonment (West Brunton) this is at a place
very close (3.7 miles, 6km) to the Wall, that is within a
zone five miles wide in front of the Wall. It seems intui
tively likely that East Brunton was abandoned along with
its western neighbour. At Blagdon Park 2, further north
at eight miles from the Wall, there is no reason to suspect
occupation after the early- to mid second century.
If there was such a cleared zone in front of the Wall,
what happened when Antoninus Pius advanced the
frontier into Scotland in 139-42? We might expect at
least some of the settlements immediately beyond the
Wall to be reoccupied, at least until Hadrian’s Wall
became the frontier again after c. 160. But there is ab
solutely no sign of this at the three main sites reported
here. Some post-150 pottery from Tynemouth and
Marden was noted above. This could relate to Roman
activity in a military-dominated zone immediately north
of the Wall. It should be remembered that recent excava
tions have found agricultural enclosures, buildings and a
road outside the fort at Wallsend on the north side of the
Wall; Roman animal grazing, agricultural activity and
military movement in this zone should be expected leave
some trace in the form of Roman finds. In Newcastle
‘The ground to the north of the Wall would appear to
have been open fields. The small amounts of abraded
Romano-British pottery that occurs in later deposits is
consistent with manuring the fields with refuse from set
tlement south of the Wall’ (Heslop 2009, 13). Occasional
finds of later-Roman material in association with Iron
Age sites close to the Wall should therefore be expected,
and do not necessarily indicate a general continuity of
occupation.
It is reasonable to speculate that such a cleared zone
would have been maintained in later times, after the

final settlement of the frontier on the Tyne-Solway after
c. 160. It is notable that the one established later-Ro
man settlement of the immediate trans-frontier zone,
Huckhoe, which possibly had an importance beyond
the individual homestead level, lay just beyond the
10-mile mark from the Wall. Could this site have been
a native counterpart to the Portgate through Hadrian’s
Wall, the two places standing at either end the passage of
the Devil’s Causeway through a 10-mile trans-frontier
cleared zone? Also at the 10-mile mark from the Wall
on the putative prehistoric and Roman route followed
by the Great North Road is the remarkable group of
earthwork enclosures at Stannington Station (plan in
Jobey 1963, 33, Fig. 8); it would be intriguing to see
whether this unusual looking cluster of enclosures one
day produces Roman material of later date than the sites
in the shadow of the Wall. Finally, it is worth noting that
the Roman outpost forts of Risingham and Netherby lie
on the northern edge of such a putative 10-mile strip.
To conclude, the idea of deliberate clearance and de
population of a zone in advance of the Hadrianic Wall by
the Roman authorities cannot be dismissed out of hand.
It is a explanation that must be borne in mind in con
sidering the occupation history of the three main sites
reported here. Unfortunately no greater resolution of
this problem will be possible until we have much larger
sample of radiocarbon dates from settlements within and
without the postulated clearance zone(s).
Another possibility to be considered, which might
have gone hand in hand with a cleared zone policy, is
Roman transplantation of a friendly people into the
empire following the abandonment of protective Roman
forts on the Devil’s Causeway and the isolation of the
coastal plain population to the north of Hadrian’s Wall.
This deserves careful consideration. This is a factor that
could have operated in conjunction with the creation
of a cleared zone in front of the Wall, especially if the
displaced population were seen as friendly to Rome.
There are examples in Roman history, though not attested
in connection with the permanent linear frontiers of the
second and third centuries. The population involved
might have been between 5,000 and 10,000 on the
estimates presented on p.210. Such a transfer might have
been partly achieved gradually through military recruit
ment (families and relations accompanying recruits to
whatever posting was eventually selected for them).
The evidence of the suddenness of abandonment at
West Brunton does suggest that somehow the arrival of
the Wall had an immediate impact, at the very least in
the zone immediately north. North of the 5-10 mile Wall
corridor there is presently a mixed picture: the investi
gated North Tynedale sites (all beyond the 10-mile mark)
may have gone on beyond c. 150, but at Pegswood, on the
coastal plain, an early abandonment of the mainstream
occupation and a complete reorientation of the practices
on the site look likely - the site has no Roman pottery
at all. Until we have a greater sample of dated sites, it
will be uncertain how far north on the coastal plain this
earlier-second century disruption impacted. If Pegswood

is typical, we may have to look beyond the idea of a
cleared 5-10 mile zone in front of the Wall (although
this may have existed and have had a direct effect on
the sites included) and consider other possible reasons
why settlement throughout much of the coastal plain
area north of the Wall may have been rapidly disrupted
or abandoned.
These might include: isolation from economic and
social networks caused by inability to move freely across
the frontier Wall, leading to settlement decline and aban
donment; impoverishment of soils by over-exploitation
to meet demands of Roman taxation or military requisi
tion (see Groenman van Waateringe 1983 for an analysis
of some of these these processes in the context of the
Lower Rhine); loss of herds of cattle to taxation, requisi
tion etc. Although Roman taxation should in theory have
been imposed from the 70s AD, it could have been made
an intolerable burden by the building of the Wall: unlike
societies inside the province those north of the Wall may
not have had access to a developing market economy
with which to obtain income to offset tax outgoings.
Also it is hard to imagine taxation on such communi
ties being in any other form than livestock, which may
have upset the former balance between cultivation
and herding. These however should have been gradual
and long term changes. It is however precisely what is
suggested by the erasure of the settlement at Pegswood
Moor by a probable stock-holding enclosure in the first
half of the second century.
Roman military demand for livestock products might
have caused a shift from basically agricultural subsistence
economy to one based primarily on livestock, undermin
ing the old sedentary settlement pattern; and helping new
central social authorities to emerge north of the Wall,
with a consequent reduction in the wealth and power
of settlements at the individual household level. A shift
to livestock rearing and the emergence of new polities
are undoubtedly suggestive models for what might have
happened in the long run and on a much more general
level north of the Wall, and also fit in some ways with
what is emerging further north in Scotland. But these are
also essentially long-term changes. They may explain
the abandonment and transformation of various sites
north of the Wall and in Scotland - including the trans
formation of Pegswood - but they do not offer a good
explanation for change in our area if it turns out that, as
Pegswood might suggest, the complex coastal plain sites
were abandoned more suddenly than less complex sites
in more upland areas and that this happened at a specific
horizon in the period c. 120-140.
If this early abandonment is one day substantiated as
a feature of the whole coastal plain, more specific and
short-term causes, connected with the building of the
Wall, but additional to the putative cleared zone, will
have to be sought.
The larger sites of the coastal plain were no doubt tied
into a more complex social and economic system and
depended on a network of social obligations for their
maintenance far in excess of that required for the smaller

and simpler sites in the uplands and North Tynedale. The
early abandonment of the large and multiple enclosures
on the fertile coastal plain might have extended beyond
any zone of depopulation enforced by the Roman au
thorities (which for the sake of argument includes the
Bruntons and Blagdon Park) if there was some impact
to the social system which made such a dense lowland
settlement pattern of complex enclosures and dependent
sites no longer tenable.
This was a complex Iron Age society, with the
largest settlements north of the Wall and a productive
economy whose affinities lay with regions further south.
It might therefore have been much more fragile than
the isolated settlements of North Tynedale when cut off
from southern regions, and more vulnerable to internal
social collapse and to raids from peoples to the north and
west. The coastal plain population was now isolated and
unprotected following the abandonment of protective
Roman forts on the Devil’s Causeway. There is a sug
gestion that a pro-Roman people north of the Wall was
attacked after the building of the Wall, late in Hadrian’s
reign or at the accession of Pius (c. 138) in the wellknown passage of Pausanias (Descr: Graec. 8.43): ‘He
(Antoninus Pius] sequestered a large part of the territory
of the Brigantes in Britain because they too began to
invade with arms the Genunian region, the inhabitants
of which were subjects of the Romans.’ Even if the
tribal names are, as has been suggested (Hind 1977) er
roneously introduced from another part of the Roman
empire, the context of the passage - a list of the wars
in the reign of non-belligerent emperor Antoninus
Pius - identifies the event firmly with the prelude to
the Antonine advance into Scotland in c. 140. Making
sense of the passage in this way depends on ‘Brigantes’
being used as a general term for upland northern Britons
rather than a specific reference to the civitas Brigantum
centred on Aldbrough. Of course if correct the source
could be referring to an endangered pro-Roman popu
lation further north than Northumberland, on the East
Lothian coastal plain, say. But it is worth bearing mind
the possibility that if there was unrest of this kind among
the trans-mural populations that led to the Antonine
advance, the Northumberland coastal plain settlements
might have been involved. Warfare between peoples
north of the Wall could conceivably lie behind the con
cealment of the Prestwick Carr and Backworth hoards,
which were deposited within our area. The Backworth
Hoard if correctly dated to c. 140 or shortly after may
be exactly contemporary with the close of the Brunton
settlements and the events alluded to by Pausanias.
Again a combination of factors might have operated: a
zone may have been depopulated north of the Wall and
a pro-Roman population maintained north of that, who
might have suffered attacks from other peoples late in
Hadrian’s reign.
Whether the disappearance of the Iron Age civiliza
tion of the Northumberland coastal plain occurred es
sentially in an early-mid second century event horizon,
or whether, beyond the immediate Wall-zone, it was

the result of a gradual process of social change in the
course of that century, now becomes an urgent question,
which the excavation and radiocarbon dating of further
sites has the potential to answer. As the recent Hadrian’s
Wall research framework puts it (Symonds and Mason
2009, S. 2.7, p. 35): ‘There is a real value to looking at
Iron age sites en masse as large numbers of radiocarbon
dates from a wide range of sites may well start to give
an important indication of socio-economic trends. Any
assessment of this would require data from sites beyond
the immediate frontier zone, to act as a control against
any changes that were occurring independently of the
development of a border’.
The future of Iron Age archaeology on the
Northumberland coastal plain
It was noted above (p.9) that the enclosure at Blagdon
Park 2 was discovered only as a result of speculative
archaeological trenching. Its existence had not been
previously indicated by air photography, finds, histori
cal sources or any other means. The Brunton sites were
indicated by air-photography, clearly in the case of East
Brunton, faintly at West Brunton. But at the latter site
the photograph only showed one of the two principal
enclosures clearly; the character of the other, and the
existence of a further outer enclosure, were revealed
only by excavation.
When we turn to the non-earthwork enclosure Iron Age
sites, isolated houses, and pit alignments, we find that in
no case did air-photography indicate their presence. All
were encountered in the course of speculative excavation
and there was no previous evidence for their existence.
In two cases out of four the pit alignments even evaded
discovery by intensive evaluation trenching, coming to
light only as a by-product of archaeologically-monitored
soil stripping. The settlement at Pegswood Moor was
also found by accident without there being any previous
pointer to its existence.
Despite the fact, then, that earthwork enclosures have
been relatively highly susceptible to discovery from the
air in Tyne and Wear and south-east Northumberland,
already leading to a perception of dense settlement, it
is clear that many more exist that are not immediately
detectable without excavation. It is also clear that the en
closures represent only one type of site for their period:
an invisible landscape of minor and unenclosed Iron Age
sites as well as a system of late-Bronze Age or early-iron
Age land division must be assumed to exist throughout
a region in which, for geological or agricultural reasons
that are not clearly understood, they simply do not
register in aerial photographs. This serves as a warning
against taking the negative results of any desk-based ar
chaeological assessment or survey of aerial photographs
to indicate an actual absence of prehistoric remains,
while the potential for wholly ‘invisible’ prehistoric sites
affects any attempt to model the density of site distribu
tion in an area such as south-east Northumberland.
Despite their largely accidental discovery the investi
gation of the sites reported here has gone a long way to

addressing several of the key research priorities for the
Iron Age developed in the current North-east regional
research framework for the historic environment (Petts
and Gerrard 2006), especially li, on the need for firm
dating of later prehistoric sites; Iii, on the need to study
the chronology settlement types; and liii, on the need for
greater understanding of the late prehistoric landscape,
including linear boundaries.
The investigations have also contributed striking
answers to questions raised in the Roman section of
the regional research framework. Here, Ri (Iron Age
to Roman transition) prioritises the need ‘to clarify the
nature of this transition in Northumberland... there is a
need to revisit the topic of so-called ‘Jobey sites’... to
establish a more precise chronological understanding
of these settlements’ (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 146). Riii
(the Roman military presence) asks for research on ‘the
impact of the Wall on its surroundings. What was the
impact of the creation of the frontier on native society?
Was there a deliberate removal/clearance of sites in the
vicinity?’. These sentences might almost have been
written as part of a research design for the work reported
here, and it is heartening that developer-funded work
carried out under the PPG16/PPS5 regime was able
to address these priorities so directly. The excavations
reported in the present volume show that even poorly
preserved late prehistoric sites on the coastal plain have
the potential to offer decisive answers to such funda
mental questions. There is then a point in continuing
to excavate these relatively numerous site types, espe
cially as the hypotheses about settlement abandonment
and change that have emerged will only be fully tested
when a wider range of sites is sampled. So, it is vital,
as the North-east research framework prescribes, that
the present research ‘links into a wider need to date the
native sites found in Tim Gates’ aerial survey of the
Hadrian’s Wall corridor, and sites from other aerial work
across the whole region’ (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 148).
This big question about what happened to the society
of the coastal plain after the building of the Wall can
also be approached through other avenues: notably we
lack any pollen diagrams from peat assemblages in this
lowland area which could indicate change in landscape
character and land use in the later Iron Age and Roman
period; the research framework rightly notes that ‘the
extent and quality of pollen coverage in the region is
variable. The priority area for further sampling must
be lowland Northumberland’ (Petts and Gerrard 2006,
198, SE3); the agenda goes on to suggest ways in which
lowland peat deposits might be located and targeted.
Once the Iron Age sites, so difficult to see in certain
air photographs or in conventional field survey, are dis
covered, the present study shows what can be achieved
by area stripping followed by sample excavation and
multiple radiocarbon determinations. In the past, the
paucity of finds of any kind on the Iron Age settlements
has hampered a clear understanding of their contempo
raneity and date ranges of occupation. Until recently the
handful of Roman objects recovered tended to be critical

in assessing date of occupation and abandonment. But
there is now a serious prospect of being able to build
up a detailed overall picture of the chronology of site
development and occupation on the coastal plain. This
will only be possible if sites are planned in extensive
area excavation and programmes of bulk sampling un
dertaken so that multiple samples of datable materials
- often not visually apparent during hand excavation
- can be located and fitted into an understood struc
tural sequence. The Hadrian’s Wall research framework
agenda points 2.6 and 2.7 (Syntonds and Mason 2009,
35) are admirably clear in their call for large numbers of
radiocarbon dates - ‘ideally 20 to 30’ per site. With the
advent of developer-funded archaeology the resources
are for the first time available to date threatened sites
in this way, so that even when poorly preserved with
an apparent poverty of material culture they can have
a cumulative value in assembling a scientific sample of
general trends in the region, and answering some of the
big questions about social change in the late Iron Age
and in the shadow of Hadrian’s Wall.
In terms of artefacts the sites reported here seem very
poor, but once again they show the potential of future
developer-funded work to contribute to a bigger picture
in which the differing real levels of use of pottery,
querns and other objects can be compared from site to
site and region to region. For example, the present report
has revealed a local concentration of an understudied
artefact type - fired clay objects, possibly furniture from
domestic hearths - of which more examples will surely
come to light in future excavations in the area. Likewise,
although the palaeoenvironmental evidence at all the sites
reported here was relatively poorly preserved, its value
again lies in its contribution to a cumulative picture. The
recent evidence from sites on the coastal plain extends
northward the extensive pre-Roman Iron Age cultivation
regime dominated by spelt wheat, but the mapping of
further palaeoenvironmental analyses, even of relatively
poorly preserved samples, has the potential to establish
where the northern boundary of this particular form of
crop husbandry actually lay.
Some comments to inform future revisions of the
current research frameworks may be offered on the
basis of the conclusions of this report. Both research
frameworks, influenced by the apparent homogeneity
and lack of visible hierarchy among the ‘Jobey sites’,
are rather dismissive of site morphology as a key to
social structure. The present report, taken alongside that
on Pegswood Moor, shows that in the future an unex
pected range of site types and sizes are likely to come
to light on the coastal plain; as the examples accumu
late the materials will come to hand to reassess what
the varying size and layout of settlements means for
the structure of the society that built them, a process
that will be aided by obtaining as many complete plans
(including outworks) as possible. The Hadrian’s Wall
World Heritage Site research framework (Symonds and
Mason 2009) in places assumes that the ‘Jobey’ sites are
broadly contemporary with Hadrian’s Wall. The apparent

impact of the Wall the people of the coastal plain now
disclosed by radiocarbon dating, the disappearance of
a traditional way of life in the zone immediately north
of the Wall, and the implications of that for the way in
which the Roman frontier Wall was intended to function,
offer questions for the agenda of any future edition of
the Hadrian’s Wall research framework. The point has
already been made above (p.216) that it is misleading
to use the term ‘Romano-British’, which occurs widely
in both research frameworks, at least for the settlements
north of the Wall. The term should be dropped, for it
harks back to the belief that they flourished in symbiosis
with the Roman occupation, where it is now clear that
their mainstream development was in the pre-Roman
Iron Age.
In terms of discovering sites, although those reported
here were not found by geophysical survey, it ought to
be stressed that short of speculative evaluation trenching,
with the likely failure of air photographs or surface finds
to help, geophysics probably offers the best prospect of
detecting Iron Age remains, especially earthwork enclo
sures (c/. Petts and Gerrard 2006, agenda liii, p. 138).
The technique can work well on the coastal plain, as the
spectacular results from Gardener’s Houses, Dinnington (Biggins et al. 1997) and more recent unpublished
surveys show. The Gardner’s Houses survey indicates
the potential for geophysics to locate unenclosed round
houses and pit alignments as well as ditched enclosures.
The research frameworks should stress the high potential
of geophysics as a means of prospecting for prehistoric
sites in the coastal plain area, and should stipulate its
routine use in advance of (but not as a substitute for)
evaluation trenching.
As already suggested, for sites with limited quanti
ties of or no datable finds it is essential that independent
chronologies are established using multiple radiocarbon
or other scientific measurements. Individual or small
numbers of dates are unreliable and for fully-excavated
earthwork enclosure settlements and other extensive
sites an absolute minimum of 10-15 single-entity short
lived material dates from well-understood context
should be aimed for, and preferably at least 20, more if
possible. It should be recognised that a multiplicity of
poorly preserved and artefact-poor sites whose periods
of occupation have been defined by scientific dating
will provide more information in combination than a
single site with better preservation and more artefacts
(cf. The Hadrian’s Wall research framework (Symonds
and Mason 2009 vol II, 51): ‘8.3 Socio-economic trends
north and south of the Wall...the only way to address the
severe chronological problems is to date scientifically a
sample of rural sites...’.
The total excavation of one or more of the better
preserved Iron Age settlements, with complete excava
tion of fills and 100% recovery of artefacts and ecofacts
would of course be desirable (cf. Symonds and Mason
2009, S. 2.6, p. 35), but that would be a substantial
research project requiring resources in addition to those
that a developer might be expected to supply. The site

would have also have to be chosen carefully: unless
there was exceptional preservation of paleoenvironmental evidence through waterlogging or carbonization, and/
or an anomalous incidence of artefacts, it is not clear
that total excavation would yield a much greater level of
information that the sampling exercises reported here.
The way forward would seem to be recovery of the
complete plan by stripping combined with selective ex
cavation and bulk sampling at as many sites as possible,
rather than intensive investigation of a limited number
of sites.
In a situation where a large number of poorly preserved
sites contribute to a bigger emerging picture, and the
percentage of sampling will inevitably vary according
to individual circumstances and resources available,
it is essential that the research frameworks call for
standardisation so that the quantities of pottery and other
finds occurring at different sites can be meaningfully
compared (compare the comments of Fulford and Holbrook
2011, 338-40). This means that it must become standard
to report the square meterage of features sampled and to
report the volume of the deposits from which pottery and
other finds derive (as is already the practice in the case of
the recovery of seeds and pant remains from standardised
units of soil). Thus it may be possible to identify those
sites which stand out as genuinely exceptional in terms of
their production and use of pottery (as established here for

West Brunton), and by comparing the incidence of various
kinds of artefact and ecofacts from a standardised base
that allows comparison with other regions, perhaps tease
out a sense of the identity and the boundaries of the of the
regional Iron Age grouping seated on the Northumberland
coastal plain.
*

*

*

The archaeological resource with which to do this is
quickly diminishing. At the beginning of this report
it was stressed just how badly plough-damaged the
excavated sites were. For those Iron Age settlements
under the plough there is a continuing attrition. George
Jobey’s report on Burradon (excavated in 1968-9) gives
the impression that more had survived the plough there
than appeared to be the case at the nearby Brunton sites
in 2002-4. The level of such damage does vary from
site to site and from area to area within a given site, but
it seems likely that deep ploughing has shaved further
levels off many Iron Age settlements over the last forty
years and will continue to do so, so that in time many
will be ploughed to destruction: it is urgent to make the
most of opportunities to recover information from these
unglamorous remains while they are still preserved in
the ground.
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The rectilinear Iron Age settlements of the
Northumberland coastal plain immediately north of
Hadrian’s Wall have seen little research since the
pioneering work of George Jobey in the 1960s and
1970s, but developer-funded archaeology has now
offered opportunities for much more extensive work.
This book reports on three Iron Age earthworkenclosure complexes (at Blagdon Park 2, East Brunton
and West Brunton), excavated in 2002-8 in advance of
surface mining and developments at Newcastle Great
Park. As well as these three settlements several lesser
and unenclosed sites and pit alignments are described,
giving the most complete sample so far of the Iron Age
landscape in this area.
Over 60 radiocarbon dates, reported and discussed
in detail, allow the chronology of the settlements to
be much more closely understood than before. The
scientific dates suggest that the earthwork-enclosures
were formed around 200 BC as the latest phases on
roundhouse settlements continuously occupied since
the late Bronze Age, when the landscape was already
subdivided by pit-defined boundaries. In the chronology
of these developments lowland Northumberland and
Tyne and Wear can now be seen to mirror the Iron Age
of much of eastern England between Yorkshire and the
Wash.
But the new evidence suggests that Hadrian’s Wall
had a much more drastic impact on the indigenous
population than previously thought. All of the sites
reported here were abandoned by the second-century
AD, and probably not long after the Wall was built.
It is argued that rather than regulating the economic
movements of its northern neighbours, on the
Northumberland coastal plain the presence of Hadrian’s
Wall brought an agrarian civilisation of long standing to
an end.
ISBN 0-905974-90-5
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