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Abstract

Rescue excavations between 1969 and 1976 at the
Breiddin hillfort, Powys, although covering only a
small part of the site’s 28 ha, showed that small-scale or
sporadic activity in the Mesolithic and late Neolithic/
early Bronze Age was followed by a substantial occupa-
tion towards the end of the Bronze Age, with a timber-
framed rampart yielding radiocarbon dates centred
around 800 bc. After a period during which the hilltop
was probably used for little more than grazing, the
rampart was rebuilt on a larger scale, probably in or
about the 3rd century bc; an outer line of defence may
date from about this period but a third rampart seems
more likely to be later. There was nothing to demon-
strate whether the Iron Age occupation persisted into
the 1st century AD, and early Roman material was
absent. Pottery and coins showed that occupation,
perhaps of an essentially agricultural nature, began
again in the 2nd or early 3rd century AD and continued
until the end of the Roman period, if not later. The
excavations produced an important collection of late
Bronze Age pottery and metalwork, though few struc-
tures within the hillfort could be attributed to this
period. By contrast, the Iron Age occupation left
evidence for numerous circular and rectangular
buildings, but there were relatively few associated finds.
The hilltop’s environmental history from the Late-
Glacial to the beginning of the Iron Age occupation is
described through the study of waterlogged deposits
from a pond within the hillfort; also recovered from the
pond is an important collection of wooden artefacts,
the majority of them dating to about 300 bc.

x
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CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION

1.1 Hillforts of the central Marches
The hillforts of Wales and the Marches have been dis-
cussed extensively over the years. Useful references for
the whole or parts of the area are Chitty 1937, Varley
1948, Alcock 1965, Hogg 1965 and 1972, and Savory
1976. Many of the key sites are described and illustrated
in Forde-Johnston 1976. Dr S C Stanford, following his
excavations at Croft Ambrey and other sites, has pub-
lished excavation evidence and interpretations of
special relevance to Herefordshire and the central
Marches (1970; 1971; 1972a,b; 1974a,b; 1981; 1984).
Guilbert (1977; 1980) has discussed excavation evidence
from the northern Marches, and Spurgeon (1972) has
reviewed hillforts and related enclosures in parts of
Montgomeryshire (now northern Powys). The most
recent survey of the hillforts of Cheshire is by Forde-
Johnston (1962a); there is no adequate summary for
Shropshire.

The Breiddin hillfort (SJ 292144) lies in the northern
half of a dense band of large and medium-sized hillforts
which extend along the Wye Valley and the tributaries
of the Severn into the central Marches, and onward by
way of the Clwydian Range to the North Wales coast
(Figure 1). In western Shropshire, and more particular-
ly in northern Powys, the pattern is augmented by a
rash of smaller settlements, many of them weakly
defended or in hillslope situations, and some with wide-
spaced ramparts or ‘outer’ enclosures. In the Marches
as a whole the Ordnance Survey’s map of Southern
Britain in the Iron Age (1967) shows over 100 hillforts
with internal areas of 1.2 ha/3 acres or more and it is not
surprising, perhaps, that patterns have been slow to
emerge. Over the years, attention has naturally been
drawn to shared characteristics such as inturned guard-
chambered entrances (Gardner and Savory 1964;
Savory 1976; Guilbert 1977), but common traits of this
kind are balanced by equally striking differences. In
Herefordshire, for instance, a high proportion of the
hillforts are univallate, and sites enclosing less than 1.2
ha are practically unknown, as are lowland settlements
of apparently similar date (though recent cropmark
evidence suggests that this picture may change as more
attention is given to aerial work in the county). In
Shropshire and northern Powys, by contrast, almost all
the larger hillforts are multivallate, and smaller settle-
ments outnumber them several times over, including
many hillslope or lowland sites restored to the record by
aerial photography over the last three decades (Musson
1981; Whimster 1989).

Turning to hillfort interiors, the only building form
SO far identified in Stanford’s Herefordshire sites is the
small rectangular ‘four-poster’, though circular
buildings are known both farther south, at Coed-y-
Bwnydd (Babbidge 1977) and Twyn-y-Gaer (Probert
1976) in Gwent, and farther north. as at Moel y Gaer,
Rhosesmor, Clwyd (Guilbert 1975b; 1976); at the last-
named site the two types of building are demonstrably
contemporary with one another.

For the moment one can only guess how much these
differences of size, distribution and building form reflect
genuine political, social or cultural divisions, varying
adaptations to local geography and the economic pos-
sibilities of the environment, or the activities of different
groups of people over a period of time. Since the
hillforts of the Welsh Borderland cover a distance of
over 200 km and (to judge by related radiocarbon
results) a time span close on a millennium, there is every
reason to expect local development and divergence,
even allowing for common influences from time to time.

Fortunately the fund of evidence from excavation
has been growing over the past two decades, though
there is a parallel need for further field survey and aerial
reconnaissance. Of the 100 or so major hillforts in the
Marches, about 30 have been excavated to one extent or
another, though the excavations have often been on a
minor scale and publication has frequently been inade-
quate or (as with this report) long delayed. In the 1970s
and 1980s, however, the rate of excavation and publica-
tion has increased. Following his publication of Dr
Gardner’s excavations at Dinorben, in Clwyd (Gardner
and Savory 1984), Dr Savory has reported on his own
work on the site in 1965-9 (Savory 1971a,b); before the
hillfort was finally removed by quarrying further im-
portant excavations were undertaken by Guilbert
(1979; 1980). In the same county there were substantial
rescue excavations at Moel Hiraddug (Davies 1970–72:
Brassil et al 198l–82) and at Moel y Gaer, Rhosesmor
(Guilbert 1975a,b; 1976). More modest work was un-
dertaken in 1973 at the Wrekin, in Shropshire (Stanford
1984), while the concentrated programme of excava-
tions by Dr Stanford at Credenhill, Croft Ambrey and
Midsummer Hill in Herefordshire were brought to final
publication (Stanford 1970; 1974a; 1981). Excavations
at Twyn-y-Gaer and Coed-y-Bwnydd in Gwent have
already been mentioned above (Probert 1976; Babbidge
1977). More locally, there have been useful reinter-
pretations of the original excavation evidence from
Ffridd Faldwyn, Montgomery (O’Neil 1942; Guilbert
1981a; Arnold 1987). Small-scale rescue excavations
have produced useful evidence from the hillforts at
Llanymynech Hill on the Powys/Shropshire border
(Musson and Northover 1989) and at Llwyn Bryn-
dinas, above Llangedwyn, in south Clwyd (Musson
1983; Musson et al forthcoming). Valuable compara-
tive evidence from lowland and hillslope enclosures in
northern Powys has come from small-scale rescue work
at Arddleen and from more extensive investigations at
Collfryn, Llansantffraid Deuddwr (Britnell and
Musson 1984; Britnell 1989).

There have thus been rapid advances in our fund of
excavation data for Welsh Border hillforts, and in at
least some aspects of their interpretation. For the
moment, however, the effect has been to throw doubt
on many of the general conclusions drawn in previous
reviews, especially as regards chronology. Dr Stanford
was surely right, in this respect, to concentrate much of
his effort in Herefordshire on gateways and internal
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Fig 1  Wales and its hillforts

quarry scoops, where long sequences of development,
renewal and repair allowed him to evolve ideas about
permanency of occupation and synchronisms between
one site and another. But there is still a desperate need
for similar work in other parts of the Marches, and
above all for multiple radiocarbon dates to provide a
secure framework for generalised speculation, both
about hillforts and about the increasing number of

potentially contemporary hillslope and lowland en-
closures now being revealed by air-photography.

In more local terms, the Breiddin is one of about a
hundred hillforts and similar earthworks in the old
county of Montgomeryshire (now N Powys) and the
western part of Shropshire, the area as a whole showing
a bewildering variety in the size, situation and fortifica-
tion in its settlements; perhaps 20 could be counted as
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major hillforts, the remainder being minor strong-
points, defended homesteads, or lowland farms. Mont-
gomeryshire alone has something like 80 earthwork
sites, including a dozen major hillforts and several
smaller but strongly defended settlements. Hogg (1972),
working on earthwork evidence alone, has demonstrat-
ed a wider range of settlement size in this area than in
any other part of the Principality, and when Spurgeon
came to review parts of the areas in 1972 he was un-
derstandably reticent about defining overall patterns or
historical sequences. Apart from minor (and eccentric-
ally reported) investigations at Craig Rhiwarth,
Llangynog, in N Powys (Anon 1937; Richards 1938).
only three hillforts on the Welsh side of the border have
been excavated - Ffridd Faldwyn in the 1930s, the
Breiddin in 1933–35 and 1969–76, and Llwyn Bryn-
dinas in 1983 (bibliographical references already given
above). Shropshire, at first sight, has fared rather better
– Caynham Camp, Titterstone Clee, The Roveries, The
Wrekin, Wall, Ebury, Oliver’s Point, The Berth, Old
Oswestry and Llanymynech Hill have all been inves-
tigated to one extent or another this century, though
publication has often been meagre or non-existent and
no-one in recent years has been bold enough to attempt
an overall review of the county in the Iron Age.
Evidence from these sites is taken into account (and
bibliographical references given) where appropriate
below and in the general discussion of the Breiddin
results at the end of this volume (Chapter 8).

In the southern part of Shropshire, as in Hereford-
shire, major hillforts are spaced at intervals of about
9–15 km. Eastward, into the Midlands Plain, the
density of surviving earthworks reduces with the avail-
ability of naturally defensive sites, and to the north
there is only a tenuous link with the great band of
multivallate enclosures dotted along the peaks of the
Clwydian Range. In the west of Shropshire and in
northern Powys the spacing of the major hillforts is
much the same as in Herefordshire, but they are here
joined by a mass of smaller sites outnumbering the
larger or more strongly defended ones by as much as
three or four to one – more if account is taken of the
increasing number of hillslope and lowland enclosures
known only from aerial photography (Webster 1975;
Musson 1981; Whimster 1989; and Figure 72, below).
Perhaps this variety reflects a more complex social or
economic pattern than that proposed for Herefordshire
and the southern-central Marches by Dr Stanford
(1972b, inter alia), but there is little as yet to indicate the
date-range and character of occupation within these
smaller sites, some of which may be Bronze Age,
Roman or even post-Roman in date.

In both Shropshire and northern Powys there are
indications that many of the hillforts have histories as
long and complex as those conjectured for Caynham
Camp and Croft Ambrey in the south or Dinorben in
the north (Stanford 1971 and 1974a; Savory 1971b;
Guilbert 1979 and 1980). Old Oswestry, in its final
phase boasted between four and seven ramparts and
must rank amongst the most complex and impressive
hillforts in Britain (Varley 1948); at Ffridd Faldwyn,
above Montgomery, there are hints of very early origins
(Stanford 1971 and 1974a; Guilbert 1975b and 198la)
while the Breiddin itself, to judge from the 9th and 8th
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century bc radiocarbon dates, can claim a history as
long as any well-dated later prehistoric hillfort in
Britain.

A notable feature of several sites, on either side of the
Border, is a major increase in size at some point in their
development, accompanied sometimes but not always
by growing complexity of fortification. Ffridd Faldwyn
and Gaer Fawr, Guilsfield in Powys and The Wrekin, in
Shropshire each have ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ camps (O’Neil
1942, fig 2; RCAHM(W) 1911, no 214; Stanford 1984,
fig 1); at Oliver’s Point, Nesscliffe and Earl’s Hill, Pon-
tesbury in Shropshire (Hume and Jones 1957–60;
Forde-Johnston 1962b, fig 2) and at Cefn Carnedd,
Llandinam, in Powys (Spurgeon 1972, fig 4, no 44)
there are added enclosures of one kind or another; other
examples could be added from further afield in Shrop-
shire. Even at the Breiddin the wide spacing of the first
and second ramparts could be interpreted as a device to
take in more land, rather than simply to strengthen the
defences. But there is little to show how these enlarge-
ments relate to one another in time, still less whether
they reflect the population movements suggested by
Stanford (1972a,b) on the evidence of hillfort sizes and
development in the southern-central Marches. Certain-
ly it would be premature to extend Stanford’s southerly
model of permanently and densely populated hill
‘towns’ to the central Marches, though this may have
been true for some of the sites at some stages in their
development. Nor can sites be ranked into major and
minor centres on size alone: hillforts of moderate size.
like Gaer Fawr, Guilsfield, could have supported con-
siderable populations, or quite small ones, while Old
Oswestry, with an internal area of only 6 ha, probably
has as much exploitable building land as the Breiddin,
which notionally encloses almost five times as much. By
the same token, it is difficult to see the whole 56 ha of
Llanymynech Hill covered in buildings, though there is
little in the terrain to prevent it.

Speculation about the pre-eminence of certain sites,
the permanency and nature of occupation, and the
overall pattern of later prehistoric settlement in the
central and northern Marches will only become realistic
when the scope of excavation is widened and there is
more radiocarbon evidence – not least from the smaller
lowland and hillslope sites represented only by
cropmarks – to provide a necessary discipline on the
wider exercise of imagination and perception. Until
these conditions are met, it is perhaps best to con-
centrate on the limits of inference within each site, and
on interpretations in a relatively local context. This is
the approach which will be pursued in the following
report.

1.2 Ancient settlements in the Breiddin
Hills
The Breiddin Hills (Figure 2, Plate 1) rise dramatically
on the southern bank of the River Severn where it
emerges from the foothills of central Wales, about
20 km west of Shrewsbury. The volcanic origin of the
Hills gives them a spectacularly broken outline, with
frequent outcrops of bare rock and slopes of tumbled
scree. Despite appearances, however, the soil is com-
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Fig 2  The Breddin Hills. Scale of main drawing 1:30000

paratively fertile in places, with adequate water supplies safe, well-protected and in his terms reasonably fertile,
and a variety of terrain suitable both for agriculture and the hills may with some justification have seemed pref-
grazing. Even today, the dominant impression is of a erable to the thick forests of the open plain to the east
self-contained and surprisingly hospitable environ- or the uncertainties of the river valley to the north and
ment, far removed from the valley below. No doubt the west. Scarcely 7 x 3 km in extent, the Hills nevertheless
effect would have been the same on prehistoric man: have space for one major hillfort (the subject of this
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report), an ancient field system and three smaller settle-
ments, two of them hillforts of the kind traditionally
assigned to the Iron Age, the third a hillslope enclosure
producing mainly Romano-British material.

The Breiddin Hills – the spelling is used in deference
to the earlier excavation report (O’Neil 1937) though
the local usage is clearly Breidden – consist of three
parallel ridges, running from north-east to south-west
and each rising to a height of more than 300 m OD, the
valley floor at this point being at about 60m OD
(Figure 2). The north-western ridge, on which the main
hillfort lies, is a massive intrusion of dolerite, now
weathered to smooth and grassy slopes at its north-
eastern end, where its summit, at a height of 366m OD,
is crowned by the late 18th-century monument known
as Rodney’s Pillar. At the lower south-western end,
much obscured by forestry planting and now disfigured
by large-scale quarrying, the outline of the hill is broken
by frequent knobs and outcrops of bare rock, above the
cliffs and scree slopes which line the whole of the north-
western side.

New Pieces, the central ridge, is more broken in
outline, and rises to a maximum height of about 320 m
OD. It is separated from the Breiddin Hill proper by a
low col which drops away at either end into deep
ravines, the north-eastern occupied by a small stream
with its source at a spring known as White Well, the
south-western by an occasional torrent which rises
some way below a sizeable but suspiciously rectangular
pond on the New Pieces ridge (Figure 4). Large parts of
the ridge, and of the ancient field system which occupies
its western slopes, are now swathed in Forestry Com-
mission planting, a sad example of modern develop-
ment obscuring an ancient and unusual feature of the
landscape. A small D-shaped settlement (Figures 3, 4).
with inner and outer enclosures, stands free of trees
below the highest point of the ridge, but is so choked by
brambles and general undergrowth that its original
form can only be seen in winter. It was here, in what
O’Neil called ‘Camp 2’, that Romano-British material
was found in the excavations of the 1930s (O’Neil 1937,
90, 107– 12, 119–23, 125).

The south-western ridge, the narrowest and most
irregular of the three, is also the highest. its southern-
most peak, Moel y Golfa, rising to 404 m above sea
level (Figure 2). Further to the north-east, the sharp
and narrow summit of Middletown Hill, at about 364 m
OD, is ringed by the single rampart of a small hillfort
known as Cefn y Castell, with fine inturned entrances at
either end, traces of perhaps unfinished outer works,
and an enclosed area of about 1 ha, the bulk of it steeply
sloping and inhospitable (Figure 3; RCAHM(W) 1911,
no 796; for a fine air photograph see Lynch and Burgess
1972, pl XIV). About 2 km north-east of Cefn y Castell
the flat top of Bausley Hill, at about 200m OD, is
occupied by an even smaller multivallate fort known as
Castle Camp, with an enclosed area little over 0.2 ha in
extent and an entrance formed of simple gaps in the
banks and ditches (Figure 3; RCAHM(W) 1911, no 12).
The two sites are reasonably accessible to one another
along the ridge, but more cut off from New Pieces and
the main hillfort than a casual reading of the map
would suggest.

Between New Pieces and the Bausley/Middletown

Fig 3 Camps on New Pieces, Bausley and Middletown
Hills. Scale 1:4000

ridge there is a deep and in places fairly wide valley,
which would have been a formidable obstacle in the
event of hostilities. In practice, it is difficult to imagine
the three hillforts in conflict with one another: Bausley
could scarcely accommodate more than an extended
family and Middletown a small village, in comparison
with the potential hill town or tribal centre of the
Breiddin hillfort, with its enclosed area of about 28 ha.
A major hillfort of this size would hardly welcome
rivals, even small ones, so close to its own territory, and
if the three sites were under occupation simultaneously
it would surely have been in some kind of dependency
or peaceable association. It is equally possible,
however, that they occupied mutually exclusive periods
during the later Bronze Age and Iron Age, as the
varying form of their defences might allow; without
excavation on the smaller sites the relationship must
remain a matter of conjecture.

It is equally difficult to imagine a state of conflict
between the main hillfort and ‘Camp 2’ on New Pieces,
with its weak defences and internal area of only 0.4 ha
(0.7 ha including the outer enclosure). The smaller
camp is separated by only 300 m from the main hillfort
defences and is clearly visible on the near skyline from
many parts of the larger enclosure, though not from the
hillfort entrance itself. If the two settlements were in use
at the same time they must surely have been associated
with one another in some way, and it was this, perhaps,
which led Forde-Johnston (1964) to characterise the
New Pieces enclosure as a ‘satellite fort’, guarding an
easterly approach obscured from the hillfort proper. In
fact, it is badly sited for any military function. Although
it commands reasonably good views to the east, it lies
below the peak of the ridge and is defensively weak; it
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Fig 4 The Breiddin Hillfort, field system and New Pieces settlement. Scale 1:10,000

could have been easily outflanked by an attacker ap-
proaching from the east, and in practice would have
been more of a liability than an advantage, since its loss
would provide an enemy with a ready-made base on the
very doorstep of the hillfort.

Apart from a single - but obviously important -
piece of post-Roman glass (see Chapter 8.6), the New
Pieces enclosure produced only Romano-British finds
in O’Neil’s excavations. But there is plenty in O’Neil’s
report to suggest that the settlement may have had a
longer and more complex history than he was disposed
to admit, and a pre-Roman foundation cannot be dis-
missed. Without further investigation, however, there is
no basis for making a decision one way or the other,
though the reason for the settlement’s foundation may
not be far to seek.

Although it appears fairly rugged, the north-western

face of the New Pieces ridge and the col immediately
outside the hillfort defences were marked - before the
forestry planting - by the horizontal and vertical
divisions of an ancient field system, apparently integrat-
ed with the outer enclosure of the New Pieces settlement
(Figure 4 and O’Neil 1937, 89-90, 112-3). The soil on
the col is surprisingly rich- the area is said to have been
highly prized for barley-growing during the Second
World War - and the purpose of the New Pieces settle-
ment may therefore have been purely agricultural, its
siting below the summit of the ridge and away from the
prevailing wind being dictated by the search for shelter
rather than the need for defence. For parallels one may
look to the growing number of small hillslope and
lowland settlements, sometimes rectangular, sometimes
curvilinear or irregular, which have in the past 20 years
or so been coming to light through aerial photography
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along the valleys of the Severn and its tributaries in
Shropshire and northern Powys (cf Figure 72; also
Webster 1975; Musson 1981; Whimster 1989). Some of
these may be essentially prehistoric in origin, but others
have produced Romano-British pottery as well as
‘native’ wares that could be either Roman or pre-
Roman in date (Jenks 1971 and pers comm). The New
Pieces enclosure may be a settlement of this kind, either
developing its own field system or taking advantage of
a pattern already well-established during the lifetime of
the main hillfort, to which attention must now be
turned.

The geology of the Breiddin Hills

The following description was prepared in 1976 with
the assistance of the late Dr F W Anderson, who drew
upon observations made by Mr T Courtney while
working as a member of the excavation team at the
Breiddin (see also Earp and Hains 1971).

The Breiddin Hills form an elliptical area of Or-
dovician rocks bound on the east by unconformable
Silurian and Carboniferous (Coal Measures) strata.
Along the north-west side, the Ordovician disappears
beneath the Recent Alluvium of the River Severn.
Sedimentary rocks occupy the greater part of the area
and consist of quartzose grits and micaceous grey-to-
black muddy flagstones, some of which in the Breiddin
Hill area are altered to hornfels. Tuffs, largely
composed of very fine pale-brown volcanic ash, with
black spots, are found particularly in the area between
Middletown Hill and Moel y Golfa. A volcanic cong-
lomerate, mostly made up of andesite fragments set in
a grey and spotted ashy matrix, forms Middletown Hill.
This rock extends north-east to Bausley Hill, where
shales and ashy grits are intercalated amongst the cong-
lomerates. Moel y Golfa is formed from a mass of dark
grey or dull greenish andesite, mainly extruded as lavas
but perhaps in part intrusive. The Breiddin Hill itself is
composed of a mass of intrusive rock (a hyersthene
dolerite) which outcrops from Garreg Bank in the
south-west to Crew Green in the north-east.

An examination of the ‘foreign’ and utilised stones
from the hillfort excavations showed that probably all
of the rock material found on the site had been derived
from the immediate area; most of it was strictly of local
origin, but some stones had obviously been derived
from the Glacial Drift, which included erratic material
from North and Central Wales, still largely of Or-
dovician age and similar in character to that outcrop-
ping in the Breiddin Hills. The gritstones used in many
of the querns appear to be of local Ordovician origin;
the softer sandstones may have been brought from the
Coal Measures, the nearest outcrops being about 3 km
cast of the fort. The dolerite of the Breiddin Hill itself
is deeply weathered and, on the evidence of the excava-
tion results, was used only rarely for artefacts.

1.3 The Breiddin hillfort
The most striking feature of the north-western ridge –
the Breiddin Hill of the Ordnance Survey map – is the
drop of up to 300 m to the valley of the River Severn to
the north-west. Cliffs, broken crags and scree slopes
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along the whole of this flank (Figure 4) make artificial
defences superfluous, but along the south-eastern side
the slopes are less severe and the hilltop has here been
defended by a double line of stone-built ramparts, aug-
mented across the shoulder between the hillfort and
New Pieces by a third rampart composed of soil and
stone, with an external ditch and meagre counterscarp
bank. The extra line of defence is only present to the
north-east of the deeply funnelled entrance, which lies
about half way along the 1100 m length of the hillfort,
the steeper slopes to the south-west presumably giving
adequate protection without the need for the extra
defensive work. The area enclosed by the innermost
rampart is in the region of 28 ha, though the lack of
built defences along the north-western side makes a
precise measurement impossible. The Breiddin,
therefore, is amongst the largest hillforts in Britain,
though only a small part of the interior – possibly a fifth
– seems sufficiently flat or sheltered for comfortable use
as building land.

The ramparts

The first and second ramparts for the most part appear
as straggling lines of loose stones, only slightly raised
above the hillslope on the uphill side but tumbling
forward for anything up to 15 or 20 m down-slope. In
places they depart from their general line along the
contours and strike up or down hill to take advantage
of projecting knobs of rock or natural breaks of slope;
in other cases the divergences appear entirely in-
consequential.

Towards the north-eastern end of the fort the inner-
most rampart (to judge by surface indications) contains
a fair amount of soil, and has a sharper and more
upstanding profile, though even here it is rarely raised
more than half a metre above the interior. At the
extreme north-eastern end it terminates against Falsely
Gutter, a dizzying natural fissure which cuts down the
cliffs that form the northern bastion of the ridge. At the
south-western end, now lost to quarrying, it originally
turned sharply back across the ridge towards a natural
boss of rock, below which a detached stretch of bank
struck off down the hillslope to close the relatively easy
approach above the cliffs known as Craig y Breiddin.

The second rampart, similar in character but on a
smaller scale, lies between 50 m and 90 m beyond the
first, the spacing bearing no apparent relationship to
changes in the hillslope, as it might if it were dictated by
considerations of sling warfare or the like. It seems
equally possible that the defences were built in this way
to enclose more of the hillside (up to 4 ha or so),
perhaps as protected grazing. This impression is rein-
forced by the two small overlapping entrances identified
by O’Neil (1937, 88) in the south-eastern stretch of
rampart, but now lost in Forestry Commission
planting. If the intention was purely defensive it would
also be difficult to explain the siting of the rampart at its
south-western end, just before it fades into the steepen-
ing hillslope on the edge of the recent quarry distur-
bance. Here, it cuts across the inner edge of a rocky
buttress projecting from the south-eastern flank of the
hill and in doing so excludes a relatively fiat area which
would have been a point of some weakness in the event
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of a concerted attack upon the fort. At the north- Breiddin entrance as a development of a common form
western end of the site the second rampart dies away of hillfort approach in which the entrance track traver-
above the ravine which separates the hillfort from New ses obliquely across the slope in front of an overlooking
Pieces; O’Neil (1937, 88) thought that it might have rampart. The weakness would lie to a frontal attack.
swung down the slope to meet the third rampart above ignoring the approach path to gain the quickest
White Well, but more recent observation shows this not possible access to the gateway itself. The overlapping of
to be the case. the ramparts at the Breiddin, and the addition of

The third rampart, which follows a virtually straight linking walls on either side of the approach, forestalls
line along the contour between 20 m and 35 m beyond this danger and creates an immensely strong funnelled
the second, has a clear military intention – the streng- approach. In winter, when the undergrowth is low, the
thening of the defences at their point of greatest entrance still presents an impressive spectacle; short
weakness above the col that separates the hillfort ridge lengths of revetment are visible on the northern side,
from its south-easterly neighbour. In contrast to the but the gateway itself has been restored to a formidable
second rampart, this is a substantial work, still standing jumble of stone by the backfilling of O’Neil’s trenches.
up to 4 m above the heavily silted ditch which fronts the The entrance track passes through the gateway on
greater part of its length. There is also a small coun- more or less its original line, but is then obscured by a
terscarp bank containing many boulders, which merges modern metalled track, so that its continuation within
with the boundaries of the ancient field system in a way the fort remains a matter of conjecture. Outside the
which leaves little certainty about their chronological fort, the track across the shoulder follows an artificial
relationship (O’Neil 1937, 113). The ditch is broken by terrace about 15 m wide before disappearing into the
a number of causeways, which suggests either that it forestry which blankets the north-western slopes of
was unfinished or that it was essentially a quarry for New Pieces (Figure 4). Even in O’Neil’s day the track
bank-material rather than an integral element in the could not be traced far in that direction, and the ancient
defensive scheme. Causeways can be seen at 8, 68, 95 line of approach from the valley remains uncertain. It is
and 125 m south-west of White Well, in each case with possible that the path took a circuitous route like the
a corresponding lowering of the bank (which might modern forestry road, across New Pieces and round the
prompt an alternative explanation, as slighting of the north-eastern end of the ridge to the valley below: the
defences at some time in the hillfort’s history). There is approach from the north-east up the ravine below
also a dip in the bank at 225m, though the ditch is White Well is too steep for anything but foot traffic, and
present in this case. Both bank and ditch fade into the the present track up the gully from the south-west
hillslope opposite White Well. Towards the hillfort approaches the shoulder on a line which makes a link
entrance the ditch becomes progressively shallower and with the ancient terraced way unlikely.
it has vanished altogether, so far as surface traces show,
by the time the much reduced bank swings round to join The hillfort interior
the second rampart north of the entrance fairway.

Several oblique breaks through the ramparts, especi- In the interior, south-west of the entrance, there is a
ally north-east of the entrance, seem unlikely to be of flattened area up to 15 m wide immediately behind the
any antiquity: some of them appear relatively well- innermost rampart. In places this is accompanied by a
preserved, but they are cut almost entirely in the loose shallow rock-face on the uphill side, which still displays
scree at the front of the first and second ramparts and signs of quarrying, presumably for rampart material.
are probably fairly recent attempts to provide easier This strip continues with little interruption along the
access to the hilltop for animals. A number of irregular- whole of the south-western circuit, though usually at a
ly spaced hollows in the top of the innermost rampart width nearer 6-8 m. It would have been an obvious
are of equally dubious antiquity. place for buildings in antiquity, despite the proximity to

The hillfort entrance and approach track
the rampart, since it is flat, sheltered and open to the
morning sun. North-east of the entrance, however, the
flattened strip soon reduces to as little as 2-3 m wide,

The hillfort entrance lies about half way along the too narrow for any but the smallest of buildings.
south-eastern side. The first and second ramparts Apart from this strip, the interior of the fort falls
traverse obliquely across the slope to join one another, naturally into two halves – the higher north-eastern end
creating a funnelled passage over 70m long. The marked by grassy slopes below a narrow summit ridge,
passage narrows towards the gateway, and is over- and the lower south-western end by flatter areas and
looked from the north by the inner rampart, which at occasional rock outcrops, now largely hidden in
this point is cutting steeply down the hillslope from a Forestry Commission planting where not removed alto-
rather higher line along the north-eastern flank of the gether by recent quarrying. The line of division origin-
fort. ally ran across the ridge from the hillfort entrance,

The gateway itself, and an adjacent area behind the passing just north of Buckbean Pond, a natural pool
inner rampart, were partly excavated by O’Neil in the formed in a shallow linear hollow between rock
1930s; his results are summarised in Chapter 1.4 for outcrops but reduced by the time of the excavations to
their relevance to the more recent excavations. There a swampy area, and now totally destroyed by quarry-
appeared to be a short inturn on the northern side of the ing.
entrance, but little more than a clubbing on the south At the extreme north-eastern end of the hill the
(O’Neil 1937, fig 3). The inturn, however, was almost summit ridge is no more than 15–20 m wide, flanked on
certainly a late addition and it is perhaps best to see the either side by the steep slopes which drop away to the
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line of the inner rampart or to the cliffs and scree slopes
that dominate the Severn Valley to the north and north-
west. Near Rodney’s Pillar the width increases to about
40 m, and as the ridge drops down gently towards the
former site of Buckbean Pond it reaches as much as
70 m. On either side of the ridge, especially towards
Buckbean Pond, the slopes are broken here and there
by vertical rock faces, fronted by boulder-strewn
terraces that could have provided tolerable building
land during the lifetime of the fort. The summit ridge
preserves no surface evidence of buildings.

The hilltop ridge to the south-west of the now
vanished Buckbean Pond, despite frequent rock
outcrops, had extensive areas or terraces of gently
sloping land where buildings could have stood without
the need for artificial platforms. The area immediately
south and south-east of the pond, some 2.5 ha in extent,
would probably have been the most desirable part of
the hillfort in antiquity, with the possible exception of
the sheltered strip in the lee of the inner rampart. Un-
fortunately, those parts not removed by quarrying here
and to the south-west now lie hidden beneath forestry
planting. By good fortune, however, a small tongue of
flat land projecting southward from one of the more
extensive terraces was free of conifers when quarry
workings first began to impinge on the hillfort in 1969.
It was here, and on the hillslopes and rampart to the
south, that the rescue excavations were concentrated
between 1969 and 1975; in the later part of 1975 and in
1976 attention was turned to the area immediately
around Buckbean Pond.

variations in the character of materials available for
construction.

O’Neil’s investigation of the entrance was fairly com-
prehensive by the standards of his day, especially
behind the rampart inturn on the north (O’Neil 1937,
101–7, figs 2 and 3). But not all of his trenches were
opened at the same time, and some were little more than
slots designed to follow the lines of revetment walls. In
the circumstances there can be little confidence that all
of his postholes and gullies belonged to the same phase
of gate construction, and there are too many uncertain-
ties in his description to allow detailed reinterpretation.
Nevertheless, some of his observations are relevant to a
full understanding of the more recent work, and they
are worth summarising here.

The inner rampart had an inturn on the higher,
northern side of the entrance but was merely ‘clubbed’
to the south, below the gate position as O’Neil saw it
(his fig 3). South of the gateway there was a possibility
of an earlier phase of defence, rejected as such by
O’Neil, as well as a thin layer of occupation debris and
a possible posthole beneath the rampart. These observa-
tions will be of some importance to the discussion of the
full extent of the late Bronze Age hillfort in the present
report. Behind the rampart inturn on the north there
was a black occupation layer ‘associated’ in some way
with four substantial postholes. It was this layer
(O’Neil’s ‘Period I’), which produced most of his pre-
historic finds, including thirteen sherds of vesicular
pottery like that found in the Iron Age levels of the
recent excavations, and two pieces of bronzework
which we can now recognize as deriving from the late
Bronze Age occupation of the site (Nos 158–9 in this
report). This layer ran underneath the rear revetment of
the rampart inturn, and O’Neil saw it therefore as
entirely pre-dating the hillfort defences. In the light of

1.4 Excavations, 1933–35 and 1969–76 the recent excavation results, however, it seems clear
that the material accumulated behind an earlier – and

Excavations by O’Neil in 1933–35

Apart from his work on the New Pieces settlement and
the adjacent field system, O’Neil concentrated his atten-
tion in 1933–35 on the ramparts and entrance of the
main hillfort. He cut sections (A and B in Figure 4)
which showed that the first two ramparts were
composed of loose scree or earth and stones, without
external ditches and with dry-stone facings front and
rear. The third rampart, where O’Neil sectioned it
halfway between the entrance and White Well (C in
Figure 4), was a more substantial affair, with a water-
logged external ditch and a meagre counterscarp bank.
A sloping berm apparently stood between the inner lip
of the ditch and a vertical front revetment, marked in
O’Neil’s trench by a single stone, but better represented
elsewhere by a line of boulders projecting through the
turf on the downward slope of the bank (O’Neil 1937,
100–1, fig 2C). Closer to the entrance, where the third
line of defence turns to flank the northern side of the
approach track, O’Neil found little trace of the rampart
core and only a single large boulder on its uphill side (B
in Figure 4; O’Neil 1937, 100, fig 2B). He was inclined,
perhaps correctly, to attribute the differences in scale
and the lack of a ditch to changes in topography and

simpler – version of the Iron Age entrance, before the
rampart inturn was added. This change in the form of
the entrance was followed by the construction – in
O’Neil’s ‘Period II’ – of a small egg-shaped ‘hut’, seen
(in three separate trenches) as rough stone footings to
a wattle-and-daub superstructure; plentiful fragments
of burned daub were taken as evidence of its destruction
by fire, but apart from this there were no other finds
(though some of the daub can now be recognized as
Iron Age briquetage – cf O’Neil’s fig 6, nos 1 and 2).

Above these deposits, and in places overlying an
intermediate sterile layer, there was a covering of large
stones and soil, the limits of which are difficult to
recover from O’Neil’s description. He saw this as a
deliberate uphill slighting of the rampart core (his
‘Period III’), carried out in all probability by the
Romans so as to leave the entrance open for continued
access to the now indefensible hillfort. Behind and
perhaps above this ‘slighting’ (the relationship is not
altogether clear from his account), O’Neil found a thick
occupation deposit (his ‘Period IV’) containing Rom-
ano-British pottery, all of the distinctive pieces being
3rd or 4th century in date. There was also some crude
‘native ware’ which O’Neil attributed to the post-
Roman period, though it now seems more acceptable as
rubbish survival from the pre-Roman use of the hilltop
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Fig 5  Excavation areas, 1969-76. Scale 1:4000
Everything to the left of B0, B3-4-5 and B7 has now been destroyed or severely damaged by quarrying.

(O’Neil 1937, 97, 125, fig 7; nos 1-3 are probably Iron
Age briquetage and nos 4-7 probably late Bronze Age
coarse ware).

The status and dating of O’Neil’s ‘Roman slighting’
must now be in doubt. On the basis of his drawings it
looks equally plausible as another reconstruction of the
rampart inturn. Whatever its interpretation, the local
concentration of Romano-British pottery (31 sherds
from an area scarcely 8 m by 3 m across) was enough to
suggest a substantial Romano-British presence, and
hence to give the Breiddin hillfort a particular interest
in relation to the discussion of Roman and post-Roman
re-occupation of such sites (cf Simpson 1964; Fowler
1971). At the other end of the time-scale, his late Bronze
Age finds hinted that the Breiddin might also contribute
to the growing debate on early hillfort origins. When
these possibilities were added to the Iron Age potential
of the site they left little doubt that rescue work should
be undertaken when the south-western end of the fort
came under threat from quarrying in 1969.

Rescue excavations in 1969-76

The excavations began with an exploratory season in
the autumn of 1969, undertaken by a hastily assembled
team of volunteers and itinerant diggers. The results
were encouraging enough to justify a major campaign
on a more professional basis, which eventually lasted
for 30 months between late summer 1970 and the early
autumn of 1976, the bulk of the work being done during
the autumn, winter and early spring.

At the beginning of the project, the threatened area
lay at the south-western end of the hillfort ridge and for
a distance of some 350 m along the western face (Figure
5). From 1969 until 1974 the excavations were con-
centrated on the inner rampart and associated occupa-
tion deposits at this end of the hill (Areas B0 and B1,
trenches B12 and B13 in Figure 5). A flattish area on the
summit ridge nearby was also examined (B3-4-5), and
limited work was carried out on the eastern hillslopes
between these two areas (B20, B21). Here, at the south-
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western end of the hill, the basic sequence of occupation
was established and the main types of structures first
recognised. A draft report was written and circulated
for comment (Musson 1974). But in the autumn of 1974
the quarry concession was extended to the north-east,
taking in the flat and gently sloping areas around
Buckbean Pond. In 1975 and 1976, therefore, attention
was turned to the newly threatened areas in and around
the pond (B6, B7). At the same time, extensions were
made to earlier trenches where there seemed a possibil-
ity of answering outstanding questions of phasing or
distribution: B3-4-5 was expanded to the east and
south-east, and further work was done behind the
rampart in trenches B03 and B04.

At all stages it was recognised that only a tiny pro-
portion of the hillfort could be investigated, and the
trenches were deliberately sited where they seemed
likely to produce the greatest return in terms of struc-
tures, finds and stratified deposits. In the process, large
parts of the threatened area were left unexamined.
either because they seemed too steep or exposed for
significant occupation, or because they were too heavily
forested for economical investigation. In other cases,
and particularly on the eastern hillslopes and the fringes
of Buckbean Pond, potentially fruitful areas were aban-
doned or left untouched in favour of more pressing
work elsewhere, or because the advance of the quarry
face could no longer be delayed.

In this sense the excavations cannot claim to be
complete, or even representative: rather, they are a
selective sample of the areas available for excavation,
carried to the stage where many of the main conclusions
had begun to confirm themselves by repetition.

Despite the extent of the excavations, certain reserva-
tions must still be held about the results. Apart from
O’Neil’s cuttings near the entrance in the 1930s, com-
parative evidence from the rest of the rampart circuit is
lacking, and the present results are not necessarily re-
presentative of the situation elsewhere. The hillfort
entrance should certainly be re-excavated if the oppor-
tunity ever arises, not least to solve outstanding
problems about the extent of the Bronze Age rampart.
Better evidence could also be sought for the dating of
the Iron Age rampart and the interpretation of occupa-
tion deposits behind it. Too little attention has been
given, moreover, to the outer defences and the possibil-
ity of occupation deposits or palisade lines beyond the
innermost rampart, especially in the later Bronze Age.

Methods of excavation and recording

The excavation work in 1969–76 was carried out by a
small, full-time team (usually about 6 people) over long
periods (about 30 months in all). When rescue work
began, in October 1969, the timing was dictated by the
immediacy of the threat. In subsequent seasons,
however, the decision to work mainly in the autumn,
winter and spring arose from the desire to excavate in
conditions best suited to the recovery of structural and
stratigraphical information – the arguments are set out
fully in Musson 1971 and 1972, and only key points will
be repeated here.

Above the dolerite bedrock, the natural soil of the hill
was a crumbly acid loam, reddish-brown for the most

part but becoming mottled and yellower as it merged
into the basal clayey silt that covered much of the site.
In a soil of this nature the edges of pits or postholes
became blurred by animal and root action, and if colour
differences could be seen at all they were quickly
obscured during excavation by a film of dried soil parti-
cles which masked the surface within minutes under the
action of sun and wind. When the soil was dry there
were practically no detectable colour changes. In
addition, it was almost always difficult to identify the
level from which features had been dug, because of the
lack of colour contrast between the filling of features
and the deposits through which they were cut, especially
when the soil was dry. Thus, when the excavations
started after the summer drought of 1969 the wall-lines
and floor levels of two or more roundhouses in the
exploratory trenches (B01, B02) remained practically
undetected, despite careful hand-excavation. Later in
1969 and in 1970–72, when the adjacent areas were dug
in damp conditions, the same walls and floors could be
seen with relative ease, so long as the excavation was
limited to dull and windless days.

There was no water supply close at hand at the
southern end of the hill, and extensive watering of the
trenches was therefore impossible. The same applied
further north in the interior during 1975 and 1976,
Buckbean Pond being dry from about May onwards. In
any case, experience showed that watering only parti-
ally restored the colour changes seen at the moment of
first trowelling. The yellowish soil seen on first exposure
would oxidise within 15–30 minutes to a dull khaki and
within a few hours to a dirty brown, so that previously
unmistakeable features could only be seen with dif-
ficulty.

As a result a full record could only be obtained when
planning followed fairly quickly on the trowelling of
soil that was already damp throughout. For these
reasons alone it seemed desirable to avoid the dry and
sunny months of summer. An exception was made in
the case of Buckbean Pond, which became unworkable
in really wet conditions, but the rampart excavation
had to be suspended throughout the dry summer of
1975, when the failure to recognise features at a higher
level in B7 (the area-excavation alongside Buckbean
Pond) was a fair illustration of the danger of digging in
dry conditions.

After the first season of trial work in 1969, methods
of excavation and recording were chosen to accord with
the character of the subsoil. which abounded in loose
stone, identical to that used to pack postholes and wall
gullies or to fill disused pits ( cf  Plates 9, 10). Quite often
the existence of features could be suspected from varia-
tions in the density of stone, but changes in the colour
of the soil rarely became clear above the surface of the
undisturbed yellow ‘clay’, and it was impossible to
define the edges of even the clearest features with any
precision above this level. Attempts to excavate pits or
postholes from the level at which they were first seen (or
suspected) would have been self-defeating, and the
majority of the excavated areas were therefore dug in
‘spits’ of between 2 cm and 10 cm in depth, adjusted
wherever possible to the natural or man-made slopes or
to any clearly visible stratigraphy. The outlines of post-
holes, pits and other features were consequently defined
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Fig 6   Radiocarbon dates from the Breiddin Hillfort: dry-land series
Radiocarbon dates from the rampart and interior of the hillfort plotted at 2 sigma (95% probability) in relation to
the main periods of activity represented at the site. A summary of the dates and their contexts is given in Table 1
(opposite). Calibrations of these and other dates from Buckbean Pond (Fig 48) are given in Table 6 at the end of
Chapter 8. For further details of samples and their derivation see microfiche Chapter 12.

by a number of more or less horizontal plans at gradu-
ally increasing depths, rather than by a single vertical
section placed across each feature at an early stage,
perhaps when its outline was still unclear. In most cases
it was possible by this method to locate the probable
position of the post-pipe within a post-pit, or to show
that the packing was too disturbed or collapsed for it to
be identified. Where postholes had been re-dug, the
successive post positions could usually be recovered
with a fair degree of certainty.

In essence this method was devised to cope with the
relatively flat ‘unstratified’ areas of the interior, but it
was also applied to a considerable extent in the deposits
behind and under the rampart, where changes in soil
texture and colour were only vaguely distinguishable.
In very few instances was it possible to divide one ‘layer’
from another, except as a graduation from (say) darker
to lighter soil. This ‘spit-method’ of digging gave a
degree of control in excavation and recording which
(within limits) allowed the sequence to be reconstructed

subsequently, even if it was only half understood at the
time. In the few instances where floor levels or distinc-
tive layers were indentifiable these were excavated
stratigraphically.

During or on completion of each spit the surface was
drawn at a scale of 1:20, in pencil on drafting film.
Levels were recorded in relation to a local datum. As far
as possible, stones and soil colour changes were re-
presented as they appeared on the ground, without
attempting in the first instance to define individual
archaeological features. In this sense the spit-plans tried
to be ‘objective’ representations of the surface, though
subjective impressions were added by annotating the
plans or using broken lines to mark the edges of
features as the excavator saw them at each stage. The
way in which these impressions varied from plan to plan
showed how vulnerable they were to error, especially
where the lower parts of features could eventually be
defined with greater clarity in the natural subsoil or
underlying bedrock.
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Table 1: Radiocarbon dates from the Breiddin hillfort: dry-land series.
The dates marked by asterisks are considered for one reason or another to be unreliable, the reasons in each case
being given in the detailed sample descriptions in microfiche Chapter 12 and at relevant points in the printed text

No Result bc/ad Context Lab No

Pre-hillfort

1 2270 ± 90 bc
2 1876 ± 106 bc
3 1550 ± 100 bc
4* 1074 ± 62 bc

Bronze Age hillfort

5 868 ± 64 bc
6 828 ± 71 bc
7 810 ± 70 bc
8 800 ± 41 bc
9 754 ± 50 bc

10 740 ± 70 bc
I I 740 ± 80 bc
12 710 ± 80 bc
13 610 ± 90 bc
14* 560 ± 60 bc

Iron Age hillfort (and late intrusion, no 33)

15*
16*
17
18
19
20
21
22
23*
24*
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

479 ± 55 bc Roundhouse R1, floor and wall-line, 0106/75
460 ± 100 bc Roundhouse RX, porch postholes, 3704/70
375 ± 63 bc Pit ‘within’ roundhouse R9, 3505
370 ± 70 bc Six-poster S1, postholes 7080A–D
370 ± 80 bc Four-poster F41, digging-out pit, 7050
320 ± 80 bc Roundhouse R2, floor and wall-line. 0206/32/34
294 ± 40 bc Four-poster F16. post-pipe. 5084
270 ± 90 bc Rampart core. rear, 0457
240 ± 80 bc Four-posters, combined sample, Area B3-4-5
238 ± 70 bc Four-poster F33. throughout posthole, 3191
230 ± 80 bc Four-poster F39, digging-out pit, 7041
220 ± 60 bc Pit containing iron torque No 197, 7087
201 ± 31 bc Occupation soil behind rampart, 0491
192 ± 31 bc Midden/occupation soil behind rampart, 0489
191 ± 28 bc Refuse outside roundhouse R3, 0459
I72 ± 45 bc Four-poster F13, post-pipes, 1463, 1541/42
l70 ± 70 bc Four-poster F29. post-pipes, 3623
158 ± 31 bc Roundhouse R3, floor, 0485
109 ± 105 bc Late intrusion, 1655 (Chapter 2.8)
100 ± 80 bc Four-poster F49. digging-out pit, 7117

Recent

35 ad 1850 ± 70

Pit filling in interior, 7017N HAR-1414
Pit/bowl-hearth in interior, 3641B BM-882
Bowl-hearths under rampart, 1618/22/24 HA R-470
Soil with Neolithic finds, 1422/1617 BM-885

Occupation soil behind rampart, 0137
Rampart timbering, post in gully, 0141B
Rampart timbering, posts in gully, 0141B/D
Rampart timbering, above paired postholes, 1687/91
Haft of socketed bronze axe. No 138 in Figure 56
Rampart timbering, paired postholes, 0140/42/49
Rampart core, above paired postholes, 0419 (as no 14)
Pit in interior, 5161
Furnaces, working-hollows, in interior, 5164/58/67
Rampart core, above paired postholes, 0419 (as no 11)

Buried soil on house-platform, 0226 HAR-843

BM-880
BM-879
HAR-1616
BM-878
BM-798
HAR-1615
HAR-1761
HAR-1223
HAR-1224
HAR-1415

BM-881
HAR-467
BM-963
HAR-1287
HAR-1286
HAR-842
BM-964
QL-1080
HAR-468
BM-884
HAR-1413
CAR-998
BM-1158
BM-1159
BM-1161
BM-965
HAR-469
BM-1160
BM-883
HAR-1617
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The published outlines of most features have been Age’, ‘late Bronze Age’ or simply ‘Bronze Age’ have
reconstructed by tracing ‘upwards’ from relatively well- been used in connection with the earliest hillfort oc-
defined holes in the subsoil or bedrock, through succes- cupation, reserving ‘Late Bronze Age’ for contexts
sive spit-plans, to levels where their existence could only where a specifically typological meaning is intended.
be suspected from a discontinuity in the density of stone Radiocarbon dates from the ‘dry’ parts of the hillfort
or a scarcely detectable change in soil colour. In many are presented graphically in Figure 6, and in Table 1;
cases it was possible in this way to trace features by those from the archaeological and environmental
means of individual packing stones to levels at which sequence in and around Buckbean Pond are shown in
they could not reasonably have been detected on site, Table 2, alongside Figure 48. The calibration of dates in
and in a few cases it was even feasible to establish the both series is given in Table 6 in Chapter 8, and full
existence of features which had hardly been detected at details of the provenance of samples are given in micro-
all during excavation. fiche Chapter 12.

Each find was numbered individually and its position Finds are numbered in the sequence of their illustra-
recorded on the spit-plan then under preparation, or tion or description, although the original record
occasionally on a separate overlay. Since spits were numbers are quoted in the catalogue entries in Chapter
rarely more than 10 cm deep, all finds were thus located 7. In the original find numbers the first four digits
both in relation to the recorded stratigraphy and indicate the context or feature from which the find was
(within a matter of a few centimetres) in relation to the derived, and the last two the find number within it.
planning grid and site datum. Within this system there Thus B106802 is the second find from feature/context
was little danger of objects being wrongly allocated: B1068, which is in turn feature or context 68 in trench
where features such as pits, postholes or layers were B10. On site plans where the trench number is indicat-
well-defined at the time of excavation the finds were ed, only the context number within that trench is
attributed to them immediately, rather than to the spit normally shown (viz 68 rather than 1068).
currently under excavation; where the outlines only
became clear from subsequent analysis the relevant Deposition of finds and excavation records
finds were re-allocated by reference to their recorded
positions on the spit-drawings. By generous permission of the landowners. Messrs V J

and G A Vickers and Miss E G S Vickers of Criggion
Estates, the finds have been placed on permanent loan
with the National Museum of Wales, for display at

1.5 Presentation of the report
Cardiff and in the Powysland Museum at Welshpool.
The original site records have for the moment been
retained by the Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, 7a

As mentioned above, a preliminary account of the ex- Church Street. Welshpool, Powys, SY21 7DL.
cavations was completed in 1974, but the subsequent
renewal of site work necessitated re-appraisal of the
manner in which the results were to be presented. A full
and objective description of the structural and strati- 1.6 Acknowledgements
graphical evidence was precluded not only by the length
of text involved but also by the uncertainties of obser- This report would not be complete without an expres-
vation described above. On a site where so much was sion of thanks to the many friends and colleagues who
ill-defined no amount of description or illustration have contributed to its eventual appearance. Pride of
would allow the reader to make major reinterpretations place, for the excavations in 1970-74, must go to the
on the published evidence alone. It seemed best. fellow members of the then Rescue Archaeology Group
therefore, to present the excavator’s own assessment of – David Allen. William Britnell and Graeme Guilbert –
the site evidence, drawing attention to doubtful obser- and to the long-suffering project staff, especially Denise
vations. conflicting interpretations or disputable con- Allen, Sue Ames, Jenny Britnell, Jeff Coppen, Terence
clusions. The text as printed here is the minimum which Courtney. John Daw, Jason Fenwick, Penny Guilbert,
satisfies the authors in these respects; readers who wish Paul Kent, Alan Lane, Mike Maguire, Tim O’Leary.
to dig deeper must refer to the microfiche text which Malcolm Ranson, Robert Roberts, Bevis Sale, Richard
accompanies the printed report (Chapters 9-13). to the Sheppard, Giovanna Vitelli and Brian Williams. Per-
original excavation records and to the working papers mission to carry out the excavations was given by the
stored with them. owners of the Criggion Estates, and the management

The finds, though not particularly numerous, are and quarry staff of the Amey Roadstone Corporation
nevertheless fairly rich by the standards of prehistoric (later ARC Western), who were always ready with
sites in the ‘highland zone’, and are therefore of com- practical assistance and co-operation; a special word of
paratively greater importance in the regional context. thanks should be reserved for the quarry foreman at the
The printed report therefore contains illustrations of time of the excavations, Mr Derek Smith. Finance.
almost all the finds, omitting only duplicates and advice and support was provided throughout by the
objects which are too fragmentary for reasonable inter- Ancient Monuments Branch of the Department of En-
pretation. vironment (now Cadw:Welsh Historic Monuments);

A relatively simple period-notation has been adopted the completion of the project and the appearance of the
for phasing. Since ‘Late Bronze Age’ carries typological report owe much to the flexibility and ingenuity of the
and chronological connotations, the terms ‘later Bronze Department’s staff, especially Mr D M Evans and Mr
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R Avent, at a time of rapid change in the financing and
organisation of rescue archaeology. The 1969 excava-
tions were carried out under the auspices of the Depart-
ment of Archaeology, University College, Cardiff. The
members of the Breiddin Excavation Committee, which
took over responsibility for the work by the Rescue
Archaeology Group from 1970 to the end of 1974, were
Professor Leslie Alcock, Professor R J C Atkinson, the
late Dr A H A Hogg and Mr J P Beards. The last two
years of excavation, and the subsequent publication
work, were undertaken by the Clwyd-Powys Arch-
aeological Trust under the chairmanship of Mr H Noel
Jerman and later Mr P A Barker.

Apart from the contributors of specialist reports,
who accepted the author’s manipulation of their texts
with admirable forbearance, thanks are also due to the
many professional colleagues whose advice or informa-
tion are acknowledged at various points in the report.
Particularly valuable comments on the early draft were
received from Leslie Alcock, Cherry Lavell, Peter Crew
and Graeme Guilbert; any shortcomings or errors
which have evaded them are entirely the responsibility
of-the author. Conservation of-the finds was undertaken
successively by Mervyn Hinge and Lesley Maynard of
Archaeometric Equipments Ltd, by Graham Morgan
and Wendy Turner of the Council of Museums in
Wales, and by David Leigh, David Watkinson and
Janet Warren of the then Department of Archaeology,
University College, Cardiff. Some of the wooden
objects from Breiddin Pond were conserved at the
National Museum of Scotland through the good
services of Hugh McKerrell. Technical examination of

various materials was undertaken by the Ancient
Monuments Laboratory, London, and thanks are due
particularly to Leo Biek and Justine Bayley. Wood
identifications for the most part are by Graham
Morgan, of Leicester University. For radiocarbon
dating thanks are due to the staff of the British
Museum, AERE Harwell and University of Wales
College of Cardiff, particularly Richard Burleigh, Bob
Otlet and Quentin Dresser. The majority of the finds
drawings are by David Lloyd Owen, the exceptions
being the flintwork by Penny Guilbert, the pottery by
Bevis Sale and wooden finds by William Britnell; the
rest of the drawings are by Brian Williams, who showed
admirable stoicism in-the face of the author’s uncertain-
ties and changes of mind. The various drafts of the
report were typed by Jenny Britnell, Shirley Jones, Julia
Musson, and the staff of the Clwyd-Powys Arch-
aeological Trust, from scripts which often left much to
be desired.

A word of special gratitude must go to the author’s
wife and children, Fiona, Bea, Bevis, Rhiannon and
Rowan, for uncomplaining acceptance of periodic
neglect in favour of an unfinished typescript. The types-
cript itself might never have been completed without the
selfless determination of William Britnell, the author’s
successor as Director of the Clwyd-Powys Archaeologi-
cal Trust, assisted by Dr Alex Gibson, Field Officer at
the Trust. To all of the above the author extends a
heartfelt vote of thanks. along with a deep sigh of relief
at seeing the text finally in print and available to fellow-
archaeologists for enlightenment, comment and criti-
cism.



CHAPTER 2 RAMPART EXCAVATIONS

2.1 Introduction

The rampart excavations were located at the south-
western end of the hillfort (Figure 5), in areas subse-
quently destroyed or heavily damaged by quarrying.
The main group of trenches (B0, B1) lay on the relative-
ly sheltered south-eastern hillslopes over an area
roughly 60m by 20m in extent, bisected obliquely by an
access road cut through the rampart when quarrying
first moved onto the top of the hill in 1969. The layout
and numbering of the trenches is illustrated in Figure 7.

As elsewhere along its circuit, the innermost rampart
(the only one investigated in the recent excavations) lay
some way down the slope from the central ridge, which
was broken at this point by a number of rock outcrops,
two of which lent a degree of shelter to the area ex-
cavated as B3-4-5 (Chapter 3). Below the ridge irregular
slopes of coarse grass and bracken, with a thin scatter
of mature trees (mainly birch, oak and pine), fell at a
gradient of about 1 in 4 towards the rampart, behind
which a more or less level bench between 6m and 10m
wide presumably represented accumulated hillwash and
occupation debris. The rampart itself appeared as a
band of tumbled scree 8-10m wide (Plate 3B), beyond
which the hillslope fell at much the same gradient for a
further 40m or so (less on the northern side of the
quarry road) before dropping away sharply to the
ravine below.

Most of the terraces and minor rock scarps on the
slopes behind the rampart were probably of geological
origin, but just north of the quarry road, about 17m
behind the rampart, a distinctively semi-circular hollow
hinted at the presence of an artificial platform. This was
investigated as B02. Nothing similar could be traced
elsewhere within the threatened area, however. or at
any point within the unforested portions of the hillfort.
Two slight undulations higher up the slope were parti-
ally investigated as B20 and B21 (Figure 5); the former
showed no obvious sign of human interference, and the
latter was abandoned in favour of more pressing work
elsewhere after the first spit of excavation. Two smaller
terraces. apparently rectangular and about 6m by 4m
across (marked by asterisks in Figure 7), were cleared of
undergrowth in the unfulfilled hope that time could be
spared for their investigation; they could perhaps have
accommodated small buildings, but might equally well
have been of natural origin.

Beyond the quarry concession to the north-east, the
rampart was backed in the interior of the fort by a
substantial terrace of flat and gently sloping land,
largely obscured by forestry conifers. The southern tip
of this terrace, which fell just within the quarry conces-
sion, was investigated as B01. From the south-western
edge of this trench the ground fell away for some 15m
at a slope of about 1 in 6, before levelling out in the
bottom of a slight gully or fold in the hillslope, ex-
ploited by the 1969 quarry road on its way to the
summit ridge. Both the slopes and the sheltered area

immediately north of the road were investigated in the
final season of the rampart excavations (1975), as B03
and B04.

South of the quarry road, where the rampart climbed
gently back across the hillslope, a quarry track had
caused superficial damage in the interior but the
rampart itself, though obscured by minor undergrowth,
was relatively unencumbered by large trees. It was here
that the first complete section across the rampart was
placed in 1969 (B10, Plate 3A), and subsequent seasons
saw the excavation of trenches both to the north-east
(B11) and south-west (B14-B16), creating the area
referred to in later parts of the report as B10-B16.

Once it had regained its original elevation, the
rampart levelled off and curved back across the end of
the ridge (Figure 5); it was dominated here by two rock
outcrops in the interior, and the flattened strip behind
it narrowed to insignificance. This part of the hill was
destroyed by quarry workings soon after the beginning
of the excavations, but during surface clearance in April
1970 it proved possible to record two mechanically-cut
sections across the rampart, one at either end of the
return (B12 and B13 in Figure 5); the section of B12 is
included in Figure 29, but in B13 the rampart was
reduced to no more than jumbled scree, 5-6 m wide and
only 60cm high above the natural hillslope.

Growth and objectives of the
excavutions (Figure 7)

rampart

In October and November 1969 the investigations were
purely exploratory, to test the areas under most im-
mediate threat for evidence of settled occupation, and
in particular for anything resembling the Romano-
British and late Bronze Age material recorded by
O’Neil at the hillfort entrance (Chapter 1.4 and O’Neil
1937). The excavations were therefore restricted to two
potential occupation sites north of the quarry road (B01
and B02) and a 3m wide section through the rampart
immediately to its south (B10). In the event, work north
of the quarry road was soon halted, on the realization
that structural information was being lost because of
the dryness of the soil, but the section through the
rampart was carried far enough to demonstrate the
presence of both Romano-British and Iron Age occupa-
tion-deposits in the interior, and in all probability of an
earlier timber-revetted or timber-reinforced bank
beneath the stone-faced rampart. This was enough to
secure the exclusion from immediate quarrying of the
areas north and south of the quarry road, so that they
could remain available for excavation in subsequent
seasons.

In August 1970 a two-week ‘salvage’ operation
proved necessary on the southern edge of the quarry
road (B11) in advance of road-widening, and this was
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Fig 7 Rampart excavations: trench layout and process
of growth, 1969-75. Scale 1:500
The Iron Age rampart and the .final layout of the trenches
are shown here along with the quarry roads which at
various times hampered or prompted the excavation of
particular ureas. The smaller diagram shows the
somewhat erratic growth of the excavations between the
exploratory work of October/November 1969 and final
completion at the end of 1975. The lighter shading indica-
tes areas begun but not completed until later seasons.

Chapter 2.1

accompanied by final excavation of the early rampart in
B10. During the following autumn, winter and spring,
between September 1970 and May 1971, attention was
turned to an 18 m length of rampart immediately south-
west of B10, divided for record purposes into three 6m
strips (B14, B15 and B16. the last not fully completed
until the autumn of 1971). The aim here was to uncover
the deposits in an open area-excavation, but the policy
was not applied with sufficient consistency to reap the
full rewards of such an approach; in several instances
parts of the area were taken down in advance of others
to obtain a preview of the underlying levels, and the
continuity of observation was thereby disturbed. By the
spring of 1971, however, increasing evidence had been
gathered for some kind of late Neolithic/early Bronze
Age activity, and substantial advances had been made
in the understanding of both the early and later
ramparts and of the occupation deposits behind them.
The Romano-British occupation had crystallized into a
stone hard-standing, with plentiful 3rd-4th century
pottery and an underlying pattern of postholes which
hinted at a timber re-defence of the hilltop towards the
end of the Roman period (Musson 1972; 1976).

Between October and December 1971, work on the
rampart was concentrated on the completion of B01
and B16. and in particular on the search for evidence
relating to the conjectured late Roman re-defence. In
both cases the results were inconclusive. though there
were useful additions to previous information about the
other periods of occupation. At about this time radio-
carbon dates also confirmed the previously-suspected
late Bronze Age attribution of the early rampart. with
results centred in the late 9th and 8th centuries be.

At this stage there seemed little chance of further
investigation on the hilltop and in due course a draft
report was completed and circulated for comment
(Musson 1974). During the same year, however, a new
(and in the event temporary) access road was driven
across the surface of the rampart about 12m north-east
of the original road line. This made possible the me-
chanical removal of spoil from the edge of B01 and
from the wedge-shaped area between the two roads,
previously made inaccessible by a tangle of felled trees
and spoil. Partial excavation was then carried out
alongside B01 (in B03) and the rest of the area was set
out for more thorough investigation as trench B04.
thereby completing the link with the recently finished
hillslope terrace in B02 and with the area south of the
original quarry road. In B04 the ideal of open area-
excavation was pursued with full conviction over a
stretch of rampart at first about 12m in length, but later
increased to around 16m when the temporary road was
re-routed through the area formerly occupied by B01.

The excavation of B03 and B04 occupied the whole of
1975, with a four-month break when the summer
drought made reliable observation impossible. The
hoped-for structural details of the Bronze Age rampart
were obtained and important radiocarbon samples were
recovered from a complex series of occupation deposits
behind the Iron Age rampart. Even more important,
however, was the final rejection of the speculative late
Roman re-defence, the contentious postholes being
convincingly re-allocated to four-posters belonging to
the later part of the Iron Age sequence.
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Presentation of the results

In the rest of this chapter the excavation results are
presented in chronological sequence, beginning with
Mesolithic and Neolithic/early Bronze Age, then late
Bronze Age, Iron Age, and finally Romano-British and
later. The subdivision is one of convenience, and carries
no implication that each period represents a single or
continuous episode of occupation. The text concentra-
tes on the nature of the deposits, their relationships to
one another, and their association with datable finds
and radiocarbon samples. Matters of general inter-
pretation are reserved for discussion in Chapter 8,
along with the results from other parts of the hillfort.
The principal structures and the individual features,
layers and deposits are described in microfiche
Chapters 10 and 9 respectively.

So as to avoid numerous fold-out drawings the
results are presented first at a relatively small scale
(Figure 8A-D), each panel covering the full length of
the excavations at a scale of 1:400 (the same as that used
for most of the interpretative drawings of the interior).
The captions are sufficient to introduce the main
elements in each period and further comment is un-
necessary here. The detailed descriptions which occupy
the following pages are illustrated by more selective
plans at a scale of 1:100. large enough for the inclusion
of feature numbers (or at least the last two digits within
each trench) and the bottom levels of most postholes
and pits, in relation to a local site datum. The main
group of section drawings (also at a scale of 1:100) are
shown in Figures 28 and 29. Some of the section
drawings were made from standing trench-faces, but
others have been reconstructed from the spit-plans
along lines chosen for the best illustration of the excava-
tion results. Preference has been given to simple line-
drawings, summarizing the observed relationships and
identifying the main deposits (which are again
numbered by the last two digits of their original site-
notations); larger-scale drawings would have added
little to the detail or objectivity of the information
presented. because the coarseness and density of the
stonework in most of the deposits obscured rather than
revealed the observed relationships. More detailed
sections (mostly to a scale of 1:50) have, however, been
included at various points in the text, to illustrate
aspects such as the structure of the Bronze Age and Iron
Age ramparts, or the relationships of contentious
deposits behind them.

2.2 Pre-rampart deposits

The natural subsoil

The undisturbed and sometimes stony subsoil in the
rampart cuttings varied from a fine-grained or oc-
casionally gritty yellow ‘clay’ (actually a dense clay-silt)
to a looser-textured and more granular orange-brown
soil, locally iron-stained and leached to almost any
colour from bright orange to creamy white. In the few
places where the weathered and deeply fissured bedrock
was exposed during excavation it was usually overlain
by a surface scattering of fine gravel. At no point was
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there a sharp distinction between the undisturbed
natural and the overlying archaeological deposits,
except where the uphill edges of roundhouse platforms
had cut deeply into the underlying substratum. In
general, the overlying deposits simply merged over a
depth of 10cm or less into firmer orange or yellow
subsoil, marked here and there by animal burrows, root
runs and pockets of weathering round earthfast stones.
There was often a noticeable concentration of charcoal
at the surface of clean natural, presumably brought to
this level mainly by worm or animal action. This was
shown to be the case north of the quarry road in B04,
where several obvious animal-runs were heavily flecked
with charcoal.

Early prehistoric activity

The earliest indication of human activity from the
rampart excavations is represented by a single steeply
retouched flint blade (No 2), of Mesolithic or Late
Upper Palaeolithic type, found close to the natural
subsoil in B14, south of the quarry road. Neolithic and
early Bronze Age finds, possibly denoting occupation,
were thinly scattered over the whole of the excavated
area from the lowest levels upwards, including the core
of the rampart (shown by their reference numbers in
Figure 8A). Some of the finds were securely stratified
beneath the rampart, or came from the very lowest
levels of the soil profile, but others were found in later
deposits (as rubbish-survival, or perhaps as ‘curios’
brought to the site during later periods of occupation).

There were no recognizably early features or soil
deposits to the north of the quarry road. but to the
south, in parts of B14, B15 and B16. the area beneath
and immediately behind the late Bronze Age rampart
displayed a basal layer of slightly discoloured yellowish
soil immediately above the natural subsoil and merging
indistinctly into it over a depth of 5cm or less; this
retained a considerable admixture of charcoal right to
the base of the soil profile. (The relevant context
numbers in Figure 29 and microfiche Chapter 9.2 are
1079, 1415, 1422, 1434, 1509. 1602. 1617, 1682 and less
certainly the lower parts of 1581, 1586 and 1592.)

Flintwork of late Neolithic to early Bronze Age type
from the rampart cuttings included a possible fabrica-
tor (No 4). two transverse arrowheads (Nos 12-13), and
fragments of Group VII (Graig Lwyd) and Group VI
(Great Langdale/Scafell Pike) stone axes (Nos 35, 36).
as well as a number of less diagnostic types (Nos 5-10,
14-15, 17-18, 20-22, 24, 26-28). Early pottery included
sherds belonging to a carinated vessel in a thin and
finely-gritted fabric, for which a Neolithic date seems
likely (No 36a), sherds of a quartz-gritted Peterborough
bowl (No 37), a second vessel of Neolithic or early
Bronze Age date (No 39), and two sherds of comb-
stamped Beaker (No 40).

A Beaker or early Bronze Age date is likely for a jet
disc-bead (No 323), and another early bead was
perhaps represented by a shattered piece of amber
found during final cleaning onto the natural subsoil (see
No 322). Within a metre of one another, in the core of
the Bronze Age rampart, were a star-shaped blue
faience bead (No 321), probably of early Bronze Age
date (but see catalogue description in Chapter 7.16),
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Fig 8 Rampart excavations: summary plans. Scale 1:400

A. The main evidence of Neolithic/early Bronze age activity was a thin scatter of early finds, marked by the catalogue
numbers used in Chapter 7. Nos 28 and below are flint implements: Nos 35-36 polished axe-fragments; Nos 36a, 37,
39 and 40 pottery; No 294 a ‘shaft-straightener', and Nos 321-323 beads. Most of the finds came from low in the
stratigraphical sequence, but identifiably early soil deposits were seen only in B14-B16, where they produced flints Nos
4-6 and pottery No 37. There were two potentially early pits, and a subrectangular 'floor-area’ near the SW limit of
excavation containing a group of bowl-hearths dated to 1550 ± 100 bc (Fig 9).

B. The main feature of the late Bronze Age occupation was a rampart with timbering marked by a double line of paired
postholes. A further line of timbering, set slightly forward and represented at the NE by a foundation gully andfurther
S by an intermittent line of possible postholes, may represent a late repair. Finds in the rampart core hinted at
pre-rampart occupation in the later Bronze Age. Deposits behind the rampart included pits, hearths and a scatter of
pottery, stone tools, bronzes and metal-working debris. Of two cobbled areas at the SW, one may have belonged to a
small rectangular building: further N were three four-posters, two of them alternatively attributable to the Iron Age
occupation (F2, F3). With one exception, the associated radiocarbon dates fell between 868 ± 64 bc and 740 ± 80 bc
(Table 1, nos 5-11, no 14).
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C. The stone-faced Iron Age rampart had no clear signs of internal timbering or other structural sophistication, though
possible lateral divisions were identified in B03 and B16, as well as regular subdivisions or construction joints in the
rear face elsewhere, In the interior were five stake-walled roundhouses (R1-R5), of which R5 may have been late in
the sequence, while R3 and R4 were demonstrably early, being sealed both by a diffuse clay floor (dashed), and
'occupation soil’ (dotted outline). Stratigraphically late in the sequence was a roughly aligned setting of four-posters
(F4-F13), some of which are conjectural. Charcoal gave the rampart a terminus post quem of 270 ± 90 bc, while five
out of seven dates from contexts behind the rampart fell between 201 ± 31 bc and 158 ± 31 bc (Table 1, no 22; nos 15,
20, 27-32).

D. Apart from two coins and a general scatter of 2nd-4th century pottery (shown here as dots), the main feature of
the Romano-British occupation was a stone-layer behind the ,rampart in B04 and parts of B10-B16 (open diagonal
hatching); it perhaps continued into B01, though the only significant find there was the lower stone of a rotary quern.
A stone-slab hear'h and a number of possible postholes were recorded SW of the quarry road in B14; a denser
concentration of stones in B04 to the NE, about 4 x 5 m in extent and containing another stone-slab hearth, perhaps
represented the floor of a small rectangular building, with possible entrance posts and a paved approach-path to its SE.
Near the bottom of the drawing are a late intrusion and a possibly post-Roman arc of stones, described in Chapters
2.8 and 2.9.
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Fig 9  Possible Neolithic/early Bronze Age building in
B16. Scale 1:80

Later features have been left unnumbered. The principal
feature (1620) was a roughly rectangular area of slightly
discoloured yellowish soil about 4 x 3 m across, with
occasional flecks of charcoal (dotted outline). It was first
seen (A) after the removal of all identifiably late Bronze
Age deposits from the surrounding area. On excavation,
the discoloured soil graded into clean yellow subsoil over
a maximum depth of c 2 cm. It was impossible to deter-
mine the relationship of this soil to the equally thin yellow
soil to the SW which produced flint implements Nos 5-6.

Within 1620 was a group of apparent bowl-hearths
(1618, 1622, 1624) which first appeared as collections of
stones and/or darker soil, with occasional flecks and
patches of charcoal. Some of the stones projected slightly
above the d&coloured soil of 1620, though without reveal-
ing their stratigraphical relationship to the thin and ill-
defined late Bronze Age occupation soil which covered
this part of the site. On excavation, the hearths were
found to overlie shallow saucer-shaped hollows, overlap-
ping one another but too thinly stratified to reveal their
sequence, or to show whether more than one was in use at
a time. Their depths in centimetres beneath 1620 are
shown by small figures in the lower drawing.

At its upper surface hearth 1618 appeared as a patch
of dark soil just over 1 m across, with scattered burnt and
unburnt stones, and flecks of charcoal especially towards
the centre. Excavation revealed reddish/purplish clayey
soil and charcoal flecks above a slightly dished layer of
burnt small and medium-sized stones. Beneath this was a
dirty brown clayey soil with scattered stones and charcoal
flecks, set in two ill-defined hollows, one beneath the
original patch of darker soil, the other running beyond it
to the NW.

Hearth 1622 appeared first as patchily darker soil and
scattered stones, some of them burnt, in a band about 50
cm wide between the better defined hearths to the N and
S. The underlying hollow, about 1 m across, was filled
with charcoal-flecked and very compact yellow-brown
‘clay’, with scattered stones.

Hearth 1624 was first seen as a jumble of small and
medium-sized stones a little over 1 m across, many of the
stones lying flat but none identifiably burned. The stones
were set in mid-brown clay, with charcoalflecks and some
jumbled stones, the whole lying above two or perhaps
three overlapping and very shallow hollows.

A combined charcoal-sample from the lower parts of
all three hearths produced a radiocarbon date of
1550 ± 100 bc (HAR-470).

and a wedge-sectioned bulbous bead of opaque amber
(No 322) for which there are parallels in either the
earlier or later parts of the Bronze Age. Regrettably,
there is nothing in the site evidence to show whether the
beads were rubbish-survivals from the earlier part of
the Bronze Age, or alternatively, casual losses during
the construction of the late Bronze Age rampart. A
grooved stone object, possibly a shaft-straightener (No
294), came from in or below the Bronze Age rampart,
only 2-3 m from the main concentration of Peter-
borough pottery.

Chapter 2.2

The remains possibly represent a sub-rectangular
building, the poor definition of 1620 suggesting it may
have been no more than discolouration of the natural
subsoil through use of the overlying area as an internal
floor surface, about 4 x 3 m across. There was no surviv-
ing evidence of wall structure or roof supports. The final
stages of the excavation were carried out in favourably
damp soil-condition and it seems unlikely that a wall of
driven stakes would have escaped detection, unless they
were very shallow-set. A thick turf wall, supporting the
relatively short timbers of a pitched roof, seems a better
possibility.

A radiocarbon date of 1550 ± 100 bc (HAR-470) was
obtained from a series of intercutting bowl-hearths
towards the south-western limit of excavation, within
an area of discoloured soil tentatively interpreted as the
floor of a rectangular or subrectangular building about
4 m by 3 m across. The whole complex is described more
fully in the caption to Figure 9. This possible structure
certainly pre-dated the Iron Age rampart, which sealed
one of the hearths and the south-eastern part of the
discoloured soil. But although the charcoal of the ra-
diocarbon sample was clearly associated with the
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hearths and (at one remove of certainty) with the area
of discoloured soil within which they lay, the stratifica-
tion in and below the late Bronze Age levels was so thin
that it was impossible to be certain about the relation-
ship of those features to the late Bronze Age occupation
soil. 

Even less certainty attaches to a date of 1074 ± 62 bc
(BM-885) obtained from a diffuse scatter of charcoal
from the flint-bearing basal soils beneath the rampart
south of the quarry road; this was expected to produce
a late Neolithic/early Bronze Age date but in retrospect
may be suspected of representing a combination of
materials of different dates, at least some of it brought
to this level by the kind of animal action already des-
cribed above.

Two potentially early pits south of the quarry road
have been shown in Figure 8A; although there was no
reliable stratigraphical evidence for their dating, 1547
produced a flint flake, and 1511 contained a single sherd
of Peterborough pottery (similar to No 37).

Pre-rampart activity in the late Bronze Age

The excavations yielded ample evidence of a period of
occupation pre-dating the late Bronze Age rampart,
though perhaps not far removed from it in time to judge
by the similarity of the associated pottery. No convinc-
ing evidence was recovered for a pre-rampart enclosure
or palisade, though such a feature may have fallen
beyond the limits of excavation.

Soil deposits immediately pre-dating the Bronze Age
rampart were only identifiable beneath the rampart
itself and for a metre or so behind it. In all probability
the equivalent soil in the interior had been scraped
together for use in the rampart core. No certain pre-
rampart soils were recognized on the hillslopes outside
the rampart. The pre-rampart soil varied in colour from
yellowish to red-brown; rarely more than 10 cm thick,
it merged indistinctly into the undisturbed subsoil or
into the earlier prehistoric soil levels described above.
Stones belonging to the rampart had impressed them-
selves deeply into the underlying soil, which in places
displayed a greyish surface, probably representing a
pre-rampart turf line. Samples showed that pollen
survival within this soil profile was too meagre for
effective analysis.

Apart from some of the early prehistoric finds men-
tioned above, the only artefacts recorded beneath the
rampart were five small body-sherds of coarse pottery,
similar in fabric to those found in the late Bronze Age
occupation levels behind it (they came from 1078 and
1432 in Figure 29). The rampart core and postholes
associated with it, however, contained a further 80
shards of similar pottery (including Nos 45–52).

Also incorporated within the rampart were two un-
distinctive fragments of saddle-quern, part of a utilized
pebble, a much-decayed human facial bone (maxilla,
adult, sex unknown), pieces of burned and unburned
animal bones and teeth (sheep, cattle and possibly pig),
plentiful charcoal and part of a shale bangle or pendant
(No 326).

Less securely stratified was a plain bronze pin-shank
(No 150), from either on or in a tail of core material
behind the rear kerb of the Bronze Age rampart, but

clearly belonging with its construction (1604 in Figure
29), and a fragmentary nail-headed pin with swollen
shank (No 148), from material which appeared to have
collapsed forward from the core of the Bronze Age
rampart; neither of these pins is closely datable.

The pins and beads might be explained as casual
losses during the construction of the rampart, and a
direct connection with the building work might also be
acceptable for a small slab-lined hearth beneath the rear
kerb near the north-eastern limit of excavation (0144 in
Figure 10). But the rest of the finds seem too plentiful,
too evenly spread and too variable in character to be
dismissed in this way. The obvious alternative is to
postulate a pre-rampart occupation, either on an un-
defended hilltop or within an earlier palisaded en-
closure of which no trace has been identified.

With this possibility in mind a careful watch was kept
throughout the project for evidence of a pre-rampart
palisade. A superficially attractive candidate was re-
presented by a well-cut gully in the mechanically-
excavated trench B12, some 20 m south-west of the
main group of rampart trenches (1213 in Figure 29); the
gully was apparently stratified beneath material inter-
pretable either as late Bronze Age rampart or occupa-
tion soil behind it, but it was clearly butt-ended (with a
total length of no more than 2 m) and more probably
belonged to a timber structure within the late Bronze
Age enclosure.

Fugitive linear marks behind the line of the Bronze
Age rampart were also noted at two other points,
though neither proved convincing as a palisade line. An
intermittent and ill-defined band of slightly darker soil
(1588) was noted in the underlying hillslope in B15,
after removal of the Bronze Age occupation soil (dotted
outline in Figure 8B and Figure 15); but this feature was
of little or no depth, and could not be traced with any
conviction into Bl6. In B14, however, a possible dis-
continuity (1407W) was noted on much the same line
before the final traces of the Bronze Age occupation soil
were excavated. It showed itself only as yellower soil to
the left of the dotted line numbered 07W in Figure 15,
compared with darker soil to the right: it vanished in
the next sweep of excavation without developing a
corresponding edge on the right-hand (downhill) side.
It probably resulted from over-excavation of the
Bronze Age deposits behind the line of the Iron Age
rampart before the latter’s rear facing-stones were
removed (the two lines practically coincide in plan).

There seems little convincing evidence, therefore, for
a palisade line behind or beneath the Bronze Age
rampart in B14–B16, even allowing for disturbance of
the hillslope by quarry-scooping during construction of
the rampart. The same may be said of an ill-defined
linear feature in B01 (0160 in Figure 10): this contained
charcoal and several pieces of igneous-tempered
pottery, but was so diffuse that it seemed more likely to
be an animal burrow or the line of a tree root than a
man-made feature. The only remaining possibility lay
in the foundation trench and discontinuous line of
‘post-sockets’ described in Chapter 2.3 below as the
fourth (and forward-most) element in the Bronze Age
rampart; but these features are probably better seen as
a late repair to the rampart itself’, and not the remnants
of a free-standing palisade pre-dating its construction.
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Fig 10 (opposite) Late Bronze Age deposits north-east
of the quarry road. Scale 1:100
None of the features shown here was seen above the
Bronze Age levels. Note, however, that dating was
insecure in the ‘unsealed’ occupation deposits behind the
line of the Iron Age rampart. See Fig 14 for an alternative
interpretation of postholes in the region of four-poster F3.

If such a palisade did exist, therefore, it must have
lain beyond the limits of the present excavations, which
nowhere extended more than about 5 m beyond the
front face of the Bronze Age rampart.

2.3 The late Bronze Age rampart
Between 1969 and 1975 the late Bronze Age rampart
was examined over a distance of some 60 m, save for a
gap of 8–10 m for the obliquely-angled quarry road and
a further break where a tree prevented excavation over
a distance of about 2 m at the junction of B03 and B04.

In Figure 8B the largest single length of excavation
appears to lie south of the quarry road, but the continu-
ity of observation here was disturbed by the division of
the area into separate stretches of excavation under-
taken either in different seasons or successively within
the same season. North of the quarry road much the
same applies to B0l and B03, which were excavated in
virtual isolation from one another. Trench B04, on the
other hand, was treated consistently as a single area of
excavation, about 11 m in length at the front of the
rampart and rather more at the rear. It was here, in
1975, that the most consistent quality of excavation and
observation was achieved, and this stretch of rampart
contributes more than any other to the structural inter-
pretation put forward below.

The rampart displayed four main elements: firstly,
two closely-set lines of paired postholes at the front:
secondly, a core of mixed stones and soil, containing a
certain amount of pottery and other occupation debris
(Chapter 2.2); thirdly, a rear kerb, too meagre to be
called a revetment; and finally, at the very front, a
foundation gully and line of possible postholes, detected
only intermittently along the length of the excavation.
The first three elements are shown at various stages of
excavation in Plates 4 and 7. The average width of the
rampart was about 3m from the rear kerb to the
forward line of paired postholes, where the core
material stood to a maximum height of 90 cm above the
underlying hillslope; the original height at the front
would have varied between about 0.8 m and 1.3 m along
the excavated length, assuming a surface level with the
top of the rear kerb, which nowhere stood more than
50cm above the interior.

The paired postholes (Plates 4, 7C)

The paired postholes at the front of the rampart
followed a somewhat wavering line along the hillside,
with a fairly consistent front-to-back spacing of c
80cm, centre-to-centre, but with a longitudinal spacing

which increased from an average of 1.l m south of the
quarry road to 1.4 m just north of it and then 2.0 m for
the fairly steep climb to the north-eastern limit of ex-
cavation. The postholes were mostly 30–40 cm across,
the forward line often cut slightly deeper into the hill-
slope – 30–40 cm below the pre-rampart ground
surface, compared with 25-35 cm for their uphill
partners (c 10cm less in each case into clean subsoil).
The outline of the timbers could be determined in about
one case in three, the posts generally being 12–15 cm
across; halved or split timbers had apparently been used
in a few instances. Charcoal was usually present in
collectable quantities, particularly at or just above the
level of the sealed ground surface; seven samples sub-
mitted to Mr G C Morgan for identification all proved
to be oak. In a number of cases the charcoal in or
immediately above the postholes (at their junction with
the rampart core) seemed too dense to represent other
than in situ burning, and in three of the postholes there
was reddening of the adjacent soil or packing stones to
support this conclusion (0140, 0148, 0346 in Figure 10).
In a few cases, in both front and rear lines, the packing
or sides of the postholes suggested that the timbers had
leaned forward at a slight angle, though in other cases
they appeared to have been vertical; deformation
during the decay of the rampart seems the most likely
cause of the irregularity.

The rampart core (Plates 4A, 7B)
The rampart core was composed of stones and soil in
about equal quantities. The stone throughout was
dolerite, mostly 15–30 cm in maximum dimension, with
occasional larger blocks or boulders, especially above
the lines of paired postholes. Few of the stones were
sharp-edged enough to have been freshly quarried. The
bulk of the material probably came from loose scree or
from the hillslope immediately behind the rampart.
Shallow quarry-scoops had left clear scarps in B04 ( cf
0414A. Figure 10), but there were barely detectable
undulations in the natural hillslope elsewhere.

There were variations in the soil colour along the
length of the rampart and also between the upper and
lower parts of the core. The divisions between them
were never sharp or consistent, and the changes
sometimes corresponded with variations in the adjacent
subsoil. There was a general impression that charcoal
and burned bone were more abundant in the upper part
of the rampart south of the quarry road than in the
lower part. No discrete layers of finds or other occupa-
tion debris were detected in the body of the rampart,
however, nor anything that could be interpreted as
intermediate turf-lines between successive phases of
construction.

Varying amounts of charcoal were scattered through-
out the core, with denser concentrations underneath or
in the very bottom of the rampart in B16, B03 and
intermittently in B04; timber from the concentration in
B16 (1683, Figure 15) was identified as oak, with pieces
up to 50 mm and more in diameter, but the deposits as
a whole were too loose and ill-defined to show whether
they represented the disposal of waste timber before the
construction of the rampart, or the subsequent burning
of some kind of internal reinforcement.
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Fig 11  Late Bronze Age rampart: reconstructed section north-east of the quarry road, in B04. Scale 1:40

The rear kerb (Plate 4A)
The rear kerb stood 30-50cm high in most places, but
elsewhere was less substantial, amounting to little more
than a change in the size or density of the stones at the
junction of the rampart core and the accumulated stony
soil behind it. The stones varied from quite small pieces
to larger blocks or rounded boulders up to 70 cm long,
forming a tidy edge to the rampart rather than a true
revetment. South of the quarry road the kerb had been
put in place after the lower part of the rampart core, so
that it rested on up to 20 cm of stones and soil which
spread a further metre or so into the interior (cf 1421,
1578, 1604 in Figures 15, 29). Where this was so, there
were sometimes detectable differences between the core
material below and above the bottom of the kerbstones,
though these could not be clearly followed any distance
into the body of the rampart. At other points, the stones
of the kerb were founded almost directly on the pre-
rampart ground surface, with little or no build-up
beneath them.

The foundation gully and postholes

The foundation gully and postholes which constitute
the fourth and most contentious element in the rampart
structure were only detected intermittently along the
length of the excavation, as possible postholes or post-
sockets at the very front of the rampart in B04, B15 and
B16 (Figures 10, 15), and as a clearly defined founda-
tion gully with spaced post-positions at the north-
eastern end of the excavation in B01 (Figure 10). With
only one exception (0422A, Figure ‘10) the individual
postholes or post-sockets were recorded as possible
rather than certain features. Most were no more than
patches of darker soil and charcoal at the very base of
the excavation, 20-50 cm across and 20 cm or less deep
from the level at which they were first detected, after
removal of the rampart material; they lacked obvious
packing stones or other evidence to confirm their iden-
tification as archaeological features, rather than animal
holes or root disturbances. The foundation gully in

B01, by contrast, penetrated up to 30 cm or so below the
old ground surface beneath the rampart and had toler-
ably well-defined post-sockets containing enough
charcoal (and in one case soil-discolouration) to suggest
burning in situ. The gully and most of the postholes
stood between 50cm and 70cm in front of the main
rampart-timbering, centre-to-centre; the posts themsel-
ves, however, were not aligned with the paired timbers
behind and were also more closely spaced.

The relationship between these four structural
elements, or at least the first three, was most clearly seen
just north of the quarry road in B04 (Figures 10, 11, 28).
Here, much larger boulders had been used in the
rampart core and many had retained their original
positions, free of the apparent settlement described
later for the area south of the quarry road. In the
southern part of B04, over a distance of about 6 m, the
stones in the front 1.5 m or so of the rampart were
aligned quite precisely between the two sets of paired
postholes, though still without a neatly built face on the
downhill side. Within this band (0419) the soil between
the stones was also darker and more charcoal-flecked
than in the rest of the rampart (0417), with a line of
apparently fire-reddened stones passing upward at an
angle of about 25° to the vertical through nearly 70 cm
of rampart material on the line of the rear post-setting
(the angle shown in Figure 28 is amended from the
oblique section created by the quarry road at the
southern edge of B04). Similarly discoloured stones
were noted intermittently in the upper core of the
rampart in the southern 3-4 m of the trench. Con-
centrations of charcoal in the lower 20-30 cm of the
rampart were particularly pronounced above the rear
setting of postholes. In the rampart behind this stretch
of timbering two particularly large boulders occupied
most of the rampart’s depth, from hillslope to level with
the top of the rear kerbstones (they are shown in fine
outline in Figure 10; the smaller of them also occurs in
the reconstructed section drawings in Figures 11 and
28).

Elsewhere, as noted above, there were changes of soil
colour from top to bottom of the rampart, but nothing
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Fig 12 Late Bronze Age rampart: reconstructed section south-west of the quarry road, in B15. Scale 1:40

resembling turf lines or occupation deposits between
two or more phases of construction. Nor was there any
accumulation of different material behind the rear line
of paired posts, as there might have been if they and the
stones between them had stood in their own right as a
narrow box-rampart, the main body of the bank then
being added in a significantly later phase of construc-
tion. Taken together, these observations leave little
doubt that the paired posts, the whole of the rampart
core and the rear kerb belong together in a single phase
of construction.

The situation at the very front of the rampart remains
less clear. The absence of a well-defined front facing has
already been noted, and in all of the excavated trenches
material similar to that in the body of the rampart
(shaded in Figures 8B, 10, 15) continued for some
distance beyond the downhill line of paired postholes.
The uncertainties of the evidence are best illustrated
south of the quarry road (Figures 12, 15, 29) where a
ragged line of larger stones (1412, 1584) lay immediate-
ly above the old ground surface and roughly followed
the forward line of paired postholes. Uphill of the
stones, the undisputed core of the rampart (1419 and
1576/79/80/82 in Figure 15) appeared more densely
packed and the stones somewhat larger than those on
the downhill side (1413, 1585); individual stones,
however, crossed the boundary and the general charac-
ter of the material seemed unchanged. On the sealed
ground surface ( 1414, 1586) immediately in front of the
paired postholes were spreads and patches of charcoal,
six samples of which all proved to be oak, from timbers
up to 10 cm or more in diameter. But between half a
metre and a metre in front of the paired postholes both
the old ground surface and the overlying material - now
somewhat reduced in depth - gave way to looser stones
and soil lying more or less directly on the natural
subsoil; the approximate line of division is shown as a
broken line in Figure 15 (1006, 1411, 1583, 1662).

Beyond this the overburden must always have been
too thin or too slow in accumulation to preserve a
separately recognizable old ground surface. As Figures
12 and 15 show, the change fell on or slightly forward

of the postholes or post-sockets which constitute the
fourth element in the rampart structure (1505, 1510,
1697-99B). These features, however, were not seen until
the whole of the loose and stony overburden had been
removed, and their stratigraphical relationships
therefore remained unclear, even assuming they were
artificial features and not root or animal holes, as their
lack of definition would allow (1510 perhaps excepted,
since it had a possible post-pipe and an upstanding
stone which projected c 40 cm above the undisturbed
subsoil into what must have been rampart material,
either tumbled or in situ).

North of the quarry road in B04 (Figure 10) the
situation was equally indistinct. The ground was
sloping more steeply here and the natural subsoil was
loose and unhelpfully stony, so that the old ground
surface beneath the front 1.0-l.5 m of the rampart core
was indistinct. Once the overburden had been removed,
however, it was again possible to trace the suspected
fourth element in the rampart structure. The southern-
most of the features (0422A) was an undoubted
posthole, with well-set packing-stones for a post about
12 cm across, leaning slightly forward from the vertical;
but since this had been truncated to below the surface
of clean subsoil by the quarry road its stratigraphical
relationship to the overlying material was uncertain.
The remainder of the features (0422 B-J) were simply
patches of darker, charcoal-flecked or looser soil, 25-35
cm across and 5-20 cm deep in clean subsoil. Only two
(0422H and J) lay in the north-eastern half of the
trench, beyond the area where the soil in the front of the
rampart was dark and heavily-charged with charcoal.
Feature 0422J might alternatively have belonged to the
front line of paired postholes, with 0420H in Figure 10
representing the rear posthole; if so, the conjectured
post-position 0421H (in an area where tree roots
prevented reliable observation) would become super-
fluous, the paired postholes simply taking a more
easterly line here than was supposed at the time of
excavation.

In B03, on steepening hillslopes to the north-east, the
front of the rampart was too heavily damaged by
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mechanical excavation and too obscured by tree roots
and outcropping bedrock for the recovery of useful
information. But in B01 the uncertain traces described
so far were replaced by a comparatively well-defined
foundation-gully (0141, Figures 10, 28), up to 45 cm
wide and 30 cm or so deep from the general line of the
old ground surface. The stratigraphical relationship
with the rampart material (which here spread somewhat
further downhill) was again unclear, the overlying
stones and soil being compressed to as little as 10-l5 cm
thickness by the boulders which formed the front face
of the Iron Age rampart. The gully faded indistinctly
into broken bedrock short of the north-eastern limit of
excavation, but at the south-west it had a fairly clear
butt end just within B03. This part, together with
feature 0341 (a group of stones and charcoal-flecked
soil, seen as a possible continuation of the gully) was
excavated in a hasty extension from the original south-
western face of B01 at a time when the opportunity of
wider investigation seemed unlikely. Within gully 0141
were five slightly deeper post-sockets (0141 A-E), two of
them with packing stones suggesting timbers about
15 cm across. These all contained varying amounts of
charcoal, and in the case of 014lB there were indica-
tions of burning in situ. The charcoal was predominant-
ly oak, but a bulk sample from the general length of the
gully (including post-socket C) also contained some
poplar and ash. The relationship between the gully and
a stone-packed feature on its downhill side (0146),
perhaps a deliberately blocked posthole, was equivocal.

There are obvious difficulties here and it seems best
for the moment to turn to radiocarbon dating, leaving
contentious matters of interpretation and reconstruc-
tion for a later stage in the discussion (Chapter 8.3).

Radiocarbon dates for the late Bronze Age
rampart
Secure dating evidence was provided by charcoal
samples from the body of the rampart and from struc-
tural features associated with it. Bulked samples from in
or immediately above five of the paired postholes (two
in B16, three in B01) produced radiocarbon dates of
800 ± 41 bc and 740 ± 70 bc respectively (BM-878,
HAR-1615). Charcoal from the lower core of the
rampart, above the rear line of postholes in B04, gave
a date of 740 ± 80 bc (HAR-1761), after an earlier mea-
surement from part of the same large sample had
produced the unexpectedly late result of 560 ± 60 bc
(HAR-1415). Finally, two samples from post-sockets
within the foundation gully in B01 (0141) gave dates of
828 ± 71 bc and 810 ± 70 bc (BM-879, HAR-1616).
With the exception of the aberrant (and later contrad-
icted) date of 560 ± 60 bc, the results consistently
suggest a radiocarbon age for the rampart centred in
the early to mid 8th century bc.

2.4 Late Bronze Age occupation
deposits
In Figure 8B the deposits behind the Bronze Age
rampart are divided by a broken line into those (to the
right) which were securely sealed beneath the Iron Age
rampart and those (to the left) which lay behind it and

were therefore at a greater risk of disturbance by Iron
Age or later activity. The same subdivision is seen in the
larger-scale drawings, Figures 10 and 15. Within the
unsealed areas many of the features first seen at or
below the surface of the Bronze Age deposits could be
explained equally plausibly as the bottoms of Iron Age
features, undetected at higher level because of the poor
contrast between their fillings and the deposits through
which they were dug. Most of them are therefore shown
on the Iron Age phase-drawings as well. Even within
the sealed deposits, however, there is the possibility of
post-Bronze Age contamination, either from sporadic
or continuing use of the hilltop in the earlier part of the
Iron Age, or from renewed activity related to the
building of the Iron Age rampart some time around the
third century bc (see Chapter 2.5 below).

Where the Iron Age rampart overlay the occupation
deposits behind the Bronze Age defence, an equally
indistinct boundary was formed in section by a zone
10–20 cm in depth, within which the stones of the Iron
Age rampart interleaved with greyer soil containing
charcoal, domestic debris and coarse pottery typical of
that found in the undoubted late Bronze Age occupa-
tion deposits beneath. The excavation of B01 and B 10–
B16 had been virtually completed before it was realized
that this resulted from settlement of the Iron Age stone-
work into the softer material of the Bronze Age occupa-
tion levels (the relevant deposits in Figure 29 are 1406,
1571, 1572, 1675). During the subsequent excavation of
B04, therefore, the bottom stones of the rampart were
lifted off individually, leaving a deeply indented but
more truly representative pre-rampart surface; it again
proved impossible, however, to recover pollen samples
from the sporadically ‘grey’ or ‘purplish’ surface at this
level to see whether it represented a stabilized turf line
between the late Bronze Age and Iron Age occupations.

In all of the trenches except B04 there were also
problems in establishing the link horizontally between
the sealed Bronze Age occupation deposit and the
unsealed ones behind the line of the Iron Age rampart.
In retrospect it is clear that many of the stones which
formed the rear face of the Iron Age rampart, and
which were not removed until their bottom faces were
fully exposed, had impressed themselves 10 cm or more
into the Bronze Age occupation deposits. so that during
excavation layers which had originally passed beneath
the rear face of the Iron Age rampart now appeared to
butt against it, and therefore to post-date it. In the
absence of clear distinctions of soil colour or stone
density between the Iron Age and Bronze Age deposits
this left problems about the chronological allocation of
some of the unsealed deposits. The difficulties were
particularly acute just south of the quarry road in Bl1
and B14 (as described below in relation to deposits
1159, 1483, 1485). In B04, on the north side of the road,
the distinction was fairly clear in a band 1.5–2.0 m wide
against the rear face of the Iron Age rampart, where a
deliberate levelling (0456, Figures 23 and 28) had been
placed immediately above the Bronze Age deposits.
Further into the interior the earlier occupation soil was
truncated by Iron Age terraces cut well into the natural
hillslope. Similar terraces interrupted the Bronze Age
deposits in B01, and to a lesser extent in B14. Else-
where, the uphill spread of the Bronze Age occupation
deposits was difficult to judge, as the stratigraphical
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Fig 13  Possible late Bronze Age furnace and adjacent
features in B01. Scale 1:40
For location see Fig 18. For better-authenticated
furnaces on the summit ridge see Chapter 3.3 and Figs
32-33. Some of the upstanding stones in 0105 were un-
covered in the trial excavations of 1969, but no clear
pattern emerged till near the surface of undisturbed
subsoil in 1971; three of the subsequent spit-plans are
shown here (A-C) along with ‘amalgamation’ and
‘summary’ drawings (D and E).

The trial work had clearly truncated 0105 at the SE,
where drawing A shows an unlikely angular termination
to the pinkish (presumably burned) clay contained within
the feature; a halo of orange soil round and beneath the
clay (drawing B) continued some distance to the SE,
marginally overlapping the truncated wall-gully of Iron
Age roundhouse RI. In the process of excavation (or
over-excavation?) to the stage shown in drawing C the
orange soil graded imperceptibly into the surrounding
yellow subsoil, suggesting that the colouring. represented
iron-staining promoted by the presence of the feature, and
not a laid deposit within the feature itself. This being so,
the stratigraphical relationship of 0105 to the roundhouse
wall-gully remains unknown. In the descriptions of
0105A-C below, and in drawing E, the first two digits of
the feature number have been omitted; for details of other
features see microfiche Chapter 9.2.
05A survived only as a sloping-sidedpit c 70 cm across and c 10
cm deep beneath the NW end of 05B; beneath soil only slightly
darker than the natural subsoil was a layer of pinkish clay,
which suggested interpretation as an earlier version of 05B.
05B took the form of a linear hollow, cut more or less horizont-
ally into the hillslope at a width of c 60 cm, hut slightly deepened
and expanded at the NW end, where the lower parts contained
charcoal-flecked pinkish clay surrounded by edge-set stones,
variably tilted and in one case rising 45 cm above the bottom to
the feature. To the SE, slightly lighter-coloured pink clay was
edged with much smaller stones, bringing the observed length of
the feature to c 140 cm, though drawing B suggests a shorter
length of c 90 cm at one stage in its use.
05C was less well-defined; stones at its junction with 05B could
have belonged to either feature; dark soil was present but there
was no pink clay like that seen in 05A and 05B; it may have been
a pit, a posthole, or merely weathering round a natural group of
stones.
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Fig 14  Structures F3, F3A, F8. Scale 1:100
Alternative interpretations of postholes at the south-
western end of B04. See page 32.

subdivisions became even more diffuse at the foot of the
slopes from the summit ridge.

Beneath the Iron Age rampart the thickness of the
Bronze Age occupation soil varied from as little as
10-20 cm at the rear to as much as 45 cm against the
back of the Bronze Age rampart, where it often overlay
a tail of core material upon which the stones of the rear
kerb had been lain (Chapter 2.3). Allowance has been
made in these thicknesses for the material interleaved
with the bottom stones of the Iron Age rampart; the
thickness was greatest in B04, as shown by the recon-
structed section in Figure 28. In the body of the occupa-
tion deposits there were considerable quantities of small
to medium-sized stone, especially against the back of
the Bronze Age rampart. The lower part of the occupa-
tion soil merged indistinctly into the underlying natural
subsoil or into the intermittent earlier prehistoric soils
already described in Chapter 2.2.

A thin scatter of Bronze Age or potentially Bronze
Age features occurred over the whole of the excavated
area (Figure 8B), the concentration being greatest in the
deposits behind the line of the Iron Age rampart, where
many features could alternatively have belonged to the
Iron Age occupation. Obvious structural patterns were
lacking, however, apart from two or perhaps three
four-post settings just north of the quarry road (F1-F3)
and two areas of cobbling to its south (1418 and 1609);
these are described more fully below.

Turning to the individual trenches; the most pro-
minent feature in the sealed occupation deposits in B01
(Figure 10) was a multiple hearth (0133), represented by
three or perhaps four saucer-shaped hollows lined or
filled with small stones. The rampart kerb alongside the
hearths was reddened by fire and the soil in and around
them for about 1.5 m behind the rampart was liberally
charged with charcoal and sherds of coarse pottery
from at least five vessels, including one with a carinated

profile (Nos 54, 57-8, 62, 64). None of the remaining
features in Figure 10 (a stone-group, 1034, and various
patches of darker soil, 1059 and 1060) was necessarily
of human origin.

However, on the natural hillslope behind the Iron
Age rampart (Figure 18) lay another hearth (0190),
lined with thin stones and set in a shallow hollow, well
below the floor levels of the Iron Age roundhouse which
later occupied the same area. Further to the north-west
was an indistinctly stratified feature (0105A/B, Figure
13), devoid of finds but tentatively interpreted as a
Bronze Age furnace, by analogy with similar features in
the hillfort interior (Chapter 3.3, Figures 32 and 33).

Several other features behind the Iron Age rampart
in B01 were first detected below the floor levels or
wall-lines of the overlying Iron Age roundhouses, or lay
in areas lacking intelligible stratification. These include
a possible pit (0170) and several small postholes (listed
in the caption to Figure 18 but forming no obvious
structural pattern), as well as further postholes, a
possible pit and a linear spread of charcoaly soil just
north-west of the suspected furnace 0105A/B. A Late
Bronze Age socketed hammer (No 139) was recovered
from just above the natural subsoil about a metre north
of. hearth 0190; it is marked by its schedule number in
Figure 18.

In B02 (Figure 19), up to 20 m behind the Bronze Age
rampart, a shallow pit containing five pieces of igneous-
tempered pottery (0221) was truncated by the building-
platform of Iron Age roundhouse R2, and similar
pottery came from in or above an ill-defined hollow
nearby (0236). Another ill-defined pit near the junction
with B04 (0254) contained charcoal but no other finds.
With the exception of the roundhouse wall-gullies and
a few other features listed in the caption to Figure 19
any of the other features in B02 could have belonged to
the late Bronze Age occupation, for want of evidence to
the contrary. Most, however, may be suspected of be-
longing with the Iron Age use of the site. A superficial
deposit towards the back of the roundhouse platform
produced the typologically Late Bronze Age nail-head-
ed pin, No 145.

In B03 (Figure 10) nothing of note was detected apart
from a general scatter of charcoal and igneous-
tempered pottery, more thinly spread than that in B01.

In B04 (Figure 10), where the Bronze Age levels were
investigated as a single unit, the occupation deposits
produced no structural features apart from a setting of
four small postholes (F1, Plate 7C) towards the south-
western end of the trench, though far enough from the

Fig 15 (opposite) Late Bronze Age deposits south-west
of the quarry road. Scale 1:100
None of the features shown here was seen above the
Bronze Age levels. Note, however, that dating is insecure
in the ‘unsealed’ occupation deposits behind the line of the
Iron Age ram-part. For convenience, the drawing also
includes a 'floor area’ and a group of hearths in B16 for
which a Neolithic/early Bronze Age date is proposed in
Chapter 2.2 and Fig 9.
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limit of excavation for any continuation in that direc-
tion (as a six-post or larger building) to be discounted.
The dimensions were 1.9 m by 1.6 m to the centres of
posts 18–20 cm across. The postholes were not seen as
soilmarks above the clean subsoil, though their packing
stones projected up to 10 cm or so from that level; nor
was any related floor surface identified. Charcoal from
two of the post-pipes was thought insufficient for radio-
carbon dating, especially as there was a risk of con-
tamination from a general spread of charcoal and fire-
reddened soil encountered at this point in and against
the back of the rampart. Similar spreads of charcoal
also occurred in and immediately behind the rampart
further to the north-east, in or on material probably
representing a remnant of the pre-rampart ground
surface (0416A, Figures 10, 28).

Of the potentially Bronze Age features in the
unsealed occupation deposits behind the line of the Iron
Age rampart two were pits, lacking finds or informative
fillings (0440, 0442B), and most of the rest were small
postholes, some apparently paired but none securely
dated by finds or stratification. A clear four-poster (F2),
however, was formed by four almost identical postholes
first seen after removal of the Bronze Age occupation
soil as patches of dark soil with slightly upstanding
stones; no trace of them had been noted in the overlying
Iron Age or Bronze Age occupation deposits. The
slightly rhomboid structure measured 2.55 m by 2.55 m
to the centres of posts 15–24 cm across. There were no
suitable charcoal samples for radiocarbon dating.

Further to the south-west were six (or perhaps only
five) other postholes, one truncated by the quarry road
and none seen above the Bronze Age levels; they are
shown together in Figure 14, to illustrate alternative
structural interpretations. The northernmost feature
(0454) was not entirely convincing as a posthole and
was also c 15 cm shallower than the rest, the bottoms of
which were levelled within 12 cm of one another
(despite depths varying between 27 cm and 86 cm from
the level of first detection). The two postholes nearest to
the quarry road (0438, 0439) were somewhat larger in
plan, at 80-90 cm across compared with 40-50 cm for
the other three; they also had funnel-shaped expansions
at the top, similar to the digging-out pits seen in some
of the Iron Age postholes in the hillfort interior
(Chapter 4.4 below). Both had been truncated by the
road to just above the natural subsoil, so that their
stratigraphical relationship to the Iron Age levels was
lost. In Figures 8B, 10 and 14 (left) the four smaller
postholes (0435–0437, 0454) are shown as a rectangular
structure (F3) measuring about 2.50 m by 1.95 m to the
centres of posts 20–23 cm across, the other two post-
holes (0438, 0439) being assigned to a separate structure
(F8), perhaps of Iron Age date in view of the suspected
digging-out pits (for this reason it has also been omitted
from Figure 8B). The alternative interpretation (Figure
14, right) would dismiss the disputed posthole at the
north (0454) and combine the remaining features into a
rather larger structure (F3A) of either four or five posts,
depending on the inclusion of 0435; an Iron Age date
might be suspected in view of the conjectured digging-
out pits in 0438 and 0439. Despite the uncertainties, F3
(Bronze Age?) and F8 (Iron Age?) seem marginally
preferable to the alternative F3A (Iron Age?), if only

because the same stratigraphical arguments apply to the
north-easterly postholes of F3 (0435, 0437) as have
already been advanced in the previous paragraph for
the more convincingly Bronze Age F1 and F2.

South of the quarry road (Figure 15) the Bronze Age
levels were not excavated as a single area but in separate
fairly narrow strips – first B10, then B11, B15, B14 and
finally B16. In B10, nothing of structural significance
was observed within the Bronze Age occupation levels.
In B11, during rapid salvage work before widening of
the quarry road, the top of a stone and clay hearth
(1161) against the north-eastern limit of excavation was
seen to lie at the same level as patches of yellow clay and
burning (1159A) on the surface of a soil layer (1159)
which in part butted against the rear stones of the Iron
Age rampart but also appeared to pass beneath them.
Lack of time prevented removal of the rampart stones
to test whether this clay ‘floor surface’ continued
beneath the Iron Age rampart and therefore pre-dated
it. On the limited evidence available the hearth and
floor surface with which it appeared to be associated
could either have pre-dated or followed construction of
the Iron Age rampart, though reasons are advanced in
Chapter 2.6 below for preferring an Iron Age dating.
Since the arguments are not conclusive, however, the
features have been included in both the late Bronze Age
and Iron Age phase-drawings. No other features of
possible late Bronze Age date were seen in B10 or B11,
apart from two small postholes of uncertain stratifica-
tion (1162, 1164 in Figure 15).

In the unsealed levels behind the Iron Age rampart in
B14–B16 there was a scatter of strictly undatable but
potentially Bronze Age postholes and pits, along with a
possible stone-edged hearth (148 1). There were also two
deposits of soil and stones (1483 and 1485 in Figures 15
and 29) which like 1159 (just discussed) were equivoc-
ally related to the rear face of the Iron Age rampart. In
B14, however, similar material was later seen beneath
the Iron Age rampart and a Bronze Age dating may
therefore be assumed. However, the recovery of five
pieces of presumably Iron Age briquetage from these
unsealed layers (compared with twenty sherds of coarse
pottery like those found in the sealed Bronze Age
deposits) shows that intrusive material cannot be dis-
counted; there is therefore a minor question-mark over
the Bronze Age dating of two stone spindle-whorls
from 1483 (Nos 295–6) and a pair of bronze tweezers
from 1485 (No 144).

In the sealed occupation deposits in B14–B16 the
principal features were two areas of cobbling, shown
diagramatically in Figure 8B and in more detail in
Figure 15. Both were stratified low in the Bronze Age
occupation deposits, the smaller (1609) remaining con-
cealed beneath a large boulder until the surrounding
area had been excavated to the surface of the natural
subsoil. It seems likely that the cobbling originally
extended more widely, but was not recognized as such
during excavation. The larger cobbled area (1418) was
composed of small stones and thin slabs of dolerite,
usually laid one stone thick but occasionally two, on an
apparently deliberate levelling of stones and soil which
continued to the south-east to form the lower part of
the Bronze Age rampart core (1421 in Figure 29). Gritty
yellow-green ‘clay’ (1408) underlay the south-eastern
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edge of the cobbling and lapped against (and in places
over) the sloping rear kerb of the rampart (1409). The
cobbling had reasonably straight edges on three sides,
but to the north-east it merged into a jumble of stone
which left doubt about its original extent in that direc-
tion. The surviving portions were about 2.7m square.
The surface seemed too carefully levelled and too well-
laid for an outside yard, but no convincing evidence of
wall-lines or other structural supports was detected and
the suggested interpretation as the floor of a small
rectangular building must be treated with some reserve.
The only other features detected in the sealed deposits
were two possible hearths (1519, 1629), a handful of pits
or postholes (forming no obvious structural pattern),
and some groups of stones which were too ill-defined to
be considered certain man-made features (1589–1591,
1606).

Finds and dating samples

The sealed occupation deposits, including those at the
disputed junction with the Iron Age rampart, produced
428 sherds of igneous-tempered pottery (including Nos
53–64), five typologically undistinctive bronzes (a
knob-headed pin, two pin shanks, a plain ring and a
stud, Nos 149, 153–4, 156–7), some fired clay connected
with metal-working (No 231 and six unillustrated
fragments of mould-fabric), three fragments of saddle-
quern and several utilized stones (including a whetstone
and a pendant, Nos 255, 328). Unsealed deposits added
another 184 sherds of igneous-tempered pottery (in-
cluding Nos 65–71) a socketed bronze hammer (No
139) and four other bronzes (a pair of tweezers, two
pin-shanks and a chisel or awl, Nos 144, 151–2, 155). a
few utilized pebbles (including No 264), two stone
spindle-whorls (Nos 295–6) and a stone disc (No 331).

The lower part of the Iron Age rampart, which incor-
porated material scraped together from the Bronze Age
occupation levels, contributed another 36 pieces of ig-
neous-tempered pottery, two utilized pebbles (Nos 276,
290) and a second stone pendant (No 329). The loose
upper core added another three sherds of igneous-
tempered pottery, a fragmentary pendant or ring of
carbonaceous shale (No 327), and three pieces of fired
clay mould-fabric, including part of a pin-mould
(B140201, not illustrated). Finds from Iron Age or later
occupation deposits, or from areas of indistinct stratifi-
cation, included another 226 sherds of igneous-
tempered pottery, three nail-headed bronze pins of
well-known Bronze Age type (Nos 145–7), and two
other bronzes with metal-compositions which could
belong either to the Bronze Age or the Iron Age (a plain
ring and part of a pin or small implement, Nos 168, 172;
see microfiche Chapter 13.4); a crucible rim found after
machine-clearance behind the Iron Age rampart (No
226) may be of either late Bronze Age or Iron Age date;
this also applies to a few formless pieces of clay mould
and other metal-working residues from Iron Age and
later deposits behind the rampart.

A large sample of charcoal from the sealed deposits
in B01, alongside multiple hearth 0133, produced a
radiocarbon date of 868 ± 64 bc (BM-880), which
accords well with the dates from the rampart itself,
summarized at the end of the previous section.

2.5 The Iron Age rampart
33

Like its Bronze Age predecessor the Iron Age rampart
(Plates 3, 5C, 7A) followed a slightly sinuous path
across the excavation (Figure 8C), falling fairly steeply
from B01 before levelling out in the south-western part
of B04 and then climbing gently through B10–B16 to
attain the end of the hill. Its front face, poorly marked
in places, was sited along the middle of the Bronze Age
rampart, while its uphill side sealed a strip of the earlier
occupation deposits in the interior. The width varied
between 5 and 6 metres. The rear face, throughout the
main area of excavation, retained its original height of
0.6–1.0 m above the earlier deposits (Plate 7A). The
front facing, too, stood a metre high at one point south
of the quarry road, but elsewhere had been reduced to
a single course of stones, or to occasional massive
boulders. Assuming a level surface from the rear of the
rampart forward, the front face would have been
between 1.4m and 2.2 m high, depending on the steep-
ness of the hillslope (Figures 28, 29). The depth of the
rampart had been reduced to about 0.6 m by the time it
reached the machine-cut section at the extreme south-
western end of the hill (B13, Figure 5). During the trial
excavations in 1969 it was decided to replace the
tumbled stonework over a 1.5 m length of rampart just
south of the quarry road; the experiment showed that
there was insufficient material for an upstanding stone
breastwork.

The rampart had four structural elements, which are
described in detail below: a lower core of stones and soil,
an upper core of voided scree, a front facing of large
boulders and scree stones, and a rear facing laid as one
with a band of variable material at the back of the
rampart. There was no secure evidence of internal tim-
bering, and little sign of structural sophistication except
for regular subdivisions in the rear facing and the
material immediately adjacent to it.

The lower core (Plate 3C)
The lower core consisted for the most part of yellow-
brown to orange-brown soil mixed with substantial
quantities of well-weathered dolerite, mostly between
20 cm and 40 cm in maximum dimension; some collect-
ed scree may have been included, since the proportion
of stone to soil was greater than in the hillslope soils
behind the rampart (the readiest source of core
material). In the standing sections in B01 and B10
(Figures 16, 17, 28, 29) there were clear tip-lines sloping
upward towards the front of the rampart, suggesting
that the material had been placed in position from
inside the fort; disturbance of the hillslope in the
interior, however, must have been relatively shallow
and widespread since there were no obvious quarry-
scoops or distinctive breaks of slope at the base of the
Iron Age deposits. For the most part, the lower core of
the rampart was excavated in almost horizontal spits
15–20 cm deep, which inevitably cut across such tip-
lines; increasing experience. however, allowed at least
some of the tips to be recognized in plan during the final
season of excavation, though too indistinctly to en-
courage attempts to excavate them individually. In B15
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Fig 16   Section through the Iron Age rampart north-east of the quarry road (B01). Scale 1:50
Except for the projected facing stone at the front this is a true drawn section, on the centre-line of B01.

the lowest spit of the rampart consisted of loose dark
soil and stones at the front, orange-brown soil and
stones in the centre, and yellowish or reddish-brown
soil and stones at the rear (presumably humus, topsoil
and subsoil respectively from behind the rampart). A
particular watch was kept for stone-alignments or
regular changes of soil colour or stone size which might
have resulted from the use of longitudinal or lateral
timbering, or from any kind of bay-construction.
Possible lateral divisions between larger and smaller
stones were noted about 4 m apart near the north-
eastern and south-western edges of B03, and at one
point in B16 (Figure SC); in both trenches, however, the
divisions were seen at too low a level for confirmation
in subsequent sweeps of excavation, and nothing
similar was noted elsewhere. No sockets or postholes
for vertical timbers were found within or beneath the
rampart core.

The upper core (Plate 3B)

The upper core and exposed surface of the rampart
consisted of voided scree, most of the stones being
between 15 cm and 30 cm in maximum dimension,
though there were a few larger stones and a fair amount
of smaller material (implying the use of baskets or the
like during its collection). There was a little black dust
or leaf-mold between the stones, but no soil except at
the very rear, where hillwash or other processes had in
places introduced a certain amount of dark soil. At the
back of the rampart the upper core for the most part
formed a capping layer no more than two or three
stones deep, but towards the front it constituted the
whole or greater part of the rampart’s depth, the stony
soil of the lower core either fading out altogether before
it reached the front facing, or merely butting against its
footing stories (Figures 16, 17, 28, 29). This increase in
the depth of scree towards the front of the rampart, and
its clear integration with the stones of the front facing
(below), suggests that the bulk of the upper core was
obtained, or at least placed in position, from outside the
hillfort. Much of the scree had subsequently slipped

forward with the collapse of the front facing, and the
remainder was considered too loose and unstable to
justify an exhaustive search for evidence of timbering or
bay-construction. The stone was therefore removed as
swiftly as possible in more or less horizontal spits about
20 cm deep, until the uneven surface of the lower core
or (where this was absent) of the Bronze Age rampart
was revealed. After each sweep of stone-removal the
surface was roughly cleaned and examined for stone-
alignments or other evidence of structural sophistica-
tion, but none was noted.

The front facing (Plate 3A, 3B)

The front facing, masked by tumbled scree, still stood
to a height of 0.5-1.0 m along much of its length south
of the quarry road, though it had been reduced to a
single stone by the south-western limit of excavation. A
footing course of larger scree stones and rounded
boulders, often impressed at the rear into the surface of
the Bronze Age rampart, supported a near-vertical
facing of uncoursed scree stones, only a little larger on
average than those in the core itself but clearly built as
one with it; above the footing course most of the stones
were laid as headers, to achieve a key with the loose
material behind. North of the quarry road the front
facing survived only as occasional large boulders im-
pressed deeply into the Bronze Age rampart (the back
edge of a massive block in B01, over 1.5 m long and 1 m
high, had penetrated almost to the base of the earlier
defence). The lack of a clear facing-line in this part of
the excavation makes it difficult to comment on the
apparently ‘scalloped’ course south of the quarry road
(Figures 8C, 26). As with the underlying Bronze Age
rampart (Figure 8B) the irregularities seem too slight to
have produced any structural or tactical advantage; in
the case of the Iron Age rampart they may owe at least
something to settlement and slipping of the facing
stones, especially in the north-eastern part of B10 and
in B16, where no more than the lowest stones were
traced, and then with less than total conviction.
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Fig 17   Section through the Iron Age rampart south-west of the quarry road (B10). Scale 1.50
This is the drawn section at the S face of B10, reversed for ease of comparison with other section drawings.

The rear facing (Plates 5C, 7A)

The rear facing and the material adjacent to it was most
clearly seen north of the quarry road, in B04, where an
18 m length was exposed both in plan and elevation
during the final season of excavation (Figure 21). Here,
the back of the rampart stood about a metre high above
the earlier deposits, with the slightly battered rear
facing protected to at least half that height in the
southern half of the trench by a deliberate levelling of
soil and stones placed against it during or soon after its
construction (0456 in the reconstructed section in
Figures 23 and 28). Within the core of the rampart, and
integrated with the rear facing, was a band of stones set
in dark and often charcoaly soil, the whole forming a
strip 1.0-1.5 m wide (0457 in Figures 21, 28) partly
overlying the yellower soil and stones of the lower core
(0453) and in places overlain by the loose scree of the
upper core (0451). The same pattern of relationships
can be seen with varying degrees of clarity in the other
reconstructed sections and in the drawn sections of B01,
B10 and B12 in Figures 16, 17, 28, 29).

Within this strip at the back of the rampart, but more
noticeably in the exposed rear elevation (Plate 7C),
there were clear variations of stone size which showed
that the rear facing, and (less distinctly) the adjacent
material in the rampart core, had been laid in separate
stretches, mostly between 2.2 m and 2.4 m in length, the
lines of division being marked by arrows in Figure 21.
With hindsight, similar subdivisions can be recognized
in stretches of the rampart excavated earlier in the
project, notably in B03 (unillustrated) but also about
half-way across B15 (arrowed in Figure 26), where an
edge-set slab marked the junction between offset
stretches of rear facing numbered respectively 1563 and
1544 (Plate 5C).

Above the protective levelling in B04 (0456 in Figures
23 and 28), and along much of its length south of the
quarry road, it was difficult during excavation to establ-
ish a firm rear face to the rampart, the somewhat arbi-
trary removal of stone at the junction of the rampart
core and the adjacent occupation deposits leaving a

ragged slope in which only the lower stones appeared to
have retained their original positions. By contrast, there
were other places which showed a more-or-less vertical
face throughout the full height of the rampart, in-
dividual large boulders providing the material in B03
and parts of B01, and apparently well-laid dry-stone
walling in the machine-cut section of B12 (Figures 28,
29). On balance, one may visualize the whole of the
rampart as having a vertical or near-vertical rear face in
the first instance (the maximum batter being about 20°
to the vertical). Where the original construction- was
weak, or where there was disturbance from intensive
activity inside the fort, the upper parts of the facing
would have been in a state of continual collapse and
repair during the subsequent occupation. With the
passage of time slipped and fallen stones would gradu-
ally have obscured the distinction between the wall-face
and the accumulating deposits behind it, producing the
poorly-defined boundary which provided so much dif-
ficulty during excavation.

Despite the clear distinction between the upper core
of loose scree, its integral front facing, the lower core of
stony soil, and the interleaved band of material asso-
ciated with the rear facing, there seems little doubt that
the four elements represented only a single phase of
construction - that of a dump rampart with near-verti-
cal stone facings front and rear, the material being
derived from different sources during different stages of
the building process. The comparative depths of the
upper and lower cores, for instance, varied widely from
one part of the rampart to another (compare the two
drawn sections of B01 in Figure 28, for example). The
lower core itself varied considerably in depth and
profile, with projecting stones and irregular humps and
hollows that seemed unlikely to represent the exposed
surface of a rampart standing in its own right. There
was no detectable turf-line between the upper and lower
cores (though too much weight should perhaps not be
put on this in such stony material), nor were there
accumulations of hillwash or occupation soil between
the lower core and the material associated with the
construction of the rear facing. At the front of the
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rampart the forward edge of the lower core was retained
in places by the footing course of the front facing, with
no spillage of similar material in front of it and no
alternative retaining line behind (see sections of Bl0
and B14 in Figure 29). By contrast, in parts of B15 and
B16 (Figure 29) the material of the lower core faded out
further uphill, leaving the front metre or so of the
rampart composed entirely of loose scree typical of the
upper core; again, there was no alternative retaining
line for the lower core further uphill.

Superficially, the arguments against structural tim-
bering seem equally strong. No postholes were detected
beneath the rampart and (with the exception of the
three possibilities noted in B03 and B16) no clear lateral
subdivisions were identified apart from those in the rear
facing, which seem more likely to reflect the organiza-
tion of the building work than the positions of decayed
timbering. Caution is urged, however, by the meagre
survival of evidence within much of the Bronze Age
rampart for the vertical and presumably horizontal
timbering which is implied by the postholes beneath it.
One might question, too, whether the coarse and
unstable material used at the Breiddin would preserve
evidence of cell construction like that seen so clearly at
Moel y Gaer, Rhosesmor, in Clwyd (Guilbert 1975a, pl
xiiib), or of horizontal binding-courses like those
implied by the carbonized brushwood and small
timbers within the hillfort rampart at Dinorben, also in
Clwyd (Guilbert 1980). Still more unlikely would be
evidence for a timber breastwork or walkway founded
entirely within the loose scree of the upper core.

Finds and dating evidence from the Iron Age
rampart

Leaving aside typologically earlier material, finds from
the body of the Iron Age rampart (some of which could
have been residual from the Bronze Age occupation)
comprised a few formless pieces of daub or loomweight,
a ball of fired clay (No 335), an undistinctive saddle-
quern, three utilized pebbles (including Nos 276 and
290) a stone pendant (No 329), and a few fragments of
animal bones and teeth (sheep and a bovine, where
identifiable). The front facing and the upper core, which
was too loose for the safe stratification of finds,
produced a piece of carbonaceous shale (No 327), a few
pieces of daub, and further fragments of animal bones
and teeth (including sheep).

For the most part this material probably represented
rubbish survival from the underlying Bronze Age oc-
cupation, but there were a few undeniably Iron Age
finds. Unfortunately, uncertainties of observation sur-
rounded a small group of finds from B10, excavated in
the first year of the project, Here, the upper stone of a
saddle-quern, 22 body-sherds of Iron Age vesicular
pottery and 13 pieces of briquetage were found in a
deposit of stones and soil which lay either in or against
the back of the rampart (they were attributed to 1056,
shown in section in Figures 17 and 29, but no clear
distinction was made in the early part of the excavation
between this and occupation soil 1053 which lay behind
the rampart at this point). Apart from three insecurely
stratified and tiny pieces of possible briquetage (one
from 1156, two from 1404) no similar material was

recovered from rampart deposits in the adjacent
trenches (B11 and B14). It seems safer on the whole to
assume that the finds (with the possible exception of the
quern, No 246) came from behind the rampart, rather
than within its core. A quantity of briquetage was
recovered from the line of the rampart in B14 and B15,
but much if not all of it came from a Romano-British
or later intrusion, not recognized until a fairly late stage
in the excavation (its approximate limits are shown in
Figures 8D, 24, and 26; a full description is given in
Chapter 2.8 below). No briquetage was recovered from
the adjacent parts of the rampart core once the exist-
ence of the intrusion had been recognized, and there are
doubts about the few other pieces found in the rampart
core elsewhere.

Three iron objects were also insecurely stratified: No
209, a possible knife tang, and Nos 210–211, two
hobnails or studs. All came from the lower core of the
rampart in B15, after recognition of the late intrusion
just noted and seemingly below the bottom of its filling.
They were found, however, in darker soil which could
either have been an unrecognized lower filling of the
intrusion, or the mixing by roots and animal action of
black soil from its upper parts with the yellower
material of the undisturbed rampart core. The matter is
perhaps of little significance since none of the objects is
closely datable on typological grounds. Moreover, it is
clear from the deposits behind the rampart and from
associated radiocarbon dates that ironwork, vesicular
pottery and briquetage were all in use comparatively
soon after the rampart’s construction.

An indication of the date after which the rampart was
built is given by a radiocarbon date of 270 ± 90 bc
(QL-1080) for charcoal scattered liberally throughout
the rear metre of the rampart core in the southern part
of B04.

2.6 Iron Age occupation deposits
Iron Age occupation deposits reached a depth of 30–
40 cm against the rear face of the rampart, fading out
into the hillslope or into areas of indistinct stratification
4–8 m behind it. In B04, but not elsewhere, they overlay
a deliberate levelling of about the same thickness. In
most places the junction with the underlying Bronze
Age deposits was indistinct, and the upper surface was
also difficult to define outside the areas sealed by the
Romano-British stone-layer described in Chapter 2.7.
Within the Iron Age deposits the observation of stratifi-
cation and structural detail was complicated by large
quantities of scattered stone; there were few reliable
horizons, and over much of the area the deposits had
been heavily disturbed by postholes belonging to the
later part of the Iron Age sequence, many of them up to
a metre or more across. The main features of the Iron
Age occupation deposits are summarized in the caption
to Figure 8C and the following account deals with each
of the main areas of excavation in turn.

Trench B01: roundhouse RI (Figure 18)
In B01 the ground behind the Iron Age rampart was
comparatively flat, but was separated from the excava-
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Fig 18 Features behind the Iron
Age rampart in B01. Scale 1:100
The drawing includes both Iron
Age and undated features, many
perhaps belonging to the late
Bronze Age occupation. This was
almost certainly true of‘ hearth
0190, set in a slab-lined hollow in
the natural subsoil, and less
reliably so for a conjectured
furnace (0105A/B) and the
features immediately to its NW
(for which see also Fig 13). Other
features not detected until at or just
above the natural subsoil were a
possible pit (0170) several small
postholes (0126/72–74/86–87/89),
and three possible animal burrows
(0195–97). The find-spot of a late
Bronze Age socketed hammer (No
139) is shown about 1 m N of
hearth 0190. Iron Age features
consisted  of the wall-lines, entrance
postholes and clay hearths
(0103A/B) of roundhouse R1.
Also shown are three features cut
from a high level and tentatively
assigned a Romano-British date
(0112–13, 0191). See also section
drawing in Fig 28 (B01 Centre).

tions to the south-west (B04) by fairly steep slopes. on
which the occupation deposits remained unexplored
beneath excavation spoil and a quarry road. In the
south-western half of the trench the Iron Age levels
here partially truncated by the exploratory work of
1969, but cleaning in 1970 revealed the wall-lines of a
multi-phase timber-built roundhouse. R1, first suspect-
ed from two overlapping clay hearths revealed during
the trial excavations (0103A/B in Figure 18); it was
eventually seen from its wall-lines to have had at least
six phases of construction or repair (full details are
given in microfiche Chapter 10.1). In the less deeply
disturbed north-eastern half of the trench, and during
completion of the south-western half, excavation was
limited to periods of favourably dull lighting and damp
soil-conditions but identifiable floor levels still eluded
detection, the wall-gullies, stakeholes and probable
entrance postholes appearing at various levels through-
out a seemingly undifferentiated depth of stony brown
soil (0168–69, 0181–83 in Figure 28). The depth of soil
varied from less than 10 cm at the uphill wall-line to
about 40 cm against the back of the rampart, where the
bottom 15–20 cm had clearly accumulated (or been
deliberately placed) before the earliest of the wall-
gullies was dug through it (0175F, matching 0175A on
the uphill side and giving a building about 5 m in
diameter). The highest and latest of the wall-gullies
(0129) suggested an eventual diameter of about 6.5 m.

There was nothing in B01 to suggest the presence of
a later phase of Iron Age occupation, between the
roundhouse levels and overlying stony deposits (0164,

0167) tentatively equated with the Romano-British
levelling elsewhere. A search for postholes cutting
through the Iron Age deposits produced a number of
dubious features, only one of which (0191) carries any
conviction in retrospect; even this. however, may have
been dug from above the Iron Age levels, like two other
features tentatively assigned a Romano-British date
(0112, 0113 in the north-eastern half of the trench).
There were certainly no four-posters in B01 like those
seen in the upper parts of the Iron Age deposits in B04
and B10–B16.

For the most part there was only a thin scatter of
finds, few of which could be allocated with any certainty
to the lifetime of the roundhouses. Two pieces of bri-
quetage came from immediately above, and hence
possibly within, wall-gully 0129; four pieces of brique-
tage and a stone spindle-whorl (No 298) were found in
deposits allocated with lesser or greater certainty to the
occupation of the roundhouse (0168, 0169), and
another eight pieces came from below its likely floor
levels. though in deposits open to contamination during
its successive stages of construction and occupation
(0181–83).

There was, however, one exceptional group of finds,
from a patch of burned and unburned clay, fire-
reddened stones, charcoal and wood-ash, up to 2 cm
thick and c 130 by 80 cm in extent (0106, diagonally
hatched in Figure 18). As planned in 1969, this over-
lapped the uphill wall-lines of roundhouse R1, iden-
tified a few centimetres lower in 1970 and 1971. In level
it coincided roughly with the top of stones projecting
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Fig 19 Roundhouse R2 and other
features in B02. Scale 1:100
The semi-circular scarp at the left
was still reflected in the modern
ground surface, but intelligible
stratification was preserved only to
the left of features 0237–44, where
the building platform of the round-
house cut deeply into the original
hillslope ( Fig 30). Apart from the
roundhouse wall-lines, three
hollows in its floor (0211/32/33),
an unexplained group of stones
(0241), and three of the smaller

features (0212, which contained
iron object No 199, and 0238 and
0240, which were seen above the
floor of the roundhouse platform),
any of the features shown here
could have been dug during the late
Bronze Age occupation or earlier,
though most may be suspected of
belonging with the Iron Age round-
house. A truncated pit (0221) and
some diffuse hollows (0236) both
produced  exclusively igneous-
tempered pottery, and have
stronger claims to a late Bronze
Age dating.

from wall-gully 0129, and seemed most readily ex-
plained as the result of a fire in the latest phase of the
roundhouse, which that wall-line represented. The in-
terpretation was not firmly established, however,
because the planned edges were too diffuse for secure
relationship to the wall-gullies revealed at a lower level.
In terms of strict observation, therefore, the burned
material could have been later than, contemporary
with, or even earlier than the roundhouse. The finds
from it consisted of a small piece of Iron Age vesicular
pottery, 21 pieces of briquetage, three ribbed bronze
rings (Nos 160–2). a probable whetstone (No 260),
parts of at least two clay loomweights (cf No 314), two
pieces of vegetable-ash slag, and an unidentifiable
fragment of animal bone. Interpretation of this unusual
deposit is not helped by a radiocarbon date of
479 ± 55bc (BM-881); this clearly conflicts with the
terminus post quem of 270 ± 90 bc (QL-1080) already
quoted for the construction of the Iron Age rampart.
The explanation perhaps lies in the make-up of the
dating sample which, in addition to charcoal from 0106,
also contained material from wall-gullies 0175A and
0175B, not demonstrably structural timber in situ. Con-
tamination from the underlying Bronze Age levels
could perhaps have been introduced by bulking samples
in this way. Alternatively, the apparently aberrant date
may result from the now well-established uncertainties
in the radiocarbon curve during the early centuries bc,
or from a simple statistical aberration of the kind
inherent in the radiocarbon dating method.

Trench B02: roundhouse R2 (Figure 19, Plate 2)
The exploration of trench B02 revealed a building-
terrace cut up to 60 cm into the natural subsoil on the
uphill side. which lay some 17 m behind and 2 m above
the rear face of the Iron Age rampart. Foundation
gullies and stakeholes in the floor of the terrace marked
the wall-lines of a timber-walled roundhouse, R2, built
at least four times to diameters ranging from about 5 m
to 7 m. The structural elements of the roundhouse are
fully described in microfiche Chapter 10.1. There was a
thin scatter of pits and postholes on the uphill part of
the building terrace, but they formed no intelligible
structural pattern.

Trench B02 grew in stages between the autumn of
1969 and the summer of 1974 (Figure 7, bottom) and
was excavated in a series of sloping spits (0220/22/27/
28/42), 2–5 cm thick at the back of the terrace but up to
10 cm or more deep at the front. Excavation was
hampered for most of that time by dry weather; it was
often difficult to tell whether the excavated material
represented make-up of the terrace. remnants of floor
deposits upon it. or the products of later erosion and
accumulation, and in these circumstances no objects
could be taken as being securely stratified. At the
junction with B04, on the downhill side, the full 50–60
cm depth of the excavation consisted of loose and stony
soil, seemingly unstratified from just below the modern
surface to the level of undisturbed subsoil. Above the
back of the terrace, the undifferentiated deposits
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reached nearly a metre in depth (Figure 20); the round-
house wall-gullies (with the exception of some stones
noted in the next paragraph) appeared only in the
bottom 2–5cm, at the junction with the firm yellow
subsoil into which the terrace had been cut. Around the
very back of the terrace there were occasional traces of
clay flooring (0207, Figure 20), along with three worn
and subsequently re-filled hollows which were undoubt-
edly contemporary with the roundhouses (0211, 0232,
0233; Figures 19, 20). Apart from the lower parts of the
wall-gullies, these hollows provided the only securely
stratified deposits for the roundhouse as a whole.

Single sherds of briquetage and Iron Age vesicular
pottery were recovered from clay flooring 0207, and a
single piece of vesicular pottery came from one of the
floor-hollows (0233). Two larger pieces of vesicular
pottery came from against or between stones aligned
above wall-gully 0206 in its north-eastern quadrant.
Other finds from B02 were less securely stratified, but
discounting obviously earlier or later material they
comprised part of a saddle-quern, re-used as a grinder,
a few scraps of fired clay and daub, ten certain or
probable pieces of briquetage, an undatable iron object
from one of the postholes (No 199), and a few
fragments of burned bone.

A radiocarbon date of 320 ± 80 bc (HAR-842) was
obtained for charcoal drawn mainly from floor-hollow
0232, but also from wall-gully 0206 and the presumed
central hearth 0234.

Trench B04: roundhouses R3–R4, four-
posters F2–F8

The principal Iron Age features in B04 are shown in
plan in Figures 21 and 22, and in section in Figures 23
and 28. The main structures are also shown in Plate 6.

The north-eastern 6 m of the trench, sloping upwards
towards B03 and obscured for much of the excavation
by a quarry road, produced no intelligible stratification.
The central and south-western parts, however. where
the rampart took a more level course along the hill-
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slope, revealed overlapping patterns of roundhouses
(R3, R4) and four-posters (F2–F8), along with stratifi-
cation which, while clear enough to establish the main
outlines of the sequence, left significant doubts about
some aspects of dating and structural interpretation.
The interpretations presented here reflect this uncer-
tainty. The sequence is first summarized from the top
downwards, as seen during excavation, and then in the
reverse order, paying closer attention to matters of
interpretation.

Beneath the Romano-British stone-layer which
covered much of the trench the surface of the pre-exist-
ing deposits consisted of relatively stone-free blackish
soil (0495), cut by the main quarry road at the south-
west and fading into less distinctive brown soil on the
rising ground to the north-west and north-east. Over a
depth of 5–10 cm this gave way to a more restricted area
of ‘dirty’ brown soil (0491, Figure 21). in which there
was a general scatter of smallish stone, along with some
more obvious local concentrations. Some but not all of
these persisted with depth, and several were later seen to
lie directly above the postholes of four-posters F4–F7;
they presumably represented either post-packing or
material which had found its way into the postholes
after they had gone out of use.

At a depth of about 15 cm into the Iron Age deposits
(beneath 0495 and 0491) a patchy and ill-defined clay
surface (0488) was encountered close to the rampart; it
spread for an ill-defined distance (1.5–2.5 m) in each
direction from a fire-reddened hearth (0490) but lacked
any evidence of associated wall-lines.

On its uphill side the clay was stratigraphically earlier
than a deposit of still-blackish soil and stones (0489),
about 4.5 x 4m across. Cutting through this blackish
soil, or at least the lower parts of it, was a slightly
curving trench or gully (0478) filled with similar dark
soil and jumbled stones; it overlapped one of the four-
poster postholes (0470), but stones at their junction
could have belonged to either feature, leaving their
chronological relationship uncertain.

At its south-western end, clay surface 0488 overlay a

Fig 20 Sketch section at uphill side of roundhouse R2. Scale 1:25
The stones above wall-gully 0206 lifted off before the gully itself became visible as a soil mark. The deposits in
floor-hollows 0211/32/33 were too thin to show their stratigraphical relationship to gully 0206. The stakeholes of
wall-line 0210 were cut/driven into a surface slightly lower than that within the roundhouse, and may therefore have
been set in a shallow gully. The stones above gully 0206 suggest that the corresponding floor level may have remained
undetected some way above the base of the roundhouse platform, the lowest surface and the floor-hollows perhaps
belonging with stakehole wall-line 0210.
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Fig 21 Iron Age rampart and occupation deposits in B04. Scale 1:100
The ground in the lower half of the drawing had been deliberately levelled for the roundhouses, as shown by the
reconstructed section drawing in Fig 23. Beyond them to the NE the natural hillslope rose fairly steeply towards
trenches B03 and B01, and the stratigraphical divisions in the occupation deposits became progressively more obscure.
Features shown in fine outline, without bottom levels, more probably belonged with the late Bronze Age occupation
(shown in greater detail in Fig IO). See Fig 24 for an interpretation of the sequence of deposits and structures, and
Fig 27 for potentially late features at the SW end of the trench (0492A/93/96).
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Fig 22 B04: structures and occupation deposits behind the Iron Age rampart. Scale 1:200
For the same area in greater detail see Fig 21. Of the features shown in drawing A, the four-posters F2–F3 probably
belong to the late Bronze Age occupation (see Chapter 2.4), while roundhouses R3–R4 stand at the beginning of the
Iron Age sequence; occupation deposit 0459 (stippled), linking the roundhouse entrances and shown here at its
minimum  extent, later, spread further to the left as roundhouse R3 ‘migrated’in that direction. Drawing B shows the
maximum extent (stippled) of the brown and black soil deposits which later accumulated on the roundhouse terraces
(0491, 0489); both deposits overlay an ill-defined clay surface (0488, dashed) which itself sealed the roundhouse floors
and occupation deposit shown in the left-hand drawing, gully 0478 cut at least the lower parts of deposit 0489, but the
relationship with four-poster  F6 was uncertain; four-posters F5–F7 were later than deposits 0489 and 0491; F4 was less
securely stratified, but could well have stood at the same time; F8, a conjectural structure largely cut away by the quarry
road, could not have been strictly contemporary with F7,which it partly overlapped (for an alternative interpretation
of F8 and adjacent postholes see Fig 14.

band of stones about 2m wide and one to two deep
against the back of the rampart (0487 and un-numbered
stones immediately above 0459 in Figures 23 and 28);
these in turn sealed the floor surface of roundhouse R4,
which like R3 to its north-east had been set on a terrace
levelled into the hillslope on the uphill side. It was
within the abandoned emplacements of the round-
houses that the deposits described above had accu-
mulated.

The roundhouses are fully described in microfiche
Chapter 10.1; they can also be seen in Plates 6A and
6B). They varied in diameter from about 5.0 m to 5.7 m
and were defined by multiple wall gullies on the uphill
sides, with patchily preserved clay floors, and central
hearths showing more than one phase of use (two in R4.
at least three in R3). The terraces on which they stood
were cut up to 30 cm into the natural subsoil on the
uphill side, the excavated material being pulled forward
to seal an obviously deliberate levelling of stones and

soil (0456), up to 2 m wide and in places as much as
50 cm deep against the foot of the rampart. There were
postholes which suggested that both roundhouses had
possessed entrances on their eastern side, the two
doorways being linked by a spread of blackish midden
material or occupation refuse (0459), preserved most
clearly in a slight hollow between the rampart and the
assumed south-eastern wall-line of roundhouse R3, but
also continuing in an attenuated form around its north-
eastern side.

After removal of the levelling behind the rampart,
and of the rampart itself, the discovery of further post-
holes in and below the Bronze Age deposits led to the
recognition of another two four-posters (F2 a certain
structure, F3 more conjectural); these have already
been described as possible Bronze Age structures in
Chapter 2.6 and Figures 10 and 14 above.

Returning through the sequence in chronological
order, and giving greater attention to interpretation and
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Fig 23   Section through deposits behind the Iron Age rampart in B04. Scale 1:50
Reconstructed section through the centre-line of roundhouse R3. See also section B04 Centre in Fig 28.

timescale, it is clear that if four-posters F2 and F3 were
built after the Iron Age rampart, they can have stood
for only a short time, since no obvious silting was
detected beneath the levelling of stones and soil (0456)
placed against the rampart when the terraces were cut
for roundhouses R3 and R4. It could be argued,
perhaps, that the levelling was in the first instance for
four-posters F2 and F3, and not for the roundhouses;
but the balance of probabilities seems against this, there
being no sign of pre-roundhouse occupation above the
levelling, nor detected evidence of the postholes or
post-sockets in the levelling itself. It is likely, therefore,
that the two structures are of late Bronze Age date or
(more strictly) belong to a period preceding the con-
struction of the Iron Age rampart but possibly post-
dating the main late Bronze Age occupation.

There seems every reason for thinking that round-
houses R3 and R4 stood together as a conjoined pair
and that they represented the first stage of occupation
after construction of the Iron Age rampart: their floors
matched one another in level, their construction
methods were identical, their hearths were of similar
design, and their entrances were linked by a single
deposit of occupation refuse (0459). Each appears to
have been built three times on much the same spot,
though R3 moved slightly uphill with time, allowing a
wider spread of occupation debris between itself and the
back of the rampart.

Above the roundhouse floors, however, the relation-
ships and interpretation of the deposits became less
clear. The diffuse clay layer and associated hearth
(0488, 0490) stood only 10 cm or so above the floor of
roundhouse R3, though straddling its likely wall-line
and sealing its associated occupation debris (0459). At
its south-western end the clay overlapped a stony
deposit against the rampart (0487 and un-numbered
stones above 0459 in Figures 23 and 28) which in turn
overlay the floor and south-eastern hearth of round-
house R4; it seems clear that the clay was laid down
after the two roundhouses had gone out of use.

Clay surface 0488 had no clear edges, fading into less
clayey material at the north-east and south-west and

into jumbled stone against the face of the rampart on
the south-east. To the north-west it merged into undis-
tinctive brown soil above the roundhouse floors, where
it was at least partially overlain by the stony blackish
soil of 0489. This darker material occupied the uphill
part of the abandoned terrace for roundhouse R3, but
its boundaries were too diffuse to show whether it had
simply accumulated above the disused roundhouse
floor, or been deposited at a later stage in a hollow dug
from a higher level. At all events, its lower parts were
cut by a slightly curving gully (0478) which butt-ended
at the south-west and faded out into ill-defined stony
deposits at the other end. When first identified, this
gully was seen as a potential western wall-line for clay
surface 0488, but no return towards the rampart was
identified at either end, nor any matching trench against
the rampart itself. If gully 0478 is rejected-for such a
purpose, there remains no clue to the shape or location
of wall-lines related to clay surface 0488, the stickiness
of which under even mildly damp conditions suggested
that it was unlikely to have been an external surface.
While gully 0478 clearly cut the lower parts of 0489 (and
extended some way beyond it at the south-west) it was
filled with similar blackish soil and stones, many of
which became visible only after the upper parts of
deposit 0489 had been removed. On this evidence the
gully could have been entirely later than 0489, or might
have been dug at an intermediate stage, after some but
not all of the black material had collected in the back of
the disused roundhouse terrace, as a deliberately-placed
midden or simply as accumulating occupation refuse.
In this case the gully might have existed either as an
open trench or as the foundation of a timber wall or
fence designed to protect the area between itself and the
rampart. If an open trench, it would naturally have
silted with material derived from the adjacent midden,
which may eventually have spilled onto the downhill
side of the gully to give the pattern observed during
excavation. If a wall or fence, a similar process might
have occurred after the decay of the timbers (of which,
admittedly, there was no obvious evidence in the filling
of the gully).
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The precise stratigraphical relationship between the
dark soil of 0489 and the adjacent clay surface 0488 was
also uncertain. The diffuse character of the deposits at
their overlap left it unclear whether the eastern edge of
0489 directly overlay the clay surface, or was separated
from it by at least some of the dirty brown soil (0491)
which covered the clay to a depth of 10 cm or more
closer to the rampart, and which extended to the south-
west over the abandoned terrace of roundhouse R4. It
was undeniable, however, that brown soil 0491 was cut
by several postholes belonging to four-posters F4–F7;
one of these (0470) was also later than at least the lower
parts of 0489. The darker material of 0489 might
therefore have been collecting in the back of the aban-
doned roundhouse terrace while clay surface 0488 was
in use (perhaps as refuse from its associated hearth,
0490). Alternatively it might have been deposited at a
later date, before or during the currency of four-posters
F4–F7. Gully 0478 is left with a similarly floating
chronology, perhaps as early as clay surface 0488,
perhaps as late as or even later than the four-posters;
the gully could not, however, have been precisely con-
temporary with four-poster F5, which it partially over-
lapped (without, unfortunately, revealing the strati-
graphical relationship between the two).

Four-posters F4–F7 were well-defined rectangular or
squarish structures, ranged behind the rampart at slight
angles to one another (Plate 6B). They varied in size
from 2.7 x 2.1 m (F6) to 3.2 x 2.4 m (F5) to the centres
of posts about 40 cm across; F4 and F7 were almost
square in shape, at 2.85 x 2.6m and 2.9 x 2.6 m respec-
tively. The size and profile of the postholes varied re-
cognizably from one structure to another. Fuller details
are given in microfiche Chapter 10.2. F8 was a more
conjectural structure, represented only by two post-
holes partially cut away by the quarry road. The four-
posters did not, apparently, continue onto the rising
ground to the north-east, where there were no postholes
beyond those of F4; the pattern may, however, have
spread to the south-west, into the area destroyed by the
quarry road. The stratification of the postholes (cutting
clay surface 0488 and the overlying brown soil 0491)
shows that F4–F7 belonged to a late stage in the Iron
Age sequence. In the absence of associated floor levels
or occupation deposits it is uncertain how many may
have been standing at any one time, although it is clear
from the overlapping plans of F7 and the conjectural
F8 that those at least cannot have been contemporary.
The equivocal relationship of the four-poster postholes
and the darker soil of 0489 has already been noted.

The blackish soil which formed the topmost spit of
the pre-Roman deposits (0495) is perhaps best seen as
a stable topsoil formed between the Iron Age and Rom-
ano-British occupations. Four unexplained features
appeared high in the Iron Age levels, at or just below
the junction with the Romano-British deposits. A
possible alignment of stones (0494) towards the centre
of the trench was later seen to overlie the assumed
north-eastern wall-line of roundhouse R3 (in Figure 21
it would run from the end of wall-gully 0446C, past
0430S and 0442B, to just north-east of 0440A). Nothing
similar was seen between the bottom of the stones and
the floor of the roundhouse 30-40 cm below, however,
and the apparent relationship (like the alignment itself?)
may therefore have been coincidental.
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Three other stone settings further to the south-east,
against the quarry road-cutting, may have belonged to
a roundhouse occupied at the very end of the Iron Age
sequence, but the connection between them was in
doubt, and alternative explanations are possible. The
first was a curving line of edge-set stones (0492A)
forming the westerly limit of a diffuse layer of small
stones (0492) on the hillslope north-west of the quarried
terrace for roundhouse R4 (0492A in Figures 21 and
27); the edge set stones may perhaps have been packing
within an otherwise undetected wall-trench. The second
was another short (and uncertain) length of aligned
stones much closer to the rampart (0493) to the south
of posthole 0476 (Figure 27) and like that posthole seen
in the very upper part of the Iron Age deposits. The
third was 0496 (Figure 27), a curving area of flat-laid
stones, again at the junction of Iron Age and Romano-
British levels and alternatively interpretable as a path
associated with a rectangular Romano-British structure
described more fully in Chapter 2.7 below. If 0492A,
0493 and 0496 did belong together, they might have
represented a late and somewhat ill-formed roundhouse
up to 7.5 m in diameter.

Finds and dating evidence from B04

No conclusively Iron Age material was found below the
roundhouse floors, nor within the make-up for them.
The refuse between roundhouse R3 and the rampart
(0459) contained a single sherd of Iron Age vesicular
pottery, three pieces of briquetage, an iron tang or point
and a curved knife (Nos 176 and 177), a utilized pebble,
a spindle-whorl (No 299), and a deposit of carbonized
grain, including both Emmer and Spelt wheat (des-
cribed and discussed in microfiche Chapter 13.6). A
sherd of vesicular pottery and parts of an iron bow-
brooch (No 183) came from a stakehole or posthole,
seen in the floor of roundhouse R4 but possibly dug
from a higher level (0462A). Soil between the round-
house floors and clay surface 0488 (including the clay
itself) yielded two vesicular sherds, seven pieces of bri-
quetage, a spiral bronze finger-ring (No 166), part of an
iron ring (No 182), a fragment of saddle-quern, a
rubbing stone (No 265) and a spindle-whorl (No 300).
Above clay surface 0488, in the brown soil of 0491 and
the darker material of 0489, briquetage became more
plentiful (56 and 23 pieces respectively); 16 sherds of
Iron Age vesicular pottery also came from soil 0491,
along with several fragments of haematite-rich clay (of
unknown purpose) and two utilized stones (Nos 263
and 267). The postholes of four-posters F4–F7
produced four pieces of vesicular pottery (including two
pieces from No 95), four pieces of briquetage, and a
fragmentary stone spindle-whorl (No 302). The
blackish soil at the junction of the Iron Age and Rom-
ano-British levels (0495) contained three sherds of vesi-
cular pottery, 33 pieces of briquetage, and a few presu-
mably-intrusive Roman objects (four pieces of pottery
and an iron nail, No 201). Finds from indistinctly-stra-
tified situations within the Iron Age deposits included
another four iron objects (Nos 178–181). Three pieces
of clay mould-fabric and one of crucible, from various
levels in the Iron Age deposits, seem more likely to be
rubbish survival from the Bronze Age occupation: this
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Fig 24   B10-B16: structures and occupation deposits behind the Iron Age rampart. Scale 1:200
For the same area in greater detail see Fig 26. Stippling in drawing A indicates the approximate extent of the main
Iron Age ‘occupation soil ’; in B11 this was brown in colour and overlay a scorched ‘floor-surface’ (1159A) on soil 1159,
with a hearth against the NE limit of excavation (1161); these were tentatively identified as the remains of a small
rectangular building, its SW end marked by a concentration of larger stones at the junction of B11 and B10 (1153B);
SW of these stones, the occupation soil produced a greater variety of finds and was darker in colour, though fading
in intensity and width on the rising ground towards Bl6. Also shown in drawing A is the two-period wall-gully of
roundhouse R5, well-marked around the uphill side of its rock-cut terrace but fading out towards the rampart and
lacking a clear stratigraphical relationship to the occupation deposits just described; a possible stretch of curving
wall-gully closer to the rampart, with postholes at its N end, was seen within the occupation deposits, but was
stratigraphically isolatedfrom the wall-gullies to the left, with which a connection cannot necessarily be assumed; the
same applies to some effectively unstratified traces of burned clay which could have represented a central hearth for
roundhouse R5. Drawing B shows several four-posters (F9-F13), of variable reliability in view of their differing states
of preservation; they have been allocated, as a group, to the later part of the Iron Age sequence, since at least some
of their postholes were seen at the very top of the Iron Age deposits.

might also apply to a small piece’ of bronze-casting
waste (No 171).

Further dating evidence is provided by four radiocar-
bon results, all from substantial charcoal samples:
191±28 bc (BM-1161) for the occupation refuse (0459)
between roundhouse R3 and the rampart; 158±31 bc
(BM-1160) for the floor surface and hearth of round-
house R3; 201±31 bc (BM-1158) for brown soil 0491,

stratigraphically later than the roundhouses and clay
surface 0488, but earlier than four-posters F4-F7; and
192±31 bc (BM-1159) for the blackish soil 0489, which
occupied a broadly similar position in the stratigraphi-
cal sequence. The dates are statistically indistinguish-
able from one another, and are fully consistent with the
terminus post quem for the adjacent part of the Iron Age
rampart (270±90 bc, QL-1080).



Chapter 2.6 4 5

Fig 25   Section through deposits behind the Iron Age rampart in B14. Scale 1:50
Reconstructed section on the centre-line of B14. Some postholes and pits have been omitted for the sake of clarity in
displaying the main stratigraphical subdivisions. See also section B14 Centre in Fig 29.

Trenches B10-B11: four-posters F9-F10

The area south of the quarry road (Figures 24 and 26),
where the land rose gently from B11 towards B16,
formed a natural extension of the intensively occupied
area to its north, described in the previous section.
Similar artefacts and occupation deposits were found
close to the quarry road, along with a multiplicity of
structural features, amongst which were roundhouse
R5 and five certain or possible four-posters, F9-F13.
Finds and features thinned out, however, towards the
higher and more exposed ground in B16, where excava-
tion behind the rampart was constricted by the presence
of large trees. The following account concentrates first
on B10 and B11, which were excavated separately in the
first year of the project, and then on B14, B15 and B16.

In the exploratory and salvage work in B10 and B11
little was achieved beyond the identification of an oc-
cupation soil, up to 40 cm deep against the rear face of
the Iron Age rampart but fading into the hillslope 4 m
or so behind it. In Figure 24A differing densities of
stipple have been used to indicate a variation of colour-
ing between the soil in B11 (1153), which was dull
brown,’ and that in B10 and the areas further to the
south, which was blacker in appearance, with plentiful
scattered charcoal (1053). The division between the two
coincided with an apparent concentration of larger
stones (1153B), occupying the full depth of the Iron Age
deposits and projecting roughly at right-angles to the
rampart for a distance of some 4.5m. Lack of time
prevented examination of the junction between these
stones and the rear face of the rampart, which was seen
in B11 only as a poorly-defined line of basal stones after
the mechanical clearance of overlying material from the
rampart core and a metre or so behind it, the area of
incomplete investigation being marked by a broken line
in Figures 24B and 26. The cursory examination which
it was possible to make left it unclear whether the stones
of 1153B represented a built wall (or wall-base), or
simply a variation in stone-density between the dark
and stony deposits in B10 and the lighter-coloured and
less stony ones in B11.

Between stone concentration 1153B and the quarry
road the junction of the Iron Age and underlying

deposits displayed traces of a scorched floor surface of
clay and trodden earth (1159A), and a clay hearth
(1161) which lay at the same level against the north-
eastern limit of excavation (already noted as equivoc-
ally Bronze Age or Iron Age in Chapter 2.4 above).
Both the traces of floor surface and the soil on which
they lay faded into the hillslope 3-4m behind the
rampart, the top surface being almost level, with only
slight falls to the north-east and south-east. The under-
lying soil (1159, continued in B10 as 1059) appeared to
butt against the lower few centimetres of the rampart
stones, but also passed beneath them in a way already
described for deposits at the Bronze Age/Iron Age tran-
sition (Chapter 2.4). Since the Iron Age rampart
remained unexcavated in this area it was impossible to
say whether the scorched surface (1159A) continued
beneath the rampart and therefore belonged with the
late Bronze Age occupation, or was entirely restricted
to the area behind the rampart and represented the first
episode of occupation after its construction. The pro-
bability lies with the latter, since the survival of such
meagre traces, for what may have been several centuries
between the two periods of occupation, seems unlikely
in the absence of any protective accumulation above
them. It seems possible that the hearth and floor surface
belong to a structure built against the back of the Iron
Age rampart soon after its construction, the blackish
soil to its south-west representing associated occupa-
tion debris, and the lighter-coloured soil above the
floor-surface 1159A being a later accumulation, after
the assumed building had gone out of use.

Before leaving this conjectured structure it remains
only to note that no positive evidence was recovered for
its walling material, nor any secure indication of
internal roof supports; two small postholes and an
end-set stone (1162, 1164, 1165 in Figure 26), seen at or
below the floor-surface in B11, could well have been
later features, undetected in the overlying deposits
because of the speed with which these were removed.

More noteworthy were two substantially larger post-
holes in B10, penetrating through the whole or greater
part of the Iron Age deposit (1057, 1058). Two others
of similar size, but identified at a relatively lower level
in B11 (1157, 1158), are in the light of evidence from
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adjacent areas (B04, B14–B16) attributed to four-
posters F9 (conjectural because consisting of only a
single post near the limit of excavation) and F10 (which
measured c 2.6 x 2.3 m to the centres of rather ill-
defined post-pipes). Full details of both structures are
given in microfiche Chapter 10.2.

Trenches B14–B16: roundhouse R5, four-
posters F11–F13

Somewhat better stratigraphical and structural infor-
mation was recovered in B14 and B15, and to a lesser
extent in the more constricted B16. Large postholes like
those already seen in B10 and B11 were now joined by
traces of a once-rebuilt timber roundhouse (R5), its
uphill wall-lines set on a terrace cut up to 50 cm into
outcropping bedrock about 7m behind the rampart.
The blackish Iron Age occupation soil between the
front of this terrace and the rampart (1459 in Figures
25, 26) had hints of a clay or beaten earth surface when
first exposed, but otherwise showed no clear sub-
division either horizontally or vertically. In B14 it
became blacker with depth (1459 above 1468), but for
the rest it simply decreased in depth, width and black-
ness along the length of the rampart to the south-west,
from 4-5 m wide and up to 30 cm deep in the north-
eastern part of B14 to less than 2 m wide and only 10 cm
or so deep at the south-western side of B15 (1537). In
B14, especially near its junction with B10, the black soil
overlay and in places merged with a layer of khaki-
brown soil and jumbled stones (1465) against the foot
of the rampart, perhaps representing a deliberate levell-
ing like that already described in B04 (0456), though on
a smaller scale. At the junction of B15 and B16 the
blackish occupation soil (1537) was overlain by about
15 cm of lighter-coloured material (hillwash?) not seen
north of a 1.5 m sondage along the south-western face
of B15, made at the beginning of the 1970–71 excava-
tions to test the depth and nature of the deposits behind
the rampart (Figure 26). Where this lighter material
continued into B16 (as 1656) it was pierced by postholes
of variable size and character, but the area was too
constricted by standing trees and a later intrusion for
structural interpretation.

In B14 on the other hand there was a wealth of
structural information (Figure 26), unfortunately
without a matching clarity of stratigraphical detail. The
uphill parts of roundhouse R5 were the first Iron Age
features to appear, while the Romano-British stone-
layer (1445, Figures 25, 27) was still under investigation
closer to the rampart. The roundhouse is more fully
described in microfiche Chapter 10.1, only basic details
of dimensions and stratification being given here.

Beneath a spread of loose brown soil and stones
which covered the whole trench (1444) the roundhouse
first appeared as a curving and obviously quarried rock
scarp, at the foot of which a wedge of stone-free soil
(1446) sealed both a clay floor-surface (1451) and a
matching wall-trench (1450A). The clay surface in turn
sealed 10 cm or so of dark brown soil and shattered
stone (1449) above the quarried floor of the roundhouse
terrace. It also lapped on its uphill side across an earlier
and slightly deeper version of the roundhouse wall-
trench (1450B).

Sitting directly on the quarried rock and sealing the
inner edge of the earlier wall-trench were two large flat
stones (1450D, Figure 26), their upper surfaces levelled
as if to form a threshold or base. One of the stones
proved to be a cracked but otherwise undamaged sad-
dle-quern, inverted over its own rubbing stone (No
236). The stones were not certainly sealed by clay
surface 1451, but their position suggests that they
probably belonged with the earlier of the two wall-lines,
which they fractionally overlapped.

After falling at a gentle gradient for a metre or so
from the wall-line. clay floor-surface 1451 faded out or
was interrupted, exposing the underlying brown soil
(1449) which then met, overlapped or merged with the
deposits closer to the rampart in a strip 1–2 m wide
where there was no clear stratigraphical division
between the modern topsoil and the quarried bedrock
of the roundhouse terrace. Because of this, it proved
impossible to establish secure relationships between the
deposits on the quarried roundhouse terrace and the
darker occupation soil nearer the rampart. This darker
soil contained patches of burned and unburned clay
(1462, 1458) along its uphill edge as well as a fugitive
yellowish surface closer to the rampart. These could
have been continuations of the roundhouse floor (the
burned clay of 1462 perhaps representing a central
hearth), but they might alternatively have belonged to
other structures, such as four-posters F11–F13 (dis-
cussed below).

As they curved towards the front of the roundhouse
terrace, wall-gullies 1450A and 1450B (which indicated
a building about 6m in diameter) coalesced and de-
creased in depth, suggesting that any continuation
closer to the rampart might be fragmentary or ill-
defined. The Romano-British stone-layer (Plate 5A)
was searched meticulously for anything which might
have supported a Romano-British date for roundhouse
R5, but the stone-layer appeared unbroken. Nor was
anything by way of a curving wall-line seen at the upper
surface of the Iron Age occupation soil, whether as a
stone alignment, a soilmark, or an edge to the fugitive
yellowish surface on the Iron Age occupation soil. A
few centimetres lower, however, an apparently curving
line of stones (1466A, Plate 5B), with a roughly rectan-
gular patch of charcoal-flecked soil at its northern end
(1466C, perhaps a post-socket) and another possible
posthole nearby (1467), fell in a suitable position to be
a continuation of the roundhouse wall-line; about
20 cm closer to the rampart, and following much the
same curve, were patches of charcoal and ash (1466B).
perhaps representing traces of a second wall-line.

All of these features, however, were poorly-defined in
blackish stony soil, and they lacked any direct strati-
graphical link with the wall-line on the quarried terrace
to the north-west. The link with roundhouse R5 is
therefore a matter of conjecture, though if accepted it
would place the construction of the roundhouse late in
the Iron Age sequence, compared with the early
position established for roundhouses R3 and R4 north
of the quarry road in B04.

The Iron Age deposits in B14 (themselves very stony)
were interrupted by numerous postholes or possible
postholes, up to a metre across, represented by tight-
knit or occasionally more diffuse groups of jumbled or
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upright stones (Plate 5B). Some of the stones appeared
to project a few centimetres above the Iron Age surface
after removal of the Romano-British stone-layer (a
point discussed further below), while others were ac-
companied by areas of softer, different-coloured or
more charcoal-flecked soil. Some, but not all, eventu-
ally acquired firm outlines and clear or suspected post-
pipes, either through penetrating the subsoil or
bedrock, or by repetition of similar stone-groupings or
soilmarks at different depths throughout the occupa-
tion deposits.

It was clear from a comparatively early stage that
four well-defined postholes at the junction of B14 and
B15 fell at the corners of an exact rectangle (F13), as did
three of those further to the north-east (F10, already
noted in the description of B10 and B11). Leaving aside
features certainly identified within the Romano-British
levels (fine broken outline in Figure 26), two other
four-post patterns (F11, F12) were eventually iden-
tified, overlapping one another in the north-eastern half
of B14. Both were subject to uncertainties, but their
identification left only three features of comparable size
unexplained in B14 (1460, a posthole or pit on the
roundhouse platform; 1478, an ill-defined stone-group
against the rampart; and 1473B, a diffuse pit-like
feature, perhaps caused by root or animal action, not
seen above the underlying Bronze Age levels). The
structures varied in size from c 2.3 x 2.05 m for the
ill-defined F12 to 2.8 x 2.4 m for F11; the best-defined
of the three, F13, measured 2.65 x 2.4 m to the centres
of post-pipes about 30 cm across. Full details of all
three structures are given in microfiche Chapter 10.2.

Since many of the four-poster postholes were seen at
or near the top of the Iron Age deposits, the structures
they represent (if treated as a group) can only have
belonged near the end of the Iron Age occupation, as in
B04; the overlap between F11 and F 12, however, shows
that not all can have been strictly contemporary with
one another.

stage in the stratigraphical sequence. Where no clear
distinction exists between the soil belonging with the
overlying stones and that which originally lay beneath
them (as was the case here) some ‘smoothing’ of this
kind is almost unavoidable, because the excavator
(until he becomes thoroughly familiar with the situa-
tion) has no means of knowing that he has reached the
bottom of the stony layer until he has actually removed
the majority of the stones, and inevitably some of the
underlying soil along with them. It seems probable, in
retrospect, that this is what happened in B14, so that
what was treated as the top of the Iron Age levels (the
yellowish ‘surface’ on/in 1459) was actually a few cen-
timetres below the surface upon which the Romano-
British stone-layer was originally laid (or had accu-
mulated).

The appearance of stones at the apparent ‘upper’
surface of the Iron Age occupation soil, or even project-
ing slightly from it, does not therefore imply that the
underlying postholes had been dug from a higher level,
unless the same stones had previously been seen in the
Romano-British levels, as was the case with the features
shown in fine outline in Figure 26. An additional factor
is the possible settlement of the later, stony, layer into
the tops of earlier postholes, either because they had
remained as hollows on the later ground surface (as
with postholes still visible in the modern turf at Moel
Hiraddug hillfort in Clwyd, cf Brassi1 et al 1981–82) or
because sinkage had occurred after deposition of the
overlying stones, as the post-butts decayed or the pack-
ing-stones collapsed under the extra weight. This being
so, the allocation of a posthole to the period of a later.
stony, deposit only becomes certain if stones bridging
the two deposits include undeniable packing-stones still
in position. In no instance was this the case in B10–B16,
and the four-posters are therefore assigned, as a group
and with necessary caution, to the end of the Iron Age
occupation and not the succeeding Romano-British
phase.

Rejection of the conjectured late Roman
re-defence

Other possibly Iron Age features in B14–B16

Attention should be drawn to a few other features
Mention has already been made of stones apparently shown in Figure 26 but not yet mentioned. Close to the
projecting above the Iron Age surface from some of the rampart in B14 was a patch of yellow clay, fire-
postholes now assigned to four-posters F11 and F12; reddened on its upper surface, at the centre of an ill-
these stones led to a provisional interpretation of the defined but apparently bowl-shaped group of stones
postholes as elements in a two-storied late Roman or (1482) about 65 cm across and 20 cm deep in the middle
post-Roman re-defence (Musson 1972; 1976). In retros- and lower parts of the Iron Age occupation deposits: it
pect, some of the post-positions used in that reconstruc- was taken at the time of excavation to be a bowl-hearth,
tion seem unreliable, even allowing for the cautions or even some kind of furnace, whether for metal-work-
expressed in the latter publication. ing or otherwise. The latter interpretation, however,

The problems of dating which arise when stones of received no positive support from macroscopic exami-
one period apparently interleave with those of another nation of the clay, which showed it to be only lightly
deserve wider consideration, however, if only because burned on its upper surface, with no evidence of slag or
they present a problem which is likely to recur on other other metallurgical residues (J Bayley pers comm).
sites. The capacity of stone-layers to impress themselves Whatever its function, the dating of the feature was
into pre-existing deposits has already been noted in uncertain, the excavation plans showing an ill-defined
Chapter 2.2 and 2.4. Any excavation procedure which patch of looser soil above it in the upper part of the Iron
‘smooths out’ the underlying surface, instead of Age deposits, and a rather larger group of stones in
removing each stone individually from its sunken im- much the same position at the junction of the lron Age
pression, will truncate the earlier deposit and effectively and Romano-British levels (including one stone and a
‘elevate’ some of the soil so removed to the succeeding Romano-British sherd alternatively attributable to
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1439A). Either a pre-Roman or a Roman date would
therefore seem possible.

Also close to the rampart in B14 were two short lines
of edge-set stones (1481), parallel to one another at the
junction of the Iron Age and Bronze Age levels (project-
ing from the surface of 1483), and therefore attributable
to either period; they may have been the edgings of a
hearth, though obvious signs of burning were lacking.
Use as a hearth may also be suggested for a group of
small flat stones at the surface of the Iron Age levels
(1475); but a more jumbled group nearby remains of
unknown purpose (1464A). Figure 26 also includes a
number of small postholes or possible postholes, seen at
various levels in the Iron Age deposits or in the Bronze
Age occupation soil below; 1457 may have belonged to
roundhouse R5 as an entrance-post, but no convincing
structural interpretation can be offered for the remain-
der.

Finds and dating evidence from B10–B16

Apart from obviously residual material, the strati-
graphically secure parts of roundhouse R5, on its
quarried terrace behind the rampart, included a single
small piece of briquetage from the earlier of the two
wall-gullies (1450B), the saddle-quern and rubbing
stone (No 236) noted above, which probably belonged
to the earlier phase of the building, and part of a utilized
pebble from soil 1449. A Romano-British rim-sherd
(No 129) was recovered from the same deposit in an
area where only a notional distinction could be made
from the overlying Romano-British stone-layer;
another Romano-British sherd came from immediately
alongside, or perhaps in, posthole 1455, which may
therefore have post-dated the Iron Age occupation.

In the areas closer to the rampart the brown soil
which constituted the whole depth of the Iron Age
deposits in B11 (1153) produced a small lump of lead
(No 224), along with 46 pieces of briquetage but only a
single sherd of Iron Age vesicular pottery (even that
probably came from amongst the stones of 1153B, at
the overlap with the darker occupation soil to the
south). By contrast, the blacker soil in B10, B14 and
B15 (1053, 1459, 1468, 1537, 1546) contained 82 sherds
of vesicular pottery (including Nos 96 and 98–100), an
anomalous sandy sherd (No 110), two Romano-British
sherds (presumably intrusive, one being No 126), 65
pieces of briquetage (including Nos 131 and 132), a
fragment of bronze-casting waste (No 170), at least two
bow-brooches and other objects of iron (Nos 184–5,
188–91), two pieces of crucible fabric (No 230), a small
piece of mould-fabric and another of ?tuyere (both
possibly residual from the Bronze Age occupation), a
lump of iron slag (No 234), and an unusually large
spindle-whorl (No 301).

The Iron Age vesicular pottery was more plentiful in
the lower levels, the briquetage fairly evenly distributed,
the iron objects exclusively from the upper parts in B10
and B14. Minor layers and unallocated features contri-
buted two pieces of vesicular pottery, sixteen sherds of
briquetage, a small lump of iron slag (No 234 again),
and a tiny blue glass bead (No 316). Postholes of four-
posters F9–F13 contained four pieces of vesicular
pottery, eight of briquetage, a bow-brooch and another

Fig 26(opposite) Iron Age rampart and occupation
deposits in B10–B16. Scale 1:100
See also interpretative drawings in Fig 24 and sections in
Figs 2.5 and 29.

piece of iron (Nos 186 and 192), two damaged saddle-
querns (including No 239), and a utilized pebble (No
282). Two pieces of Romano-British pottery came from
postholes of four-poster F12, both from high levels
where they could have been intrusive. Romano-British,
post-Roman and insecurely stratified deposits pro-
duced five pieces of vesicular pottery (including No
101), two anomalous sandy sherds of possibly Iron Age
date (No 111), 213 of briquetage (including Nos 134–6),
the spring of an iron bow-brooch (No 187), part of an
iron reaping hook or bill-hook (No 193), a ring-headed
iron linch-pin of probable pre-Roman date (No 194),
and two glass beads of well-known Iron Age types (Nos
315 and 317).

The only radiocarbon date for the Iron Age occupa-
tion deposits south of the quarry road was 172 ± 45 bc
(BM-965) for a bulked charcoal sample from the
bottoms of three post-pipes of four-poster F13.

2.7 Romano-British occupation
deposits
Either side of the quarry road, in B04 and all but the
south-western extremity of B10–B16, Romano-British
pottery occurred at all levels from the modern surface
to the top of the Iron Age levels, with a few pieces
intrusive in the Iron Age deposits themselves (the distri-
bution of those sherds that were individually planned is
shown in Figure 27). In all, 170 sherds were recovered,
with production dates ranging from the mid 3rd to mid
or late 4th centuries AD. Further details of stratifica-
tion are summarised in Chapter 7.6, but it may be noted
here that sherds of vessels Nos 113 and 114 were found
in and under the stonefall at the front of the Iron Age
rampart in B10 (Figures 8D and 27), showing that at
least parts of the prehistoric defences were still tolerably
well preserved in the 3rd or 4th centuries AD. Only two
coins were recovered, both from deposits disturbed by
quarry road-making in or alongside B04: No 340 was a
dupondius of Antoninus Pius (AD 138–161) and No
341 an antoninianus of Claudius ‘Gothicus’ (AD 268–
270). The earlier coin would have been out of circula-
tion before the later one came into use. Other Roman
or potentially Roman finds from the rampart cuttings
were the equivocally-dated sandy sherds mentioned
above (No 111), an iron nail (No 201), a plain ring (No
205), three iron studs or hobnails (Nos 210–212), the
lower stone of a rotary quern (No 242, Figure 8D, top),
and a segmented glass bead (No 319).

In B10–B16 a stone levelling or hard-standing (1052,
1152, 1445, 1535, and perhaps 1653) was the most
prominent feature of the Romano-British deposits. This
was well-marked at the north-east, where it contained
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the densest concentration of finds and also a carefully-
constructed stone-slab hearth (1447, Plate 5A). Further
to the south-west, however, in B15 and B16, the density
of stones was less, Roman finds were thinly scattered or
absent, and difficulties of identification were caused by
a late intrusion into the back of the rampart and
adjacent parts of the interior, described in Chapter 2.8
below.

Fig 27 (left) Romano-British finds and features in B04
and B10-B16. Scale 1:200
See also Fig 8D and its accompanying caption, and the
description of the Romano-British evidence in Chapter
2.7. The lower part of the drawing also includes a stone
deposit (1536) and a possibly post-Roman intrusion
(stippled), described in Chapter 2.9 and 2.8 respectively.
Immediately north of the quarry road a broken line shows
an alignment of small stones (92A) which might, in an
alternative interpretation of the evidence, form part of a
late Iron Age roundhouse with features 96, 93 and
perhaps 76; the possibility is discussed in Chapter 2.6, at
the end of the section dealing with Trench B04.

In B10, B11 and B14, the stones reached up to 30 cm
deep where they merged into the top of the Iron Age
rampart, but faded into the hillslope 4-5 m behind it,
becoming indistinguishable from a general scatter of
stone which overlay both the Romano-British and Iron
Age levels beneath the modern topsoil (1441, 1534 in
Figures 25 and 29). The width decreased towards the
south-west, as shown in Figure 27; an apparent
widening in B11 corresponded suspiciously with the
limits of a modern quarry track and should be treated
‘with some reserve. At the junction between B10 and
B14 (B10 South in Figure 29) the stone-layer (1052)
clearly overlay the back of the Iron Age rampart, but
met the upper core of loose scree at an indistinct line of
stones (1054) which could have belonged to either
period. In B11 dry soil conditions and lack of time
prevented adequate examination of the junction. In B14
the line of intersection consisted of an uninterpretable
mass of stonework, and in B15 and B16 it was obscured
by the late intrusion already mentioned above. Behind
the rampart in B14 there were hints of smaller and more
carefully-laid stones at the base of the layer, especially
towards the rampart, but the deposit otherwise
appeared as little more than a jumble of small and
medium-sized stones in dark brown or blackish soil,
Romano-British pottery occurring from the lowest
levels upwards.

The density of stone seemed too great for a natural
accumulation, and the layer is best seen as a deliberate
hard-standing, laid progressively throughout the Rom-
ano-British occupation to consolidate the soft upper
surface of the Iron Age levels.

Occupying the full depth of the stone-layer towards
its ill-defined north-western edge in B14 was a fire-
reddened hearth (1447, Plate 5A), consisting of eight

Fig 28 (opposite) Rampart excavations: section
drawings north-east of the quarry road. Scale 1:100
For ease of comparison, all the sections in this drawing
and Fig 29 are shown as if viewed from the SW though
some were originally recorded from the opposite direc-
tion. The drawings of B01, B10 and B12 are simplifica-
tions of standing sections recorded on the site at a scale
of 1:20; the remainder are ‘reconstructed’ from data
recorded in plan, section lines being chosen for the best
representation of the observed relationships. To obtain
the full context notations, add the trench-number (01, 03
etc) to the numbers recorded on the section drawings.
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stone slabs protected on the south-west by a slightly
upstanding kerb. Its presence prompted a search for
related structural features, but no traces of either the
walls or floor of an associated building were found; a
possible association with the roundhouse features seen
on the rock-cut terrace to the north-west was rejected in
the absence of any visible break in the stone layer for a
curving wall-line between the roundhouse terrace and
the rear of the Iron Age rampart (see description of
roundhouse R5 in Chapter 2.6 above).

Only a small number of postholes or possible post-
holes in B10–B16 could lay claim to a Romano-British
dating, and these formed no obvious structural pattern.
Within the stone-layer close to the hearth were two
ill-defined groups of stones (1464, 1471) which persisted
a short distance into the underlying Iron Age deposits;
either or both might have been postholes but they lay
too far from the centre of the hearth for easy interpreta-
tion as spit-supports. Two other possible postholes lay
about 3 m to the east (1439, 1439A). Against the back
of the rampart was a possible posthole or pit (1472),
represented by ill-defined stone-groups in the Romano-
British stone-layer and top of the Iron Age deposit
below. North-west of the hearth, on the building-plat-
form for roundhouse R5, was a small posthole which
had a Romano-British sherd alongside it, or possibly
within it, at bedrock level (1455). Finally, the possible
hearth or furnace (1482), shown in fine outline in Figure
27 and already described in Chapter 2.6, might have
been either Romano-British or Iron Age in date.

North of the quarry road, in B04, stony deposits were
encountered immediately below the modern topsoil,
and persisted for a depth of up to 35 cm, the deepest and
densest parts (0497) forming a band 3-4 m wide behind
the Iron Age rampart. As in B10–B16 the stones merged
indistinctly with the upper part of the Iron Age rampart
core. Sherds of Romano-British pottery were found
from the surface of the Iron Age levels upwards. The
continuation of the stone-layer onto the rising ground
at the north-eastern end of B04 was uncertain, a tree-
stump and temporary quarry road preventing examina-
tion above the Iron Age levels.

At the south-western end of B04 a rather denser
concentration of stone (0499) began to appear quite
close below the modern surface, its bottom stones
‘lifting off some 25–30 cm lower, at the same level as
those of the general stone-layer 0497. Its vaguely rec-
tangular shape, about 4 m by 5 m in extent, became
slightly clearer with depth, but there was nothing in the
way of laid wall-lines or deliberately-placed cobbling,
the stones simply clustering together more tightly than
those in the surrounding areas. Partly obscured within
this concentration, but with its stones ‘lifting off at the
same level, was a hearth of eight fire-reddened stones
(0498). About a metre closer to the rampart was the first
of fifteen flattish stone slabs (0496 in Figure 27).
forming a curving area of ‘paving’ which continued by
way of less obviously related slabs towards the south-
western limit of excavation. Its stones were equivocally
stratified, at the junction of the Romano-British and
Iron Age deposits, and an alternative explanation as
part of a late prehistoric roundhouse is offered in
Chapter 2.6 above. The position and appearance of the
stones, however, suggested that they may have served as

a path leading to a conjectural central doorway of the
structure presumed to be represented by stone con-
centration 0499. No convincing entrance or porch post-
holes were identified in the underlying Iron Age levels,
though two unexplained stone-groupings which might
have been postholes are shown in Figure 27 (0476 and
an un-numbered group at the junction of the Romano-
British and Iron Age levels, c 2 m to the south-west).

In B01, on higher ground near the north-eastern limit
of excavation, a stony layer up to 6 m wide and 30 cm
thick (0164, 0167 and parts of 0102 in Figure 28) lay
between the modern topsoil and the deposits associated
with Iron Age roundhouse R1. It produced only one
potentially Roman find, rotary quern No 242, and its
equation with the Romano-British stone-layer in the
other rampart trenches, rather than with natural
hillwash, remains conjectural. Three possible postholes
identified within or immediately below this layer might
possibly have post-dated the Iron Age occupation
(0112/0113/0191, shown in broken outline in Figure
18), but they were too few and too uncertain in charac-
ter for attempts at structural interpretation.

2.8 Late intrusion in B15 and B16
References have been made at various points to a late
intrusion in B15 and B16. Its approximate extent is
shown in Figures 8D, 24, 26, and 27; it also appears in
the reconstructed sections of B15 and B16 in Figure 29.
Its existence was first suspected in B15, when stones
taken to be part of the Romano-British stone-layer
persisted behind the rampart to a greater depth than
had been expected (1535B–D). In the same area stones
on the anticipated uphill edge of the rampart produced
no convincing rear face, and considerable amounts of
briquetage and a few sherds of rilled Romano-British
pottery (from vessel No 128) were found in what had
until then been taken as an untypically dark coloured
part of the lower rampart core. These finds forced the
conclusion that the rampart and a strip behind it had
been broken into by a wide intrusion, reaching almost
to the bottom of the rear facing and disturbing adjacent
parts of the rampart core.

Subsequent work in B16 confirmed the presence of
the intrusion as a trench about 3 m wide and up to
70 cm deep from the modern surface, but suggested a
butt-end, or at least a reduction in depth, about 2 m
from the south-western edge of B16. The north-eastern
limit of the disturbance, quite well-marked by darker
soil in the body of the rampart but not readily detect-
able in the deposits behind it, lay about 1 m into B14,
giving an overall length of about 11 m. The lower filling
consisted of loose black soil and mainly small stones
(1535B–D, 1560, 1655); the upper half, only recorded as
such in B16 (1650) but recognizable with hindsight in
the early excavation plans of B15, was of voided and
mainly smallish scree-stones, with an occasional admix-
ture of yellowish soil at low level.

Fig 29 (opposite) Rampart excavations: section
drawings south-west of the quarry road. Scale 1:100
See caption to Fig 28.
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Finds included both Iron Age and Romano-British
material: 92 pieces of briquetage (including Nos 134–5),
eight sherds of Romano-British pottery (all from the
vessel illustrated as No 128) two other vesicular sherds
which might have been either Roman or pre-Roman, a
probably-residual bronze object (No 172), the upper
stone of a saddle-quern (No 247), three utilized pebbles
(including Nos 256 and 292), and a stone spindle-whorl
(No 304). There was also a piece of clay mould-fabric,
possibly for casting a sword and probably residual from
the Bronze Age occupation.

A small sample of charcoal from the lower filling in
B16, submitted for dating in the hope of confirming a
post-Iron-Age date for the intrusion, produced a result
of 109 ± 105 bc (BM-883), suggesting that the sample
was derived largely or wholly from residual Iron Age
material.

The intrusion remains an enigma. A trench 3 m wide,
at least 11 m long and up to 70 cm deep, was apparently
dug into intractable stony material in and behind the
rampart; black soil and stones, along with Iron Age and
Romano-British finds, either accumulated or were
placed/replaced in the lower part, the remainder later
being re-filled with loose stones (presumably deliberate-
ly, to judge by the absence of upcast along its margins
or of a discernible hollow above the intrusion when
excavation began). The date, on the evidence of the
finds, could lie anywhere between the later part of the
Roman period and relatively recent times, and the
function of the intrusion remains obscure.

2.9 Post-Roman deposits

No convincing evidence of post-Roman activity was
encountered. Behind the rampart along most of its
length a certain amount of light-brown soil, with oc-
casional stones, lay between the dark modern humus
and the top of the identifiably Romano-British or Iron
Age deposits, the depth reaching 30 cm in places at the
break of slope between the natural hillside and the level
bench immediately behind the rampart. The only hint
of human interference was in B15, where a diffuse arc of
large stones (1536) was noted in this superficial ac-
cumulation (1531) and in somewhat stonier material
(1534) at its junction with the Iron Age and Romano-
British deposits; the stones are shown in plan in Figures
8D, 26 and 27, and in section in Figure 29 (B15 Centre).
Similar stones, apparently continuing the arc, were later
seen to the north-west when both B14 and B15 were
extended 3 m into the interior from their original limit
of excavation. In B14, however, some of the stones in
this extension were so closely integrated with the locally
outcropping bedrock that the whole deposit seemed
equally interpretable as a product of natural weathering
and erosion in the post-Roman period.

The only find of securely post-Roman date from the
rampart cuttings was a late 18th or early 19th century
clay tobacco-pipe from a superficial deposit in B02 (No
338).
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CHAPTER 3
THE HILLFORT INTERIOR: AREA B3-4-5

3.1 Introduction
Area B3-4-5 (Plates 5–l1) was located on the summit
ridge about 100 m north of the rampart cuttings, and
explored a small extension of the irregular but often
gently sloping land which lay between Buckbean Pond
and the rock outcrops at the south-western end of the
hillfort (Figures 4 and 5). Although lying at a height of
about 320 m OD, it was protected to some extent on the
windward side by upstanding outcrops of rock, on one
of which stood a building connected with the telecom-
munications station in the valley below. Within the
excavated area (Figure 30) the ground was almost level
along the axis of the ridge from north-east to south-
west, but in the opposite direction fell at first gently (1
in 12) and then more steeply (up to 1 in 7) to the
south-east, away from the boss of rock which formed
the north-western limit of excavation. Beyond the ex-
cavation to the south-east the ground dipped away with
increasing rapidity towards the inner rampart. The
north-eastern half of the excavated area (B5, Plate 11)
was divided by a barely concealed outcrop of bedrock
(stippled) into a gently sloping upper half (B50/B51)
and a more irregularly sloping lower half (B52), the
rock itself and the 1 in 2 scarp along its south-eastern
side being devoid of archaeological features.

Work was carried out on B3-4-5 intermittently
between 1970 and 1975, the progress of the work being
summarised at the foot of Figure 30. The fully ex-
cavated area extended to about 45 x 42 m, covering a
total of c 1400 m2.

The only surface indications of possible archaeolog-
ical significance lay towards the southern end of the
excavation (in B3), where breaks in the modern turf-line
corresponded roughly to a slight natural terrace, the
upper and lower edges of which appeared to have been
accentuated in the Roman period or later (see 3520,
3554 and 31/3298 in Figures 35 and 38). The lower parts
of the rock outcrops beyond the excavation area to the
north and west had been quarried to one extent or
another, presumably to obtain packing-stones for post-
holes or material for wall-foundations, but there was no
clear evidence of the date of the quarrying.

The methods used in the excavation have been ex-
plained in Chapter 1.4 and will not be discussed further
here, except for their effect on the presentation of infor-
mation in the accompanying drawings. Where post-
holes or other features penetrated into bedrock or firm
subsoil (at a depth of up to 50 cm below the modern
turf, a little less at the north and west, a little more at
the south and south-east), their outlines became rela-
tively clear (Plate 10B, C) and they could subsequently
be traced upwards through the successive spit-plans so
that their maximum dimensions and profile could be
reasonably well established. Where they did not pene-

trate below the loose red-brown soil of the upper spits,
their outlines remained relatively uncertain. In the
small-scale plans (Figures 30–1, 34–6) the features are
shown in block form or outline only, but an attempt has
been made in Figures 37–8 to show the degree of cer-
tainty achieved in each case. A solid outline indicates a
high or reasonable degree of confidence, while broken
lines show that the true extent of the feature is conjec-
tural, either because it was obscured by a later feature
or because the site evidence itself was inconclusive.
Practically all of the features contained large amounts
of stone, not shown on the accompanying drawings,
although post-pipes have been indicated wherever
possible, the boldness of the marking giving some guide
to the reliability of the identification. There were con-
siderable amounts of scattered stone at most levels.

Relatively few features or structures could be strati-
graphically related to one another, and the chronologi-
cal subdivision is based largely on the general similarity
or dissimilarity of the features or structures involved. A
considerable degree of speculation is entailed, par-
ticularly in the identification of the posthole structures,
since the features were rarely distinctive enough to
justify their subdivision into groups on morphological
grounds alone. There were no preserved floor levels to
assist in the definition of building outlines.

The few finds and features attributable to the later
Neolithic or early Bronze Age are picked out in Figure
30. Those features which cannot be allocated to any
particular period of occupation are shown together in
Figure 36. Of the features attributed to the later Bronze
Age (Figure 31), the most important were a group of
apparent bronze-working furnaces, working-hollows
and pits in the north-eastern part of the area, where an
incomplete ring of small postholes also suggested the
existence of a roundhouse or fenced enclosure (R6, the
only structure attributed even tentatively to this period
of occupation). There was scattered evidence of metal-
working elsewhere, and a general spread of pottery like
that seen in the stratified late Bronze Age deposits
behind the rampart. An area of dark soil and pottery at
the south probably represented a Bronze Age midden
(3103 in Figure 31). About 250 postholes and possible
postholes were recognized within the area as a whole:
some belonged to the entrances and porches of Iron
Age roundhouses, of which five certain and two (or
perhaps three) possible examples were identified (R6–
R13 in Figure 34). Other larger postholes were seen to
belong to Iron Age four-posters of the kind already
identified in the deposits behind the rampart. Thirteen
such structures were eventually identified with a fair
degree of certainty, and another seven more conjectur-
ally (F14–F33 in Figure 34). Evidence of Romano-
British or later occupation is provided by the remains of
‘enclosures’ formed of boulders on the northern side of
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the site (Figure 35, shaded in Figure 30, coloured in
Figures 37 and 38), as well as the accentuation of the
terrace at the southern side already mentioned above.
The principal structures and the individual features,
l aye r s  and  depos i t s  a r e  desc r ibed  in  mic ro f i che
Chapters 10 and 9.

The distribution of finds

Every find was plotted as it was found, and the distribu-
tions subsequently collated and compared with the
various structures. In most cases the distributions were
too thin to be significant and it has not been thought
necessary to illustrate the find-spots of stone tools,
querns, spindle-whorls, glass beads, daub, or iron
objects (apart from the few that can be securely related
to the Iron Age or Romano-British occupations): Late
Neolithic/early Bronze Age finds have been shown in
Figure 31, together with find-spots of late Bronze Age
metalwork and metallurgical residues. Iron Age pottery
and briquetage have been shown in Figure 34, and
Romano-British material in Figure 35. The most in-
teresting distribution is that of igneous-tempered coarse
pottery, most if not all of which probably belongs to the
late Bronze Age occupation (Figure 31).

Fig 30 The hillfort interior: Area
B3-4-5. Scale 1:400
N e o l i t h i c / e a r l y  B r o n z e  A g e
features and finds have been em-
phasized, to illustrate their des-
cription in Chapter 3.2. Romano-
British or later wall-foundations
are shown shaded (see also Fig
35). The inset shows the progress
of excavations between 1970 and
1975.

3.2 Neolithic/early Bronze Age
evidence

Figure 30 shows in outline all of the features detected in
B3-4-5. Picked out in solid black is a single late Neo-
lithic/early Bronze Age feature (3641B), identified as
such by a radiocarbon date of 1876±106 bc for
charcoal in its filling (BM-882). Its slightly elongated
shape - c 95 x 75 cm across but only a few cm deep from
its first identification just above clean natural - and its
stone-free filling suggested interpretation as the bottom
of a pit or bowl-hearth rather than a posthole. The only
other feature suspected at the time of excavation of
being similarly early was a small vertical-sided pit about
50cm across and 40 cm deep (5073, shaded in Figure
30), reminiscent of the Neolithic features in B7 (Chapter
4.2) in having an upper filling of redeposited subsoil.

Also shown in Figure 30 by their reference numbers
are two small groups of early pottery, effectively unstra-
tified and not necessarily connected with one another.
No 38 consisted of two rim-sherds (and a similar body-
sherd) from a Food Vessel Urn; No 41 comprised 20
small fragments from what was probably a single vessel
within the category of  Beaker-associated domestic
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po t t e ry  o r  more  l i ke ly  undeco ra t ed  Food  Vesse l .
Another small group of 27 sherds of similar red-brown
colouring (No 42) may also belong to this period.

There was a thin scatter of unstratified flintwork
across the excavated area - sixteen waste flakes and
three implements (a side-scraper, a utilized blade and a
fabricator or strike-a-light, Nos 29-31), probably of
Neolithic or early Bronze Age date; the find-spots are
shown in Figure 30, one of the waste pieces being
unlocated.

3.3 The later Bronze Age

In the north-eastern corner of the excavated area lay a
complex of pits, furnaces and working-hollows, shown
in outline in Figure 31 and in greater detail in Figures
32, 33 and 37; see also Plate 11A, C. Several of the
features were cut by the stakehole line of conjectured
roundhouse R7 and overlain by a wall-foundation of
presumed Romano-British or later date (5184, Figure
35 and shaded in Figure 30); two of the pits were cut by
postholes of Iron Age four-posters.

As illustrated in Figure 32 the largest of the pits
(5 161) was oval, measuring about 2.0 x 1.5 m across,
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Fig 31 Area B3-4-5: late
B r o n z e  A g e  f e a t u r e s  a n d
finds. Scale 1:400

with steeply sloping sides above a flat bottom; the
feature was 42 cm deep from its first detection about
14 cm above clean natural and 33 cm below the modern
turf-line. On its northern side it was cut by a p&hole
of Iron Age four-poster F14 (Figure 34). It was filled
with more or less stone-free brown soil, which became
yellow with depth and was blotched throughout with
patches of grey-black ‘ashy’ material. Contained within
the filling were five fragments of clay bronze-casting
moulds,  a  s ingle sherd of  rhyoli te/doleri te-gri t ted
pottery (Fabric 9 in microfiche Chapter 13.2), 64 sherds
of coarse dolerite-gritted (Fabric 6) pottery like that
from the late Bronze Age levels behind the rampart
(including Nos 72 and 74) and one (or perhaps two)
pieces of briquetage of the kind described and discussed
in Chapter 7.7. Secure dating evidence was provided by
quantities of twig charcoal scattered liberally through-
out the filling, the radiocarbon result being 710±80 bc
(HAR-1223).

There were six other bowl-shaped or sloping-sided
pits in the same area (stippled in Figure 32), measuring
up to 1.2 m across and up to 40 cm deep in clean natural
(the smallest, 5133, may alternatively have been a
furnace). One of them (5127) was cut by a posthole of
Iron Age four-poster F15. All had fillings of redeposit-
ed yellow or orange subsoil, contaminated with a little
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Fig 32 Area B3-4-5: late Bronze Age features in B51.
Scale 1:100
Pits (stippled), hearths (cross-hatched), furnaces (close
diagonal shading) and working-hollows (wide diagonal
shading). The shading emphasises the features thought to
be certainly or probably of late Bronze Age date. All or
any of the unshaded features (mainly pits) could have
belonged to the same phase of activity, though they lack
positive indications from finds, stratigraphy or specific
similarity to well-datedfeatures. Broken hatching means
that the identification offunction is probable rather than
certain. Detailed feature-descriptions are given in micro-
fiche Chapter 9.3. The area is illustrated in Plates 11A
and 11C.

Samples were taken from several of the features and
were submittedfor analysis to Dr Myra Shackley, then of
the Institute of Archaeology, University of Oxford. Her
report is given below (samples are marked on the drawing
by the last two digits of the sample numbers).
Analytical method. Each sample was described, both texture
and colour being noted, and the main characteristics were deter-
mined under the microscope. Fine materials (silts and clays)
were removed by ultrasonic dispersion and washing with dis-
tilled water and the residues were then dried and re-examined.
Tests were carried out for various metal radicles (ferric iron,
copper, zinc and lead).
Working-hollow 5149A. Sample B514927, from bottom 2 cm
of feature. Brown (10YR 4/3) silty sand. Burnt sediment with
much charcoal. Highly characteristic fracturing of quartz sand
grains accompanied by ‘dusty’ appearance. Coarse particles
cracked. Some slag and strong reaction for iron.
On and between stones of hearth 5158B. Sample B515812.
Very dark brown (10YR 2/2) silty sand. Burnt, with less strong
reaction for iron and other metals.
From bottom 10 cm of pit 5161. Sample B516185. Very dark
greyish-brown (10YR 3/2) silty sand. Unburnt. A few charcoal
fragments but no visible slag and metal reactions almost non-
existent.
From working-hollow 5164A. Sample B516424, from just S of
furnace 5164B. Very dark greyish-brown (10YR 3/2) sandy
clay. The sediment itself had not been burnt although some
charcoal and burnt material was included. When cleaned, the
residue showed pieces of metal slag in very small quantities
(particles less than 0.75 mm across). Slight reaction for ferric
iron, slight for copper. Metal slag present, but in too small
quantities to react well to the tests. Sample B516435, from just
E of furnace 5164C, consisted of very dark greyish-brown
(10YR 3/2) sandy clay. Very similar to the previous sample.
Minute fragments of clear glassy metal slag and a few fused
sand grains. Sediment unburnt but some burnt debris included.
More slag than in previous sample, but metal reaction very
weak.
From furnace 5164B. Sample B516426, from top of deeper end.
Very dark greyish-brown (10YR 3/2) sandy clay. Sediment

charcoal and variable amounts of stone, as if each had
been backfilled with the material excavated from its
successor or from other deeply penetrating features dug
at the same time. Pit 5137 had a thinlayer of charcoaly
soil on the bottom, while 5127 and the subsequently-
dug 5128 (both of which may alternatively have been
working-hollows) had increasing amounts of stone with
depth, forming an almost laid floor on the very bottom.
The only finds from these features were five coarse
body-sherds from pit 5159, in two different fabrics
(Fabric 6, dolerite-gritted, and Fabric 7, gritted with
andesite and sandstone).

Chapter 3.3

unburnt, but contained lumps of charcoal up to 1 mm across and
more metal slag than in previous two samples (lumps of greenish
slag suggesting copper-based metal-working). Some fused
sediment. Slight iron reaction, stronger copper, others faint.
Sample B516428, from yellow material taken to be base of
furnace dome. Greyish-brown (2.5Y 5/2) clayey sand with
much rootlet penetration; clay content not particularly high, but
enough to hold a ‘cast’ made with the fingers. Very strange
sample which showed clear signs of having been banked against
wood, the grain still being visible as an imprint and small
fragments of unburnt wood also being present in the sample.
Unburnt. Large lumps of iron slag, charcoal debris and glassy
blue-green slag suggestive of copper-based metal-working.
Stronger reaction for iron and copper than in previous three
samples. Sample B516429, from grey-brown soil in deeper end
of furnace. Very dark greyish-brown (10YR 3/3) sandy clay.
Unburnt sediment with smaller pieces of slag and very finely
disseminated charcoal. Strong reaction for both iron and
copper. Sample B516431, from bottom 2 cm at deeper end.
Dark greyish-brown (2.5Y 4/2) sandy clay. Some charcoal,
slag and unburnt particles, but sediment itself unburnt. Strong
reaction for both iron and copper.

All of the pits except 5161 overlapped with or were
cut by small furnaces (densely hatched in Figure 32) or
by the shallower working-hollows which surrounded
several of them (lighter hatching); one of the hollows
(5158A) contained an apparently open hearth (5158B
cross-hatched). Thirteen certain or probable furnaces
lay within the original limits of excavation, and two
more conjectural ones in a small extension to the east.
The pottery from these features included sherds from
the vessels illustrated as Nos 73 and 75; though not
great in quantity it was for the most part similar in
fabric to the dolerite-gritted material (Fabric 6) from
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securely stratified late Bronze Age contexts in the
rampart cuttings. Other fabrics were also present,
however (see Table 3 in Chapter 7.7), as were further
pieces of certain or possible briquetage (mostly from
working-hollow/furnace-complex 5149A/B, which may
conceivably be of later date). The furnace-pits them-
selves varied somewhat in dimensions, detail and clarity
of preservation. though they are adequately represented
by 5164B, which is fully described and illustrated in
Figure 33.

Charcoal was present in small quantities in the
fillings or backfillings of most of the furnaces, and
more liberally in the surrounding working-hollows, a
combined sample giving a radiocarbon date of 610 ± 90
bc (HAR-1224, from furnaces 5158C, 5164B, 5164C
and working-hollow 5l64A). Technically this provides
only a terminus post quem for the features from which
the samples were drawn, while the charcoal itself could
be criticized for being from potentially aged firewood,
or even residual from an altogether earlier phase of
activity (it was from the backfilling of the features
rather than from deposits representing their actual
use). But it would seem tortuous to dismiss the material
in this way, and to suppose that by chance it had
become incorporated – along with apparently Bronze
Age pottery – in altogether later furnaces which them-
selves did not produce any charcoal. The close
grouping of the features, their general similarity of
character, the associated pottery, and the radiocarbon
date are surely better seen together (with the possible
exception of 5149A/B) as evidence for one or more
episodes of activity within the later Bronze Age, albeit
of unknown (though perhaps not long) duration and of
uncertain relationship (functionally) to the pits in the
same area.

The furnaces themselves seem most likely to have
been associated with metal-working, and specifically
with the melting and purification of metal rather than
the initial smelting of ores. In samples taken from the
furnace illustrated in Figure 33, Dr Myra Shackley
identified traces of copper and iron, along with what she
took to be both iron-based and copper-based slags (see
caption to Figure 33). The quantities of slag, however,
were too small for security of identification, and cer-
tainly for attribution to primary smelting, either of
copper or of iron, both of which would have produced
substantial quantities of more or less indestructible
slag. The small amounts found here are consistent with
the melting and purification – presumably prior to
casting – of impure ingot metal or of scrap. An inevit-
able by-product would be small quantities of vitrified
(slagged) crucible lining and of vesicular or glassy slag
containing impurities, mainly iron but also other
elements (P Craddock pers comm). Two pieces of
bronze-casting mould and mould-wrapping were found
in the working-hollows, one each in 5149A and 5164A,
while another six were recovered from unstratified
contexts or from undated or later features nearby (one
each from 5068, 5069, 5079, 5107, 5162 and 5169);
mention has already been made of five pieces from the
largest of the pits, 5161. A piece of possible bronze-
melting slag ( cf No 233) was found near furnace 5124.
and a formless fragment of crucible fabric close to
working-hollow 5164A. A tiny crucible rim, No 229,

from near working-hollow and furnace 5149, may have
been Iron Age rather than Bronze Age in date.

It seems reasonable, on balance, to attribute the bulk
of the features in this area (with the possible exception
of 5149A/B, discussed below) to one or more episodes
of late Bronze Age metal-working, the pits either being
somewhat earlier than or (in the case of 5161) serving a
function subsidiary to the main group of furnaces and
working-hollows.

It does not appear, however, that Bronze Age metal-
working was restricted entirely to this locality, since
similar refractory material was found fairly widely scat-
tered across the excavated areas, the find-spots being
represented by open triangles in Figure 31. Large parts
of a single pear-shaped crucible, No 225, were found
about 20 m to the south-west, in a shallow scoop (3705)
which also contained a small piece of clay mould-fabric
and which is best interpreted, in retrospect, as a bowl-
hearth or furnace like those uncovered in the main
group. The form of the crucible has more in keeping
with well-provenanced late Bronze Age examples than
with the smaller vessels used during the Iron Age and
later periods. A similar scoop (3606) lay 2 m further
west, and other pieces of crucible and mould fabric were
scattered round about, as well as downhill to the south-
east in B52. There was no direct dating evidence for
either of these scoops, which were effectively unstrati-
fied.

In retrospect it seems possible that other groups of
features in B3-4-5, where complexes of apparent post-
holes occurred in conjunction with hearths and/or pits,
may have been metal-working areas, not recognized as
such during excavation. The author makes this sugges-
tion with all humility, having personally excavated
several of the furnaces before realizing that they were
not double or re-used postholes, as he supposed. Three
locations might attract attention in this respect: the two
groups of features containing the ‘postholes’ alterna-
tively interpreted as four-posters F25 and F26, and the
area near the equally conjectural four-poster F30
(Figure 34); fragments of clay mould or crucible were
found nearby in all three cases, as shown by the distri-
bution of finds in Figure 31.

As regards the products of these metal-working
features, the three-ribbed mould fragment illustrated as
No 232 is perhaps from the base of a spearhead or
similar socketed implement, while an unillustrated
fragment of clay mould (B506902) may have been from
a knife or spearhead; all of the other mould fragments
were too small for identification of the objects being
cast. Turning to the metal objects found scattered
across the excavated area, a socketed axe (No 138,
found with part of its carbonized haft still in position)
may well have been in use at the time of its loss, but a
fragmentary spearhead, the hilt and tip of a sword and
a hammered bronze rod (Nos 140, 142–3 and 175, all
from the northern half the area) seem more likely to
have come from the stock of scrap and raw metal
carried by one or more bronze-smiths for re-working
into new castings. The same may perhaps apply to a
small folded wedge of lead found in an Iron Age
posthole further to the south-west (No 223), but it is
more difficult to assess the status of a Thorndon-type
knife (No 141) found in the southern part of the excava-
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Fig 33  Area B3-4-5: metal-working furnace 5164B.
Scale 1:20
Plan and reconstructed section of the best-preserved
furnace, 5164B, associated with one of the working-
hollows also found with some of the other examples. At
c 75 x 55 cm overall the furnace stood at the smaller end
of the size-range, the average dimensions being c 8.5 x 60
cm and the largest c 110 x 75 cm. The observed depth,
from an upstanding stone first seen near the top of the
associated working-hollow (5164A) was about 50 cm; a
similar depth was recorded in three other cases, but in
most instances the original depth was difficult to gauge,
the lower fillings merging indistinctly at a higher level into
the dark stony fill of the surrounding working-hollows or
(where these were absent, or not detected) into the loose
brown soil of the middle spits of excavation.

The furnace-pits were variously oval, pear-shaped or
slightly waisted, with one end usually a few centimetres
deeper than the other, the drop sometimes being fairly
sharp but elsewhere consisting of no more than a gradual
fall towards the deeper and wider end, as in 5164B. The
shallower end was sometimes sloping-sided, but the
deeper end almost invariably vertical-faced, or even
slightly undercut, above flat or slightly rounded base.

The partially-preserved lining of thin stones round the
deeper end of 5164B was seen less distinctly in other
examples, hut an exceptional item here was a band of
yellow clayey material, IO cm or so wide and about half
that in height, separatedfrom the outer face of one of the
lining-stones by a narrow band of darker soil. This rim of
yellow material was preserved round the N and E sides of
the deeper end, merging imperceptibly with the natural
yellow subsoil alongside. At the time of excavation it was
interpreted as the remnant of a clay or earthen dome,
perhaps plastered onto a former of twigs or split timbers
represented by the narrow band of darker soil against the
lining-stones, Support for this conjecture can perhaps be
seen in the description of a sample from the SE side of the
pit (B516428) in the caption to Fig 32.

Apart from the lining slab and the rim of yellow
material, the upper filling of the furnace-pit was barely
distinguishable from that of the adjacent working-hollow
(5164A), which had sloping sides above a more or less

flat bottom cut 20-25 cm into clean natural, 40-45 cm
from its first identification as an area of charcoal-flecked
and dark brown stony soil. Alongside the furnace-pit,
however, the otherwise dark and stony filling of the wor-
king-hollow became more or less stone-free in its bottom
10 cm, while the furnace-pit was marked by a fairly tight
cluster of stones, including two particularly large ones
upstanding from the shallower end (the soil above the
deeper end remained relatively stone-free). Where the
furnace-pit penetrated below the bottom of the working-
hollow (by an extra 15 cm or a little more) its filling was

tion; its socket showed signs of repair which may
indicate that it was near, if not beyond, the end of its
active life before it was lost.

Also shown with the main concentration of pits and
furnaces in Figures 31 and 32 is an incomplete ring
(about 6m in diameter) of small square-cut postholes
making up a tentatively identified circular structure,
R6. One of its postholes cut pit 5137, while another (the

divided into re-laid subsoil and stones at the shallower
end, and grey-brown stone-free soil at the deeper end
(with a little charcoal in both cases). The stone lining
round the deeper end was intermittent, and where it was
absent the grey-brownfilling graded round the edges into
yellow-grey soil and then indistinctly into the natural
yellow of the surrounding subsoil; about 2 cm of fine grey
soil lay on the very bottom at this end. In other furnace-
pits the subsoil round the deeper end appeared hardened
or discoloured, and in several cases the lower filling was
gritty and variegated in colour (red/orange/grey or even
whitish), with a finer light grey soil on the very bottom.
These peculiarities were seen as evidence of burning at the
deeper ends of the features, though the sediment analyses
(in the caption to Fig 32) were equivocal, thesamples

from 5149B appearing burnt, while those from 5164 were
unburnt despite containing burned material; in both cases
there were small fragments indentified as metal-slag.

The distinction in-filling between the deeper and shal-
lower ends was not always as well-marked-as in 5164B,
and in no case was there a clear barrier of stone, clay or
other material between the two halves.. There was no
positive evidence for the function of the shallower ends
(assuming the deeper ends to have been the furnaces
themselves), but there was insufficient charcoal or ash to
suggest any raking-out in this direction. It seemed more
likely, on the site evidence as a whole, that the shallower
ends were deliberately re-filled before or soon after the
furnaces were fired, rather than left as open stokeholes or
sunken casting-pits into which the mould or moulds were
set (such a use would require a sandy filling, rather than
the stony deposits which were more common here).

somewhat larger southern posthole of an east-facing
and perhaps porched entrance) was partly cut away by
the (perhaps much later) working-hollow/furnace-
complex 5149A/B. On this evidence a late Bronze Age
date would be possible for the post-ring as a whole,
though there was no stratigraphical evidence to show
whether the postholes actually did belong together,
either as a roofed building or simply as a fenced en-
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closure. There is a superficially attractive coincidence
between the area enclosed by R6 and that occupied by
the furnaces and pits, especially if an (undetected) wall-
line a metre or so outside the post-ring is envisaged, as
in many Bronze Age and Iron Age roundhouses un-
covered in recent years. Such a structure would encom-
pass all except pit 5161 at the north and the uncertain
furnaces 5123 and 5124 at the east. If, as an alternative,
a roofed but open-sided structure (for better ventila-
tion?) were seen as supported by the post-ring alone, the
same three features would be the only ones left un-
covered (5131 and 5165 at the south-east would fall
comfortably below the projecting eaves, but would
provide problems if a fenced but unroofed structure
were proposed instead).

In any of these interpretations, however, one must
assume that working-hollow/furnace 5149A/B at the
east is of a later date, since it cuts one of the assumed
entrance postholes of the post-ring (5135), while pit
5137 at the north must be earlier, unless the posthole
cutting it (5153) represents a modification to an original
circuit carried slightly further to the north (on 5151 and
5156?). How much later 5149A/B might be is discussed
in Chapter 7.7, where attention is given to the presence
within it (as well as in other features nearby) of material
similar in general appearance and tempering to the
briquetage which is so common in the Iron Age levels
in the rampart cuttings. There is no ready answer to
these uncertainties; all that can be said perhaps is that
at least the main group of working-hollows and
furnaces may have been enclosed during the later
Bronze Age within a circular fence, or protected by a
roofed (hut not necessarily walled) structure, now re-
maining only as the disconnected postholes of structure
R6.

Another feature tentatively attributed to the late
Bronze Age occupation wa S a spread of dark soil and
pottery, up to 10 × 5.5 m in overall extent, towards the
southern end of the excavated area (3103 in Figure 31).
Its diffuse outlines and flecks of charcoal and burned
bone suggested interpretation as a domestic midden,
deposited on the natural hillslope or in a barely detect-
able hollow, and perhaps spread downwards from its
original focus by natural erosion. Alternatively, it could
perhaps have been refuse associated with two underly-
ing elongated pits (3190 and 3650), the dark fills of
which obscured their stratigraphical relationship to
3103; the pits could even have been furnaces or wor-
king-hollows like those described in the preceding para-
graphs, though they lacked positive evidence of
function.

Iron Age roundhouses and four-posters

The finds from 3103, which had a maximum depth of
around 20 cm from about the same depth below the
modern surface, were predominantly sherds of coarse
igneous-tempered pottery similar in fabric and general
appearance to those from the stratified late Bronze Age
levels behind the rampart (about 40 pieces in all, includ-
ing one sherd from No 76 and the somewhat anomalous
decorated sherds illustrated as Nos 79 and 80). Also
attributed to this deposit during excavation were a
single sherd of Romano-British pottery ( cf No 122) and
six pieces of briquetage; all of these, however, came
from indistinctly stratified or potentially disturbed sit-
uations, as did an iron object (No 195) subsequently

re-allocated to a stratigraphically later posthole (3551
of conjectured four-poster F27). A late Bronze Age date
for the supposed midden therefore still seems probable,
though the density of Bronze Age finds illustrated in
Figure 31 for the surrounding areas appears almost as
high. Allowance must be made, however, for the fact
that many sherds found to the south-west of 3103 and
beneath its downhill parts belonged to only two or three
vessels, including the one illustrated as No 77. The
simple sherd-distribution for this part of the site may
therefore be somewhat misleading.

The overall distribution of igneous-tempered pottery
in Figure 31 gives little clue to the siting of any late
Bronze Age buildings, still less to their potential shape
or size. The material in and around midden 3103 has
already been mentioned, and another concentration can
be seen about 15 m to the north, in an area which also
has a number of undated postholes and other features
illustrated in Figure 36. Unfortunately, these cannot be
related to any particular period of occupation, nor
persuaded into any intelligible structural pattern apart
from an alignment of three elongated postholes dug
from a relatively high level in the soil profile (linked by
broken tine in Figure 36; 3768, 3769 and 3776 in Figure
37). It is noticeable that ground with less than about
30 cm of soil cover, like that against the northern and
western rock outcrops or above the spine of bedrock to
the east, is virtually devoid of finds, perhaps because
material here would have suffered more severely from
the effects of winter frosts and summer drought. The
relative absence of pottery along the south-eastern edge
of the excavation, where the soil depth reached 70 cm or
more, is possibly explained by the increasing hillslope in
this direction, the ground dropping off sharply towards
the inner rampart just beyond the limit of excavation.

3.4 Iron Age activity

For economy and ease of comparison the nine certain
or possible roundhouses and the twenty four-posters
identified during excavation are shown together in
Figure 34 (more detailed descriptions are given in mi-
crofiche Chapter 10.1 and 10.2). Also included are a few
other features with claims to an Iron Age dating, and
the find-spots of Iron Age pottery, briquetage and
metalwork (including a finely decorated but regrettably
unstratified bronze ring, No 165). The distribution of
finds is too thin to show any readily intelligible relation-
ship to the structures.

Roundhouses R6–R14

The post-built (and to a considerable extent conjec-
tural) roundhouse R6 may have belonged to the late
Bronze Age occupation, as noted in the previous
section, but is included in Figure 34 for the sake of
completeness. For the rest, the diameters of the round-
houses (to the centres of the wall-lines) ranged from
4.4 m to 6.8 m, or 8.5 m if the conjectural R7 is included.
In all except R6 and R7 (recognised from individual
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F i g  3 4  A r e a  B 3 - 4 - 5 :  r o u n d -
houses ,  four-posters  and Iron
Age finds. Scale 1:400

postholes and driven stakes respectively) the principal
means of recognition were the curving and often stone-
packed wall-gullies, which in places were traceable to
within 15-20cm of the modern surface (Plates 9A, C
and caption to Plate 10A).

Postholes marking the entrances were only tentative-
ly related to the wall-gullies, but subject to this caution
one of the buildings appeared to have a projecting
porch (R8, Plate 10C) and another an internal porch or
lobby (R9). There were no reliably associated hearths
or internal fittings, and no evidence of subsidiary rings
of roof supports. Little reliance can be placed on the
apparent absence of roundhouses between the conjec-
tural R6 and R7 at the north-east and the better-defined
structures at the south-west. In the intervening area
there were several possibilities for entrance postholes
and numerous ‘hints’ of curving stone alignments,
though none clear enough to be planned in Figures
34/37 or accepted with confidence as roundhouses wall-
gullies. If this sounds over-cautious, one need only
point to the failure to detect the full circuits of round-
houses R8 and R9, even though they lay on practically
level ground with little likelihood of erosion like that
which can be blamed for the apparent absence of the
downhill wall-lines in R11, R12 and several of the
roundhouses behind the rampart.

There were no reliably associated finds from the
roundhouses, apart from occasional Bronze Age sherds
and undatable quern fragments from their wall-gullies,
and four small pieces of briquetage (including rim No
137) from between or against the stones of the twin
wa l l -gu l l i e s  o f  R11 .  The  on ly  r ad ioca rbon  da t e
(460±100 bc,  HAR-467)  was  f rom a  bulked -  and
hence unreliable - charcoal sample from various parts
of  the  assumed porch s t ructure  of  R8.  A date  of
375±63 bc (BM-963) from pit 3505, ‘within’ round-
house R9, cannot with confidence be transferred to that
structure because the stratigraphical relationship with
the roundhouse wall-gully was unclear (see below and
description of R9 in microfiche Chapter 10.1).

Four-posters F14-F33

The twenty four-posters picked out in Figure 34 include
a number of uncertain examples: F19 and F20, for
instance, were acceptable in terms of shape but brought
together features of variable size and character, some
not even certain postholes; F25, F26 and F30 were
conjectural interpretations of complex groups of post-
holes (or possible postholes), the first two apparently
being two-phase s t ructures  which also overlapped
roundhouses; F27 and F29 were incomplete, and would



Chapter 3.4 63

perhaps be rejected as fanciful on a site with fewer
problems of feature identification. Full details of all of
the structures are given in microfiche Chapter 10.2.
Three of the four-posters in B5 appear in Plate 11B.

The certain structures measured between 2.3 m and
3.2m long and between 1.7 m and 2.8 m wide to the
centres of posts between c 25 cm and 50 cm across, in
only one case with any suggestion that the post had
been squared (5066 in F16). In general, the groupings
were identified by the regularity of their layout and their
tolerable consistency in terms of posthole diameter,
depth and general character of filling. Very rarely,
however, were there specific characteristics which
linked the four postholes to one another, such as a
distinctive type of packing or an unusual profile. From
structure to structure the postholes varied quite widely
in size, from about 60 cm to 1.35 m across and from
under 20 cm to about 50 cm deep in clean natural; the
variations, however, did not bear any obvious relation-
ship to the size of the structures themselves. While some
of the postholes were not detected until close to natural,
others were seen at considerably higher levels, or con-
tained stones which could be traced on the spit-plans to
within 15–20 cm of the modern surface, up to 40 cm
above clean natural. Not surprisingly, in view of this,
no evidence of floor levels (or of possible wall-lines)
survived, and only the conjectural F26 had a hearth
which lay within its confines (3506); even here, however,
there was every chance that the relationship was coin-
cidental, the hearth also falling ‘within’ roundhouse R9.

In most instances the upper stones of the postholes
were merely jumbled together, only the bottom ones (if
any) retaining their original positions. It remained
unclear, however, whether this was caused by gradual
collapse and decay of the packing or by deliberate
digging-out of the posts, like that seen in the shallower
and more favourable soil conditions of Area B7
(Chapter 4.4). In the case of F22, there were diffuse
groups of stones at high level, shown in broken outline
in Figure 38 and offset from the posthole positions
established in later stages of excavation. These could
have been the filling of digging-out pits, but would be
equally convincing as shallower and slightly reposi-
tioned postholes following repair of the original struc-
ture. Such rebuilding, or re-use of the same piece of
ground, was more clearly seen in F31, and less certainly
in the conjectured F25 and F26, while other structures
seemed too close to one another to have been in use at
the same time (F19/F20, F22/F24, and F28/F29); F17
was shown by posthole intersections to be earlier than
both Fl6 and Fl8.

As regards associated finds, the postholes contained
occasional pieces of Bronze Age or undatable material
(including bronze spearhead No 140, sword tip No 143,
spiral ring No 167, and clay bead No 324) but also
produced at least four pieces of briquetage and four
sherds of identifiably Iron Age pottery, variously from
the packing, the post-pipes or the general filling of the
post-pits. Radiocarbon dates were 294 ± 40 bc (BM-
964) from a post-pipe of F16; 240 ± 80 bc (HAR-468)
for a bulked sample from various four-poster postholes;
238 ± 70 bc (BM-884) from throughout a posthole of
F33; and 170 ± 70 bc (HAR-469) from the post-pipes of
conjectural four-poster F29.

Chronological relationships of the Iron Age
structures

There were no preserved floor levels to indicate contem-
poraneity or otherwise of the Iron Age structures, and
only one stratigraphical intersection, the south-western
corner post of F33 (3193) being later than the wall-gully
of roundhouse R13 (3196). The finds and radiocarbon
dates noted above are of little assistance, and specula-
tion about chronological relationships revolves largely
round the spatial distribution of the buildings, with
necessarily tentative conclusions. Only two possibilities
deserve serious attention: either the roundhouses
preceded the four-posters or the two existed alongside
one another, the individual structures being rebuilt and
relocated in a sequence which now leaves obvious
overlaps between them.

So far as one can tell from the distribution of the
roundhouses, all except the anomalous and possibly
earlier R6 could have been contemporary with one
another – the curving gully cutting across R12 not
necessarily being of the same period (see below); even if
it were, only minor changes would be implied, either the
curving gully or the roundhouse being a later addition
to the pattern. The spaces between the roundhouses are
small enough to provide shelter from the elements but
large enough to allow for overhanging eaves and for
ready access between the various structures.

The space between R8 and R7 is somewhat larger,
but (as noted above) the existence of undetected round-
houses here or in the south-eastern part of the excava-
tion cannot be discounted. The ground north-west of
R10 (itself an uncertain structure) was exceedingly
exposed to the elements, and it is doubtful whether
buildings would ever have spread further in that direc-
tion (an instinct length of curving gully in this area,
4074, was of dubious authenticity). To the south-east
the pattern of roundhouses seems unlikely to have
spread much beyond R13 and the conjectural R14, in
view of the steepening hillslopes in that quarter; rock
outcrops provide clear limits to the south-west and
north-west.

The buildings may well have continued beyond the
eastern limit of excavation, especially if one accepts the
somewhat conjectural R7 at face value. While the seven
roundhouses in the south-western half of the area may
be a group in their own right, there is no certainty that
this is the case; they may simply be the outliers of a
wider distribution centred on the gentle slopes to the
east and north-east of the excavation area.

In terms of function, little conclusion can be drawn
from the variation in size, from 4.4 m to 6.8 m in
diameter (or 8.5 m if one accepts R7); almost as wide a
variation occurs within single structures behind the
rampart (R1, R2), where there is no reason to postulate
changes of function as distinct from modifications
during periodic repair and reconstruction. Without ex-
ception the roundhouses lack related domestic finds,
internal fittings or even reliably associated hearths to
show whether they were living-units rather than store-
houses, work huts, sleeping huts or the like.

Turning to the four-posters, there are more obvious
signs of development, some of the structures appearing
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to have two phases, and others standing so close to one
another that their contemporaneity has to be doubted.
Without adequate stratigraphical controls, however, it
is difficult to suggest any pattern of development or to
see any consistency of layout; there clearly has been
some replacement and repair, but since any individual
structure might be a replacement for its neighbour it is
difficult even to conjecture whether the density of
coverage increased with time – it may have done, but
the case cannot be proved. The only reliable conclusion
is that the density at any one time would have been less
than that now seen in Figure 34. Allowing all twenty
structures to be genuine (a contentious point in itself)
the probable maximum number in contemporaneous
use is perhaps sixteen (omitting F17, F19, F24 and F28
or F29); the number could, of course have been much
smaller.

By and large, the ground in B3-4-5 was flat enough
for relative freedom in the location of buildings, yet
there is no hint of the regular gridded layout seen on
various Iron Age sites in the Marches and beyond. The
structures sit at varying angles to one another, and
cover the greater part of the excavated area; as with the
roundhouses, there is little reason to suppose their
absence from the ground beyond the eastern limit of
excavation, though they may not have spread much
further to the south or to the north-west. As already
noted, only the conjectured F26 had a hearth that fell
‘within’ its floor area (3506), and even here there was no
security of association, roundhouse R9 occupying
much the same space. There were no clues to the
location of the wall-line in relation to the posts, nor to
the functions of the structures, either individually or in
relation to one another – there were certainly no
obvious consistencies in the distribution of the struc-
tures with smaller overall dimensions, narrower post-
holes or squarer outlines compared with those having
larger floor-areas, more substantial postholes or more
elongated proportions.

While all of the roundhouses except R6 (or R7) could
have been contemporary with one another, and most of
the four-posters likewise, there are clear difficulties in
proposing the existence of both types alongside one
another, perhaps as functionally differentiated
buildings (one type for living, the other for storage).
Dealing only with the certain structures, it is clear that
R8 could not have been contemporary with F21, R11
with F27–29, R12 with F31 or R13 with F33. One or
more of the roundhouses would have had to be out of
use at any one time, only R9 and the fragmentary R14
having any claim to continuous existence (even R9 has
the conjectural F26 within its floor area). Whilst not
impossible, it appears more straighforward to suppose
that the roundhouses and four-posters represent succes-
sive types of structure at different stages in the Iron Age
occupation. As regards primacy, the only clue lies in the
overlap between roundhouses R13 and four-poster
F33, the roundhouse being stratigraphically the earlier
of the two. The author’s preference, therefore, is a
pattern of seven or more contemporaneous round-
houses, succeeded on this part of the site by up to sixteen
four-posters, some of them later repaired or rebuilt in
slightly different positions.

Other Iron Age features shown in Figure 34

A group of features which can be confidently allocated
to the Iron Age lay near the north-western limit of
excavation, adjacent to four-poster F22. Just above
clean natural and containing or sealing rim and body-
sherds of Iron Age vessel No 93 was a diffuse-edged
area of clayey soil about 3.5 x 2.5 m across (4091),
flecked with charcoal and burned clay and cut by one of
the postholes of F22. It had within its confines three
small hearths, ovens or furnaces (4032A, 4032B, 4090,
cross-hatched in Figure 38), one of them containing a
small iron object, probably a nail (lost subsequent to
excavation and therefore not illustrated). The iron
object and the pottery imply an Iron Age date for
whatever activity was taking place here; the hearths/
furnaces have a superficial similarity to Iron Age metal-
working features subsequently discovered in excava-
tions at the nearby hillforts of Llanymynech Hill and
Llwyn Bryn-dinas (Musson and Northover 1989;
Musson et al forthcoming), but there was only one piece
of clay mould-fabric from nearby, and there were no
other indicative finds apart from an apparently above-
average incidence of burned bone fragments. It remains
unclear whether an Iron Age dating can be extended to
a smaller and seemingly sub-rectangular area of dark
charcoal-flecked soil (4076), again with plentiful
fragments of burnt bone, partially sealed by the clayey
soil of 4091 but barely separated from it in level; both
lay at or just above the transition to clean natural.
30 cm or so below any likely Iron Age ground surface
(to judge by the packing-stones of adjacent four-poster
postholes). The darker soil beneath the clay (dotted
outline in Figures 34 and 38) may have resulted from an
earlier version of the same feature, or could have been
derived from an altogether earlier period of activity, the
only securely associated find being a fragmentary sad-
dle-quern, No 241. A similar but slightly smaller area of
dark soil to the north-east (3686, again with dotted
outline in Figures 34 and 38) was equivocally related to
four-poster F21 stratigraphically, but contained a sherd
of Iron Age vesicular pottery.

A single posthole, 3277, too close to the south-
eastern limit of excavation to show whether it belonged
to an identifiable structure, produced five sherds of Iron
Age vesicular pottery, and may reasonably be assigned
an Iron Age date.

In the same area was a curving gully (31/3298A),
more substantial than the wall-gullies of the adjacent
roundhouses. Up to 80 cm wide and 60 cm deep from as
little as 12 cm beneath the modern turf, it had a lower
filling of dark soil and an upper filling of large stones,
which would allow interpretation either as a fence-line
or as an open stormwater gully, later backfilled with
stones. It produced no finds of dating significance (five
sherds of igneous-tempered pottery, and ‘plug’ of fired
clay, No 334, perhaps the core of a bronze-casting
mould). It was roughly concentric with the wall-line of
roundhouse R13, but also curved round the uphill side
of four-poster F33; in the absence of linking strati-
graphical evidence it could have belonged with either
structure, though a relationship with the roundhouse
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Fig 35 Area B3-4-5: Romano-
Bri t ish or  la ter  features  and
finds. Scale 1:400

seems marginally the more likely in spatial terms. The
gully faded out at the south-west but at the south-east
appeared to have a butt-end just short of the wall-line
of conjectural roundhouse R 14; even this, however, was
less than certain, and the assumed connection with the
roundhouses must be treated with caution. If such a
connection applies, however, it is clear that R12, the
smallest of the Breiddin roundhouses, could not have
been in use at the same time as the gully, which cut
across the presumed continuation of its wall-line (not
traced in this part of the circuit).

Mention has already been made of pit 3505, ‘within’
roundhouse R9 but not clearly related to it stratigraph-
ically. As much as 2.8 x 1.5 m across, with fire-reddened
stones and other burnt material at various levels, it was
slightly deeper (44cm) at its south-eastern end, which
contained charcoal  dated to  375±63 bc (BM-963)
along with large parts of the jar illustrated as No 103.
The function of pit 3505 remains unclear - it may have
been a ‘fire-pit’, like others mentioned in Chapter 3.6
below, or  even a  burial .  The vessel  f rom the pi t ,
although superficially similar in appearance to much of
the stratified Bronze Age pottery, proved to be gritted
not with dolerite but with coarsely crushed felspathic
sandstone (Fabric 12, microfiche Chapter 13.2).

It seems inherently likely that some of the ‘unallocat-
ed’ pits and postholes shown in Figure 36 belonged to

the Iron Age occupation, but none had associated finds
or spatial relationships sufficiently compelling to justify
their inclusion with the Iron Age structures in Figure
32.

3.5 Romano-British or later activity

The features tentatively allocated to the Romano-
British period or later are shown on Figure 35, along
with the find-spots of Romano-British coarse pottery
(22 sherds in all), two iron bars with paired nail-holes
(Nos 221 and 222) and a probably late Roman or
post-Roman glass bead (No 320). There were two
groups of  apparent  wal l-foundat ions,  towards the
north-western and north-eastern corners of the excava-
tion (coloured in Figures 37 and 38), and some evidence
that a terrace cut into the hillslope at the south had been
extended or accentuated at a time when Roman pottery
was already present on the site. But three ill-defined
settings of stones in the same area, tentatively treated as
wall-foundations in an interim report (Musson 1972),
are now thought unreliable for one reason or another;
for the sake of completeness, however, they are shown
in broken outline on Figure 35 (see further discussion
against these feature numbers in microfiche Chapter
9.2).
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The clearest of the wall-foundations, 3675 (‘below’
the figure in Plate 8B), ran in a southerly direction for
a distance of 5-6 m from the foot of the steep rock
outcrop which formed the north-western limit of ex-
cavation. Up to 1.2 m wide, it had along its western face
a fairly regular line of large stones, 40 cm or more deep
from just below the modern surface; the rest of its width
was made up of more modest-sized stones, with a
somewhat ragged eastern face. The feature partially
overlay the western postholes of four-poster F21 (3683,
4089 in Figure 38) but was itself cut and partially
obscured at its southern end by an electricity cable-
trench which ran diagonally across the excavated area.
At the northern end it merged with jumbled stone at the
foot of the rock scarp, though there was a vague hint
that it may have turned at right-angles for a little over
4 m to join an ill-defined mass of stonework about 1.6 m
wide, projecting from the rock outcrop at a similar
angle (3793). This latter may have been a wall-founda-
tion, but was more probably a natural vein of weath-
ered bedrock (a similar mass of stone, equally ill-
defined and undoubtedly natural, protruded from the
rock in much the same direction a few metres to the
north-east).

To the west of 3675 and separated from it by a gap
of about 3 m in which there were only small and
jumbled stones was another well-defined wall-founda-
tion, 4057, its eastern end marked by a rectangular
boulder about a metre square and over half a metre
deep from just above the modern surface. The rest of
the foundation (Plate 8B, right) consisted of large
stones and boulders up to 45 cm thick, mostly laid flat
on a thin ( c 15 cm) footing of smaller stones up to 1.4 m
wide. Its sinuous course took it first west and then north
towards a jumble of stone at the foot of the rock
outcrop, after which a cruder line of large boulders,
4026, without apparent footing stones, struck off again
to the west. As with 3675, there was a clear face on one
side only – away from the rock outcrop – the soil on this
side of the feature appearing lower, lighter and less
stony than that on the uphill side after the removal of
modern vegetable soil. Along its course 4057 sealed a
number of earlier features, including two postholes of
four-poster F22 (4030 marginally, 4086B certainly;
Figure 38). A heavy iron bar with countersunk nail-
holes, probably of Roman date (No 221), was found
tight against the uphill side near its eastern end; another
almost identical bar (No 222) was found unstratified
9 m away to the east.

About 2 m south of the gap between 4057 and 3675,
was a small sub-square ‘cell’, 4058, with wall-footings
0.8–1.1 m wide and internal dimensions of about 2.5 m
in either direction. Its south-eastern corner overlay the
wall-gully of roundhouse R9 (4098 in Figure 38) and its
north-western corner was poorly defined. The wall-
footings were again composed of fairly small stones,
15 cm or so deep from the base of the modern vegetable
soil. The corners appeared to be rounded and there may
have been additional footings running away from the
north-east and south-west corners and from part-way
along the western side, though the details were obscured
by the stony character of the surrounding soil. The
footings still supported a number of fairly large stones,
one of them projecting through the modern turf and

others only just concealed beneath it. There was no
clear stratigraphical link with the wall-foundations to
the north, though all appeared to lie at much the same
level relative to the modern surface.

In the north-eastern corner of the excavation lay
another complex of stone-concentrations which seem
best explained as wall-foundations. The most pro-
minent, 5184, included large boulders visible from at or
just below the modern ground surface; these sat va-
riously on or in a footing of smaller stones, c 1.25 m
wide and up to c 20 cm deep from the bottom of the
modern vegetable soil.

This group was separated by a gap of 50–60 cm from
two further stone-concentrations to its west, 5185 and
5186, the former having deeper-set stones immediately
alongside the gap (perhaps as packing for a gate post?);
these two features merged before giving way to an area
of jumbled stone, after which the line appeared to
return to the north and then north-east as a spine of
large stones about 50 cm wide, possibly within a footing
of smaller stones up to 1.5 m wide (5187); after skirting
the foot of the outcrop, this gave way in the very corner
of the excavation to a layer of smaller stones (5188), the
southern face of which continued the line of the
adjacent wall-foundation. The irregular or sub-rectan-
gular space between these features measured about 7 m
from north to south and perhaps a similar distance
from west to east, if the slight change of direction at the
easterly end of 5184 can be taken as evidence for a
return just beyond the limit of excavation.

Within the space so enclosed lay a crescent or incom-
plete circle of relatively large stones, 5189, of unknown
purpose and included here only because it occurred at
the same relative level, above that at which demon-
strably prehistoric features usually became identifiable.
The wall-foundations sealed a number of Bronze Age
pits and furnaces shown in Figure 32, along with the
wall-line of roundhouse R7 and one posthole of Iron
Age four-poster F14 (518l/5183 and 5187 in Figure 37).
There was no other dating evidence; no Romano-
British pottery was found in this part of the excavated
area.

Towards the south-western corner of the excavated
area there was a slightly levelled terrace in the hillslope,
its downhill side marked at the south-west by a natural
scarp and at the north-east by a rough line of boulders
(31/3298, Plate 9B) which overlay but diverged from a
curving gully shown with the Iron Age features in
Figure 34 (31/3298A). A Romano-British sherd was
found low against the downhill face of the boulders
near their north-easterly end. The uphill side of the
terrace, which measured 5–7 m in width, was marked by
a natural rock scarp (3554), perhaps partly quarried at
the south-west and extended at its north-eastern end by
a short line of boulders (3520), one of which sealed a
Romano-British sherd, from the flanged bowl illustrat-
ed as No 122. Most of the Romano-British pottery
from B3-4-5 came from north-west of this line, though
there were three sherds on the terrace itself and another
two to its north-east. There was sufficient prehistoric
pottery on the terrace (Figures 31 and 34) to suggest,
however, that it was essentially a natural feature, the
edges of which had been accentuated in the Roman
period or later, presumably to increase the area of
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Fig 36 Area B3-4-5: un-allocat-
ed features. Scale 1:400

relatively level ground on the terrace and uphill to its
north-west. (An apparent wall-footing on the terrace
itself, 3185, and two others to its south-east, 3189 and
3282,  have al ready been ment ioned as  ‘ re jected’
features; for the sake of completeness they are shown in
broken outline in Figures 35 and 38.)

No attempt has been made in this description to hide
the uncertainties of the evidence, though even here there
is perhaps an element of over-simplification: Figure 35,
for instance, cannot make clear the difficulty of deter-
mining the line or even the existence of a wall-footing
composed of loosely jumbled stone against a back-
ground of soil which is itself liberally charged with
similar material. There is only the general similarity of
character and level, and the fact that the foundations
sealed all other features that they crossed, to support
the contention that they belong to a single phase of
activity, late in the sequence of occupation. Even their
description as wall-foundations is a fairly loose use of
the term.

Had the stonework been carried to any substantial
height there would surely have been more debris at and
above the modern ground surface, since stone-robbing
must be counted unlikely on so remote a spot. The
foundations seem equally improbable as supports for

upright  t imbers or  for  horizontal  s i l l -beams -  the
curving face of 4057 and its uneven upper surface, for
instance, both argue against such a suggestion. More
feasible is their use as the bases for turf or turf-faced
earthen walls, carried up to a metre or so in height and
representing not roofed buildings but open enclosures,
perhaps for holding animals in rather than for keeping
them out. The complex at the west might then represent
a large pen about 8 x 5 m across against the foot of the
rock outcrop (3675/4057) ,  separated by a  narrow
passage from a smaller pen to the south (4058), possibly
with a further construction to close the gap between
there and the flanking rock outcrop at the south-west.
The complex at the north would be a single enclosure,
about 7m across internally, perhaps with a narrow
(gated?) entrance at the south between features 5184
and 5185.

As regards date, the probably Romano-British iron
bar, No 221, found tight against the foot of foundation
4057,  would seem to preclude a  pre-Roman date
( a s suming  a l l  o f  t he  wa l l - founda t i ons  be longed
together), while the sherds of Romano-British pottery
in the southern and south-western parts of the exca-
vat ion confirm act ivi ty of  some kind there in the
Roman period. The sherd-distribution, however, bears



68 Chapter 3.5–3.6

no intelligible relationship to the foundations, which
could just as well be post-Roman in date.

grouped together as ‘fire-pits’, and were tentatively allo-
cated to the Iron Age because of their general similarity
to the rather larger pit 3505 lying ‘within’ roundhouse

3.6 Undated features
R9 and dated by radiocarbon test to 375 ± 63 bc (BM-
963). None of the pits in Figure 36, however, had
associated dating evidence, apart from 4099, which

When all (or most) of the ‘phased’ features from the contained large sherds of a coarse and perhaps over-
above descriptions are removed from the plan, a fair fired vessel (No 108), tempered with andesite and fel-
number still remain unexplained (Fig 36). Some had no spathic sandstone in a fabric also identified in secure
dating evidence, others had finds or intersections with late Bronze Age deposits in the rampart excavations
adjacent features which gave them dating of a sort, (Fabric 7 in microfiche Chapter 13.2). The pits could,
though too broadly drawn for their inclusion on any of therefore, be as early as the Bronze Age, though the use
the phase-plans. As regards function, a few were of this fabric in both Bronze Age and Iron Age occupa-
hearths (cross-hatched); others were pits or areas of tions cannot be discounted, the rock inclusions being
dark soil of uncertain derivation, but the majority were obtainable only a short distance away within the
postholes of various sizes, belonging (one assumes) to Breiddin Hills, at Moel y Golfa. It would be attractive
tethering posts, drying racks, fences or the like. A row to see the apparently over-fired material from 4099 as
of three similar postholes have been joined by a broken wasters from the use of the pit as a pottery-kiln, but
line in Figure 36. Other postholes may have belonged to there was nothing in the other pits to confirm this
structures of which the remaining elements eluded de- possibility. Five other pits, of possibly similar type but
tection during excavation. Others again may appear with less distinctive evidence of burning, have been
supernumary only because the structures shown on the picked out in broken outline (with their feature
phase-plans have been incorrectly identified. numbers) in Figure 36; there was no useful evidence for

Five pits of various sizes, all of them distinguished by their dating.
various admixtures of burnt material, fire-reddened Descriptions of the unallocated features, along with
stone or burned clay, have been picked out by stippling comments (where possible) on their potential dating.
in Figure 36. At the time of excavation they were can be found in the microfiche Chapter 9.3.



Fig 37 Area B3-4-5: plan of all features, north-east half.
Scale 1:100



Fig 38 Area B3-4-5: plan of all features, south-west
half. Scale 1:100
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CHAPTER 4
THE HILLFORT INTERIOR: AREA B7

4.1 Introduction
In 1975 and 1976 an extension of the quarrying conces-
sion prompted excavations in the area of Buckbean
Pond, on the summit ridge near the centre of the hillfort
(Figures 4, 5). The present chapter concentrates on
Area B7, which was located just north-east of the pond,
while the pond itself (Area B6) is described in Chapter
5. Further details of individual contexts and structures
are given in microfiche Chapters 9.4, 10.2 and 10.3.

The purpose of excavation in B7 was to test for
buildings or other evidence of occupation on the rela-
tively flat land between Buckbean Pond and the sloping
ground leading towards the summit ridge to the north-
east (the general topography, and the relationship
between B6 and B7, is illustrated in Figure 43).

Area B7 itself, which measured c 33 x 23 m in
maximum extent, showed only the gentlest of slopes,
with rises of less than 70 cm from west to east and from
the centre towards the northern and southern edges of
the excavation. Rock outcrops broke irregularly
through the turf just beyond the south-western and
southern limits of excavation. About 2 m north-west of
the trench bedrock also came close to the surface, and
the ground continued to rise in that direction towards
a low rocky outcrop, beyond which quarrying was
already in progress. To the east and north-east, beneath
heavier afforestation and then open pasture beyond the
quarry concession, the slopes continued to rise gently
for another 50 m or so and then more steeply, leaving
B7 at the south-western end of an area which offered
little impediment to building or to freedom of structural
layout. The western side of the excavation took in an
arc of grass which represented the limit of seasonal
waterlogging around Buckbean Pond, while the rest of
the area had a ground cover of coarse grass and bracken
beneath thinly planted conifers of 10–15 years growth.

The bulk of the excavation was carried out between
mid June and late August 1975, when work was also in
progress in Buckbean Pond. Investigation began within
an area 25 x 18 m across (B70, Plate 12A), the south-
western corner of which was cut diagonally to avoid
mature trees and rock outcrops in that quarter, Exten-
sions to the west and north-east were made later (Figure
39A, broken lines), to follow features found within the
original confines of the trench. The discovery of stone
layers passing beyond the southern limit prompted a
4 x 4m extension in that direction towards the end of
the 1975 season (B71); this was later expanded to about
9 x 8 m, and completed along with a further 4 x 4 m area
to its east in March, April and July 1976.

In the dry months of June and July 1975 few arch-
aeological features were noted above ‘natural’, for the
most part at 30–50 cm below the modern surface but in
places up to c 80 cm (for instance, at the junction of B70
and B71). Indeed, work was about to be abandoned at

the surface of the apparently undisturbed but very
stony subsoil (Plate 12B) when an overnight rain-storm
led to the recognition in the north-west corner (Plate
12C) of the first of the many postholes described in the
later parts of this chapter. Subsequent re-examination
of the earlier spit-plans suggested that many features
must have been present unrecognized from close
beneath the modern turf, an impression confirmed in
parts of B71 when excavation was carried out in the
more favourable weather of spring and summer 1976.
In these circumstances it is clear that features not pene-
trating into the undisturbed subsoil – such as round-
houses using driven stakes rather than stone-packed
wall-gullies – could well have escaped detection in the
main body of B7. Subject to this caution, the absence of
any certain evidence for roundhouses (by way of stones
aligned in their wall-gullies, or ‘unallocated’ postholes
suitable for entrance posts or porch structures) appears
to reflect a significant difference between this area of
excavation and those already described for the south-
western end of the hill.

The following description is written as a commentary
on Figure 42, which records all the features, although
different types and periods of feature and structure are
also shown for the sake of clarity in Figure 39A–C.

Features observed between turf and natural
subsoil

Excavation began with the removal of the modern turf
and vegetable soil (7001) to a depth of about 15 cm, at
which level most of the bracken roots ‘peeled off to a
yellowish brown soil (7002) in which there were minor
variations of colour and texture and variable amounts
of stone, including an ill-defined concentration at the
north (7099), later shown by earthfast stones to reflect
underlying stony natural.

A more tightly defined group of stones about 4 x 2 m
across to the north-west (7098) included two large
boulders; this group was generally one stone thick, with
its bottom surface no more than 15–20 cm below turf
level. No specific purpose can be suggested for it,
though it slightly overlapped one of the later-recog-
nized four-poster postholes and could perhaps have
belonged with those structures if (as argued in Chapter
4.4 below) they were founded on an Iron Age ground
surface not far removed from that of today.

The stones of 7098 overlay an area of blackish char-
coal-flecked soil (7097) which clearly passed beyond the
original western limit of the trench; on the north it gave
way to browner soil about 2 m from the limit of excava-
tion, on the east it faded into ‘dirty’ yellow-brown soil
and then into the stones of 7099, while on the south it
merged with equally dark but more ‘blocky’ soil repre-
senting the recent limit of seasonal waterlogging around
Buckbean Pond.



74

F i g  3 9  A r e a  B 7 :  e x p l a n a t o r y
plans. Scale 1:400

A. Features other than four- and
six-posters. A few features thought
l ike ly  to  be long wi th  the  four-
posters, or to post-date them, have
been relegated to drawings B and
C. There is no implication that the
features shown on this drawing are
all of the same date, indeed, most
of them are insecurely dated. They
are picked out in this way only for
ease of illustration and description.

B. Neolithic and other potentially
early features. The pits picked out
by stippling, one of them dated to
2270±90 bc (HAR-1414), resem-
b led  one  ano ther  in  form and
filling; the find-spots of flint imple-
ments  and waste  f lakes  fo l low
much the  same d is t r ibu t ion .  A
stone-layer at the junction of B70
and B71 resembled the hard-stand-
ing laid round Buckbean Pond in
about 1200 bc (Chapter 5.3). An
area of dark soil at the NW (7097)
produced a piece of possibly late
Bronze Age crucible (No 227 in
Fig 60); it was cut by a hollow
(7096) which itself pre-dated an
Iron Age pit (7087). Two six-post-
e d  s t r u c t u r e s  ( S 1 ,  S 2 )  a n d  a
possible third (S3) were thought
likely to be late Bronze Age in date,
but a radiocarbon sample from the
post-pipes of S1 gave a result of
370±70 bc (HAR-1287).

C. Four-posters and other late or
undatedfeatures. The layout of the
p o s t - b u i l t  s t r u c t u r e s  i n  B 7  i s
explored more fully in Fig 41. Few
of the postholes were identified
above the undisturbed subsoil, but
some could  la ter  be  t raced  in
s t a n d i n g  s e c t i o n s  t o  n e a r  t h e
modern surface (Fig 40). Many
had digging-out pits, three of which
produced  da tes  o f  370±80 bc ,
2 3 0 ± 8 0  b c  a n d  1 0 0 ± 8 0  b c
(HAR-1286 ,  HAR-1413 ,  HAR-
1617). A pit at the NW (7087)
contained an iron torque (No 197
in Fig 58), along with charcoal
dated to 220±60 bc (CAR-998).
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The dark soil of 7097 called for fuller investigation,
and a 12 x 4 m extension to the west was therefore laid
out and excavated together with the remainder of the
trench from the middle of spit 7002 downwards. The
blackish soil of 7097 persisted through a depth of up to
25 cm onto the surface of firm yellow natural, though its
limits gradually drew in from the north and east until its
lower parts, in which there were discontinuous layers or
lenses of more stony and less stony material, were
retained within a poorly defined curving scarp (7095) up
to 20 cm high and about 7 m in apparent diameter.

Careful examination of the subsoil at the foot of this
scarp failed to reveal a wall-gully or individual stake-
holes which might have belonged to a roundhouse or
any other structure employing earthfast timbers (four-
poster F34, in the same area, was stratigraphically later
than at least the lower parts of 7097). The charcoal and
variations of stone content in 7097 showed that it was
a man-made deposit of some kind, perhaps accumulat-
ing in a hollow dug or worn into the ground from (at
most) 15 cm below the modern surface and 25 cm above
natural, presumably before waterlogging from
Buckbean Pond became a serious hazard. Its date
remains uncertain, though it clearly preceded four-
poster F34. The only find from within it was a small
piece of heavy-rimmed crucible (No 227), the form of
which might suggest a Bronze Age date; fabric analysis,
however, makes an Iron Age dating equally possible
(microfiche Chapter 13.5). The crucible came from a
patch of intensely black and charcoal-charged soil
(7097A), which overlapped the south-western half of a
small six-posted structure, S1; the stratigraphical rela-
tionship to this structure, however, was uncertain (see
Chapter 4.4 below).

Set in the western end of 7097 when first exposed was
a slightly sunken area (7096), filled with greyer but more
charcoal-flecked soil and matched on the south by a
hump of dark soil which is assumed to represent upcast
when 7096 was cut to a depth of c 20 cm from 10–15 cm
below the modern turf (to within a few centimetres, as
later digging showed, of the bottom of 7097). The limits
of hollow 7096 never became really clear, and even
though they were subsequently seen to coincide roughly
with those of four-poster F34 the stratigraphical rela-
tionship between the two remained uncertain.

A feature which certainly cut hollow 7096, however,
was a sloping-sided pit (7087), up to 1.0 m across and
40 cm deep from its first appearance as a tight-knit
group of stones 10 cm or so below the modern surface;
at the very bottom, beneath 15 cm of charcoal-charged
soil, lay an iron torc or arm-ring (No 197). Charcoal
from the pit has been dated to 220 ± 60 bc (CAR-998).
Some unidentifiable burned bone was also present. The
pit lay ‘within’ four-poster F34, though a connection
between the two cannot necessarily be assumed. Nor
can a satisfactory function for the pit be suggested:
some kind of ritual deposit, or even a burial, may
perhaps be suspected. More importantly, the pit tends
to confirm the impression gained from the four-poster
postholes (Chapter 4.4 below) that the Iron Age surface
lay little if at all below that of the present day.

Apart from the features described above, little was
noted within successive spits of excavation between
turf-level and the surface of undisturbed subsoil (7001–

7004, c 30–50 cm deep over most of the trench) apart
from slight differences of colour, texture and stone-
content from one part of the trench to another. The
undisturbed subsoil formed a firm and sometimes gritty
yellowish clayey silt, veined with the darker material
and upstanding stones of periglacial cryoturbation
structures (Plate 12B).

Stone deposits at the junction of B70 and B71

Immediately above the natural subsoil over much of the
trench, but particularly at the junction of B70 and in
B71, was a patchy ‘skim’ of black organic soil, with
occasional charcoal flecks (7004A, 7104A, stippled in
Figure 42 and shown in section in Figure 40). For the
most part no more than l–2 cm thick, this dark soil
reached 5–10 cm thick in places above indistinct
hollows and undulations which are shown in a darker
stipple in Figure 42.

Here, at the junction of B70 and B71, the black soil
directly underlay a deposit of flat stones, generally a
single layer thick (7003C/D, 7103C/D, 7134, 7109),
10–15 cm above the subsoil surface, resembling the
hard-standing found in a similar stratigraphical
position (again above black soil) around the margins of
Buckbean Pond (Chapter 5.3 below). In the light of soil
analysis by Susan Limbrey (microfiche Chapter 11.5), it
seems likely that these stones equate with the stone
pavement around the margins of the pond, with a
related date of c 1200 bc (Chapter 5.3, Chapter 6.2
Layer D). The soil below the stones (7004C/D, etc)
appears to constitute the natural soil profile before
these stones accumulated or were deliberately laid, the
soil above (7001–7003, etc) being a later soil profile
corresponding to layer C in the pond deposits and
resulting from agricultural activity or other disturbance
on the rising ground to the north-east of Area B7, at
some time during the period c 1200–300 bc (Chapters
5.2, 6.2).

Pits of uncertain date

Several other features have been identified in Figure 42
as certain or possible pits, usually because of their
rounded profiles, lack of apparent post-packing, or
shallowness. The majority ranged between 70 cm and
1.2 m across, with depths of between 5 cm and 30 cm
into the subsoil. Their fillings varied from grey clay to
brown soil, sometimes with charcoal or stone but never
with finds or informative internal stratification, and
there was nothing to suggest that they were a homoge-
neous group. None resembled Iron Age storage pits of
the kind found in hillforts and other sites on the English
side of the Border.

Gullies 7018 and 7059A

At the southern end of B70, at its junction with B71,
was a gully (7018) which had two straight arms joined
by a shallower curving section in which a possible
entrance was marked by a stretch of about a metre
(broken outline) within which the course of the gully
could not be firmly traced. The gully was up to 80 cm
wide and 4–25 cm deep in the subsoil, and had a rela-
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tively stone-free filling, of a kind appropriate to the
silting in an open ditch. At both ends it appeared to
head towards the outcrops which stood beyond the
southern and south-western limits of excavation, as if it
might have marked out a small enclosure about 15–
20 m across against the outcrops. It had clearly cut
through three potentially Neolithic pits in the south-
east corner (Chapter 4.2 below), but there was nothing
else to give a clue to its date within the occupation
sequence.

A short length of gully near the northern limit of
excavation (7059A) appeared to be Iron Age or later in
date. It overlay a posthole of six-poster S2, and was also
recorded as cutting a posthole belonging to four-poster
F35, though the overlap was too marginal for certainty.
Apparently straight, 3 m or more long, c 45 cm wide and
up to 14 cm deep from just above the undisturbed
subsoil, the gully had a dark charcoaly fill with oc-
casional vertical stones, but with no positive evidence of
upright timbers.

4.2 Neolithic and earlier evidence

Eleven pieces of flint and chert were recovered from B7
(their find-spots are shown in Figure 39B). One was a
bi-polar blade-core (No 3), most likely to be of
Mesolithic date but found in an Iron Age posthole near
the northern limit of excavation. Two others were waste
flakes found in pits of certain or probable Neolithic
date (7017N, 7019S). The remaining eight were re-
covered from Iron Age or undated postholes or from
unstratified contexts; all were waste flakes apart from
an asymmetric leaf arrowhead (No 11) and a re-touched
flake (No 23). The distribution of these finds broadly
matches that of the Neolithic pits described below.

Neolithic pits

Eleven pits of Neolithic or probably Neolithic date have
been picked out by shading in Figure 39B. Apart from
two large flat-bottomed examples (7081, 7124), one
near the northern edge of the trench and the other at the
opposite end of the excavated area), they were all
rounded in profile and more or less oval in shape. None
was detected above the undisturbed subsoil and the
three which were cut by the original edges of the trench
could not be traced above the surface of the natural clay
in the standing sections. Charcoal from one of the oval
pits (7017N) has been dated to 2270 ± 90 bc (HAR-
1414), and it is assumed that the others are also of this
date on the basis of general similarity. Two of the oval
pits contained single waste flakes of flint, already noted
in the previous paragraph; there were no other finds.

Of the nine oval pits (7015A–D, 7017N/S, 7019S,
7027W, 7053) the last-named lay at the centre of the
excavation, the other eight occupying a fairly restricted
area in and extending beyond the south-eastern corner
of B70. Most of them were between 1.0 m and 1.5 m
long, with depths from as little as 12 cm to as much as
48 cm from the surface of natural. The majority had a
thin (up to 1–2 cm) skim of charcoal-flecked greyish soil
or clay on the bottom, sometimes spreading slightly up

the sides and in several cases merging indistinctly into
the underlying natural as if the lower parts at least were
no more than discolouration of the subsoil, perhaps by
burning. The upper fillings were mostly of redeposited
natural subsoil, barely distinguishable from the undis-
turbed natural alongside. In the upper parts of all but
three, and usually sealed by further redeposited natural,
was a darker brown soil, frequently forming a V-
sectioned deposit down the longer axis of the pit. The
function of the pits was not self-evident.

The other two pits (7081 at the north and 7124 at the
south-east) were larger and different in form, being at
least 2.0 m long and 1.5 m or more wide, with rounded
corners but more or less straight sides; they were
splayed in profile above flat bases cut respectively 26 cm
and 22 cm into the undisturbed subsoil. Again, there
was no obvious clue to their function.

4.3 Other features possibly pre-dating
the Iron Age
Other potentially early but strictly undated features are
shown in Figure 39B (along with undistinctive and
undated pits and postholes). The most prominent was
the shallow gully 7018 (already mentioned in Chapter
4.1) which seemed to define a small enclosure against
rock outcrops beyond the southern limit of excavation.
Stratigraphically earlier than Iron Age postholes, but
otherwise undated, was a deposit of charcoal-flecked
and variably stony soil in the north-western corner of
the excavation (7097/7097A, Figure 39B and Chapter
4.1 above). Its lower parts were confined within a
curving scarp (7095), but there was nothing to show
whether it represented a structure or simply an activity
area. The only find was an uncertainly dated, but
possibly Bronze Age, crucible (No 227), already noted
above. Cut into the dark soil of 7097, and itself cut by
an Iron Age pit (7087), was an ill-defined hollow about
3 m across in either direction (7096, already described in
Chapter 4.1 above). Its stratigraphical position shows
that it could belong either to the later part of the Bronze
Age or to the earlier part of the Iron Age occupation.

The only other hints of late Bronze Age activity from
B7 were fourteen scattered fragments of igneous-
tempered pottery similar to that found in securely stra-
tified contexts behind the rampart. The status of these
sherds and the dating of six-posters S1–S3 is discussed
in the following section.

4.4 Posthole structures: mainly Iron Age?

Six-posters S1–S3

Two six-posters, S1 and S2 in Figure 39B, were picked
out by the relatively small size and consistent stone-
packing of their postholes, which were generally 40–
60 cm across and about 30 cm deep from first identifica-
tion in the surface of natural (S1 is shown in Plate 12C).
To these may perhaps be added a third structure, S3,
represented only by a trio of comparable postholes, the
matching trio assumed to lie beyond the northern limit
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of excavation. This conjectured structure, if accepted
on such meagre evidence, would be 3.2 m long to the
centres of its postholes, and of unknown width, while
the better-authenticated S1 and S2 measured 2.6 x 2.2 m
and 2.3 x 2.1 m respectively, the extra posts lying on the
shorter sides in each case. Both S1 and S2 were over-
lapped by four-poster F35, the south-eastern posthole
of which cut the equivalent posthole of S2. S1 also
overlapped the blackish soil of 7097/7097A, described
above in Chapter 4.1, though the stratigraphical rela-
tionship could not be established, the postholes having
dark fillings which were readily detectable at the surface
of natural but would not necessarily have been seen in
the overlying blackish soil had they been dug through it.
S3 was overlapped by four-poster F36, itself to some
extent conjectural, though there were no posthole inter-
sections in this case.

The packing of the south-western corner posthole of
six-poster S2 contained half of a small coarse-ware cup
(No 107), possibly representing a foundation deposit,
the dolerite-gritted fabric of which is petrologically
similar to the undoubted late Bronze Age pottery from
the rampart cuttings (Fabric 6, microfiche Chapter
13.2). Two similar body-sherds were found in the wes-
ternmost posthole of S3, and other small fragments
came from deposits immediately overlying it. The rest
of Area B7 produced only four certain and half a dozen
possible sherds of Bronze Age pottery, and on this basis
it was initially thought that structures S1–S3 might be
of Bronze Age date.

However, a reasonably large charcoal sample from
four post-pipes of S1 produced the unexpectedly late
date of 370 ± 70 bc (HAR-1287). The charcoal had
seemed dense enough to have been derived from in situ
burning of the posts, but a sub-sample was subsequent-
ly shown to be a mixture of ash, hazel and hawthorn,
which seems inappropriate for structural timbers. There
is no good evidence from elsewhere within the hillfort
that dolerite-gritted pottery was still in use during the
Iron Age occupation, and it is unfortunate that the
apparent conflict with the radiocarbon evidence cannot
be adequately resolved.

Four-posters F34–F50

Apart from those allocated to six-posters S1–S3, a
further 96 certain or probable postholes were identified
within B7, of which the majority have been attributed to
four-posters F34–F50; one of them, F34, appears in
Plate 12C with six-poster S1. Apart from smaller
features and a few postholes on the very edges of the
excavation, only eight substantial postholes remain
unexplained, including two attributed to a conjectural
structure (F44, between F43 and F45), and another two
suspected of belonging to an earlier version of F36.
Others may be interpreted as extra posts attached to
F47 and F50, or as smaller structures represented by
pairs of posts or by single free-standing timbers.

Only two of the four-posters, F47 and F48, had
postholes as small as those of six-posters S1 and S2
(40–60 cm across). These were also among the smallest
structures in terms of floor area, measuring only about
2.3 x 2.0m to the centres of their posts. Two other
structures, F37 and F46, were much the same size but

Fig 40 Area B7: four-poster posthole and digging-out
pit. Scale 1:25
Reconstructed section through posthole 7020S of four-
poster F46. The wide-spreading digging-out pit, offset
from the original position of the posthole, had clearly
been cut from close to the modern turf, through which one
of its filling-stones protruded before excavation began.
Studies of sedimentology (microfiche Chapter 11.5)
suggest that soil 7004A represents the natural soil at
about 1200 bc, when the stone pavement was laid round
Buckbean Pond; above the equivalent stone layer in B70/
B71 is a soil accumulation (7001–7003) corresponding to
layer C in the pond deposits and dating from between
about 1200 bc and 300 bc.

had postholes more in keeping with the normal size-
range of the remaining four-posters, which measured
between 2.6m and 3.0 m long and between 2.4 m and
2.7m wide. One rather larger structure (F41), 3.9 x
3.0 m across, occupied a position towards the middle of
the excavated area.

The postholes were mostly between 80 cm and 1.10 m
across, often somewhat oval in plan, and between 45 cm
and 70 cm deep from the subsoil surface. They usually
had near-vertical sides and flat bases, with a packing of
redeposited natural clay and stones suggesting original
posts generally between 30 cm and 40 cm across, but
with no clear evidence as to shape. There was no
evidence that any of the posts had been burned in situ,
though small amount of charcoal were present in most
cases. Variations both in the size and shapes of the
post-pits and in the character of their fillings assisted in
the identification of the individual structures.

Several overlaps or intersections between structures
and individual postholes were noted: F36 perhaps being
a rebuild of an earlier (un-numbered) structure; F42
overlapping F43; F47 pre-dating F46; F48 replaced by
F49 which in return was replaced by F50. There were
only three instances where more than one period of use
was suspected in the postholes themselves (F39, F40
and F41), but even here the conjecture relied only on
oddities in the shape of the post-pits or on the apparent
chocking-up of some or all of the posts, which could
equally well have occurred within single-phase struc-
tures.

A notable feature of the postholes, compared with
those in B3-4-5 and the rampart cuttings, was the
frequent disturbance of their upper parts by funnel-
shaped or slot-like pits, apparently left by the deliberate
digging out and removal of the posts (dotted and
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Fig 41 Area B7: possible phasing of
posthole structures. Scale 1:400

A. Structures with postholes up to about
60 cm across (six-posters and four-posters).

B. Structures with postholes 80 cm or more
across – one of several possible starting-
points.

C. Maximum likely density of buildings after
elimination of overlaps.
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hachured Figure 42). They often reached to within 20 or
30 cm of the bottoms of the postholes, but generally
spread more widely in one or more directions than the
original post-pits, while leaving other parts of the post-
packing undisturbed. In some instances there was a
fairly sharp distinction between the digging-out pit and
the post-pipe, as if the lower parts of the posts may have
been left to rot in situ, although the absence of silting
patterns or sealed turf-lines within the digging-out pits
suggested that they had been re-filled soon after the
extraction of the posts. Their location, in many cases
under the assumed wall-lines of the structures to which
the posts belonged, showed that any timbers linking the
corner posts had been removed before the pits were
dug.

In several instances re-examination of the spit-plans
or of standing sections at the edges of the excavation
showed that digging-out pits extended at least to the
base of the modern vegetable soil (as illustrated for a
posthole of F46 in Figure 40). It therefore seems
possible that there was little difference between the Iron
Age ground surface and that seen at the beginning of
the excavations in 1975. This might, by itself, explain
the absence of any evidence of hearths or floor surfaces
(had they existed) or indeed any other evidence relating
to the function of the four-posters.

Finds and radiocarbon samples from the postholes
and their digging-out pits were enough to confirm the
suspected Iron Age date, but little more. Post-packings
produced two pieces of flint (presumably residual), a
saddle-quern (No 244) and a tentatively identified piece
of briquetage (from 7038 of F38), while post-pipes (of
F34) contained three igneous-tempered sherds of
assumed Bronze Age date. Digging-out pits or the
poorly defined upper parts of postholes produced two
undistinctive fragments of fired clay, two possible
pieces of briquetage (from 7050 of F41 and 7058 of F35)
and ten pieces of Iron Age vesicular pottery (vessel No
102, from 7117 of F49). Four other sherds of vesicular
pottery were recovered from spit 7103 nearby, above
the level of stone layer 7103D/7109 (described in
Chapter 4.1). Charcoal was found in considerable
quantities in several of the digging-out pits; the density
of the charcoal and the character of the pit filling sug-
gested that the burning could not have been far
removed in date from the extraction of the posts. Three
samples submitted for radiocarbon dating gave results
of 370 ± 80 bc (HAR-1286) from F41, 230 ± 80 bc
(HAR-1413) from F39, and 100 ± bc (HAR-1617)
from F49; these dates provide an indication of the
period after which the digging-out pits were being re-
filled, but there are too many uncertainties about the
source(s) and interpretation of the charcoal for their use

in close definition of the lifetime of the structures, let
alone their subdivision into separate phases of con-
struction or demolition.

The layout of post-built structures in 87

Figure 41 attempts to explore the distribution and
phasing of the post-built structures in B7.

As a first move, one might perhaps assign an early
date to all of the structures which have significantly
smaller postholes – 60 cm or less across compared with
80 cm on average for the bulk of the four-posters. There
is some stratigraphical support for this in that six-
poster S2 and the two four-posters with unusually small
postholes (F47 and F48) all have intersections which
show that they pre-date those with larger postholes.
However, whether any of the structures isolated in this
way in Figure 41A were strictly contemporary with one
another is a matter of conjecture: six-posters S1 and S2
may seem too close to have stood alongside one
another, while S3 is a speculative interpretation of post-
holes falling near the limit of excavation. The conflict-
ing dating evidence for the six-posters has been des-
cribed above, late Bronze Age and Iron Age attribu-
tions seeming equally likely; there was no direct dating
evidence for four-posters F47 and F48.

Turning to the remaining four-posters and to a
presumed date somewhere in the middle or later Iron
Age, it is easier to arrive at a maximum density than to
suggest a starting point from which such a pattern
might have evolved. Overlaps and intersections show
that F42 and F43 cannot have been contemporary with
one another, while F45 and F49 gave way respectively
to F46 and F50. All of the remaining four-posters
(assuming they have been correctly identified) could
have existed at the same time, giving the maximum
density sketched in Figure 41C (though F39 and F40
possibly lie too close together for comfort). In seeking
a predecessor to this pattern, one might reasonably
substitute the overlapping or earlier structures – F42,
F45, F49, and the conjectured earlier version of F36. At
the same time the apparent overcrowding in the north-
east corner could perhaps be reduced, so as to restore a
spacing similar to that seen between the structures at
the north-west. This would eliminate F37, F40 and
either F38 or F39, leaving the pattern set out Figure
41B.

It is inadvisable to read too much into this attempted
reconstruction of events, which does at least suggest,
however, that there seems to be no hint in B7 of a
regular discipline of layout at any one period – the
structures standing at a variety of angles and at varying
distances from one another.



Fig 42 Area B7: plan of all features. Scale 1:100
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CHAPTER 5
BUCKBEAN POND: THE EXCAVATIONS

By W J Britnell

5.1 Introduction

The excavations described in the present chapter, and
the related environmental studies set out in Chapter 6,
were prompted by an extension of the quarrying con-
cession which threatened the destruction of an extensive
tract of flat and gently-sloping land around the marshy
area known as Buckbean Pond, more or less at the
centre of the hillfort (Figure 4). A trial-pit dug in the
autumn of 1974 was sufficiently promising to encourage
larger-scale excavations, which took place between
May and September 1975 and July and October 1976,
as Area B6 (Plates 13-15).

Wooden objects  from the si te  are described in
Chapter 7.19. Further details of features and layers are
provided in microfiche Chapter 9.5. Dating largely
relies upon a small series of radiocarbon dates from
samples recovered during excavation and a larger series
undertaken as part of the environmental programme
(see Figure 48 and Table 2 in Chapter 6.1). A prelimin-
ary report on the excavations which appeared in 1977
(Musson et al 1977) is superseded by the present
account.

The pond before excavation

Buckbean Pond had formed within a shallow basin
(Figure 43) enclosed on three sides by rock outcrops
rising up to about 5 m above the general level, but open

on the east and north-east to land rising at first very
gently (across the area investigated as B7) and then
more steeply towards the summit of the hill. Early
editions of the Ordnance Survey map show a narrow
tongue of water lying more or less along the axis of the
hill, representing a pond about 70 m long and up to
40 m wide towards its western end. Buckbean, synony-
mous with bog-bean (Menyanthes), is an aquatic herb
found in wet bogs and shallow ponds, and collected for
its supposed medicinal qualities. O’Neil records that
people used to be seen gathering the herb ‘standing in
the pond, as naked as they were born’ (O’Neil 1937,
113).

More recently the standing water had disappeared,
possibly as a result of nearby quarrying, and the ground
surface had become reasonably well consolidated. It
was covered by a light grove of ageing willows and
alders, isolating small glades carpeted by reeds and
grass. Towards the margins of the waterlogged area
were more substantial alders, and also some oak and
birch with an undergrowth of brambles and bracken. A
small hardwood enclosure which formerly encom-
passed the pond had been obscured within the previous
15-20 years by a plantation of conifers which encircled
the margins of the waterlogged area.

Permanent waterlogging was caused by rainfall col-
lecting within the enclosed basin, sealed at the bottom
by a layer of impervious clay several metres deep above
a natural cleft in the rock, The only outfall lay between

Fig 43  Buckbean Pond: general topography and location of excavations. Scale 1:1000

The ground shown here lay at c 339
m OD,  about  27  m be low the
summit of the hill, some distance to
the NE. The waterlogged areas of
Buckbean Pond, no more than a
seasonally flooded marsh in recent
years, lay in a basin between rock
outcrops rising 5-10 m above the
general level. Beyond the rock
outcrops there were steep falls to
the NW and SE. Rock outcrops
outside the frame of this illustra-
tion closed the basin to the S and
SW. From the pond, investigated
as B6, the ground rose almost im-
perceptibly to the E and NE, but
the upward gradient towards the
summit of the hill increased just
beyond the area investigated as B7.
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two rock outcrops at the south. O’Neil (l937, 113, fig 1)
records a stream leading from the pond at this point but
this had in recent years become obscured by a metalled
track. The level of overflow in this direction seems
unlikely to have altered significantly and had most
probably regulated the maximum depth of water within
the basin throughout the whole history of the pond.

Progress and methods of excavation
Clearance of shrubs and undergrowth in advance of the
1975 excavations enabled the approximate extent of the
pond to be seen as a narrow boggy area about 85 m long
and 25 m across. It lay more or less along the axis of the
hill, its north-eastern end just penetrating into the level
area excavated as B7 (Figure 43).

The sequence of excavation in 1975 and 1976 is sum-
marized in Figure 44A (bottom right). At the beginning
of the 1975 season a series of 1 m wide trial trenches
were dug almost due north-south across the pond (B60,
B61, B62), along with a number of smaller test pits
(B66, B67). In addition, the grass and recent humus
were stripped from an un-numbered trench running
east-west (dotted outline in Figure 44A). By these
means it was possible to determine more clearly the
depth and extent of the ancient waterlogged area. The
remainder of the 1975 season was spent upon the inves-
tigation of a wider area (B64, Plate 13) opened from the
western side of trial trench B62; a trial trench was also
dug at the eastern end of the pond (B65). The excava-
tion of these areas was completed within the 1975
season, with the exception of the north-eastern half of
a deep artificial cistern found towards the eastern end of
B64 (Plates 14, 15). Excavation of the cistern was com-
pleted in 1976, together with the excavation of a further
area (B63) on the eastern side of trial trench B62. Con-
tinuous pumping proved necessary, even during the dry
weather leading up to the drought of 1975.

5.2 The depositional sequence in the
natural pond
The sequence of layers observed in the natural pond
represents the gradual infilling over the course of
several millennia of a narrow trough within the surface
of a deep clay body derived from weathered dolerite.
The deposits contained differing organic and mineral
fractions, and had clearly been laid down under varying
aquatic or boggy conditions. The maximum height of
standing water at any period would have been regulated
by a natural overflow on the south-eastern side of the
waterlogged area, at c 0.25 m below the local datum.
The maximum depth of standing water in the pond’s
earliest post-glacial phase would have been about 1.4
m, or perhaps 1.1 m if allowance is made for soil ac-
cumulation between the bare clay of the hill and the
modern turf line. This would have reduced as the
deposits built up within the pond itself and by recent
times the maximum depth can have been no more than
35 cm, though within living memory it has always been
substantially less than this.

Chapter 5.1–5.2

The main layers identified in the natural pond
sequence are as follows (see Figure 47, and more
detailed sections in microfiche Chapter 9.5):
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

J

Leaf litter and black organic mud, up to 20 cm
thick from modern surface.
Dark to reddish-brown organic mud, with poorly
preserved wood; up to 20 cm thick.
Greyish-brown clayey silt, with much reduced
organic content and little preserved wood; up to
35 cm thick.
Dark reddish-brown organic mud, with plentiful
plant remains, along with waterlogged wood and
a few artefacts; up to 30 cm thick.
Dark brown mud, much less organic than overly-
ing layer: up to 12 cm thick.
Very dark grey clayey silt, with scattered charcoal;
two struck flints at junction with E; up to 18 cm
thick.
Dark grey clayey silt, with very low organic
content; up to 20 cm thick.
Very dark grey clayey silt, slightly more organic
than overlying layer; up to 40 cm thick.
Grey silty clay, several metres thick, the pond
having formed in a hollow in its surface.

Layer J: basal grey clay
The layer of grey clayey silt beneath the pond had been
built up within a deep hollow in the dolerite bedrock. It
was much more extensive than the pond itself, which
had formed in a trough within its surface. It extended
over an area at least 120 m by a maximum of 40 m
between dolerite outcrops along the axis of the hill,
from well south-west of B64 to beyond the eastern limit
of B7 (Figure 43). Where unaffected by weathering, as
in the sides and bottom of the cistern, it was grey to
greenish-grey in colour (5Y 5/1, 5GY 5/1) and con-
tained abundant dolerite fragments from small chips to
pieces up to 2 cm across. Where the surface of the
deposit was exposed by excavation around the pond
margins it often developed into a brown or yellowish-
brown colour (10YR 5/3, 10YR 5/6). In places it was
intersected by stone polygons and other groupings of
stones which represented cryoturbation structures
similar to those noted in B7 to the east.

Fig 44 (opposite) Buckbean Pond: excavation plans.
Scale 1:400
A. Trench notations and location of sections. The division
of the work between the 1975 and 1976 seasons is shown
diagrammatically on the right. Numbered sections 1–6
and 8–9 can be found in Figs 45–46; for section 7 see
microfiche Fig 78.
B. Contours beneath the pond at the base of layer F.
Excavation was taken below this level in limited areas
only, into the glacial and immediately post-glacial layers
G,H,J. Depths are measured in metres below a local
site-datum.
C. Approximate extent of stone pavement and underlying
layer D. Features cut from a higher level (or probably so)
are shown in broken outline.
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Layers H and G: very dark grey and dark
grey clayey silts
Immediately above the basal clay within the central
area of the pond was a varying thickness of stone-free
and very dark grey clayey silt, layer H, up to c 40 cm
thick but becoming thinner and less distinguishable
towards the margins of the pond. A radiocarbon date of
12610 ± 210 bc (CAR-159) from near the top of the
layer places its formation within the Windermere In-
terstadial.

The existence of both layer H, and a discontinuous
layer of grey to dark-grey clayey silt overlying it, layer
G, was only appreciated towards the end of the excava-
tion, their presence only being established in restricted
areas adjacent to the principal sections (3, 5 and 6,
Figure 47) and in the exposed faces of the cistern and
some of the deeper artificial pits. The junction between
the two layers was highly contorted, presumably by
periglacial cryoturbation, and in places within the
central part of the pond, where layer G was absent,
there was a direct junction between layer H and the
overlying layer F.

Layer G was up to 20 cm thick; like layer H, it too
became barely distinguishable towards the margins of
the pond, and where detected at all it formed only a thin
streak a matter of millimetres thick above the basal clay
(J). Towards the southern margins of the pond in B63
and B64, layer G gradually turned into a silty layer with
small dolerite fragments. The upper surface of layer G
(and of layer H where G was absent) was generally
fairly even, and was seen at the time of excavation as a
possible erosion surface.
Layer F: very dark grey clayey silt
Layers H and G were overlain in the central area of the
pond by layer F, a deposit of very dark grey clayey silt
(10YR 3/1) up to 18 cm thick but thinning rapidly
towards the margins; it had a higher content of organic
matter than the underlying deposits, especially towards
the top, where it became dark greyish-brown in colour
(10YR 3/2). The layer provided the earliest direct in-
dications of human activity: it was the lowest in the
sequence seen to contain small pieces of charcoal, scat-
tered sporadically throughout its depth, and two struck
flint flakes (including No 1) were found upon the
surface, at its junction with the overlying mud (layer E).

Several small disturbances were also noted at the
base of the layer along sections 5 and 6, in one instance
consisting of thin organic bands which incorporated
some minute charcoal fragments. Generally, however,
the layer appeared homogeneous and showed few signs
of disturbance. A radiocarbon date of 6560 ± 100 bc
(CAR-158) from above it, near the base of layer E,
places the formation of layer F in the early Mesolithic.
The amount of readily-detectable organic material in
the layer suggested that it had accumulated in a hollow
which was at least seasonally flooded.
Layer E: dark brown mud
Overlying layer F was a practically stone-free deposit of
distinctly more organic mud, layer E, up to 12 cm thick

within the central part of the pond, and dark brown in
colour (7.5YR 3/2), fading out towards the margins
into a layer composed of thin bands of grey silt. The
main body of the layer was largely restricted to the same
narrow band that is indicated for the overlying layer D
in Figure 44C. The boundary of layer E with the under-
lying layer F was marked by signs of considerable
disturbance, the lower part of E containing clods of soil
derived from the pond margins, and some incorpora-
tion of soil persisting throughout. Parts of the layer in
the central area of the pond contained numerous fossil:
roots up to 3 cm thick; some penetrated the underlying
layer F, but they did not appear to extend into the
overlying organic mud, layer D, and seemed to be
distinct from those fossil roots which were incorporated
in the upper part of layer D. A radiocarbon date of
4950 ± 90 bc (CAR-157) was obtained from near the
base of layer E, and an interpolated date would place
the end of its formation at around 3000 bc (Chapter 6.4
and Figure 48). During excavation, layer E was suspect-
ed of being at least partly the result of soil formation on
layer F, perhaps representing a period of seasonally low
water-table and stable surfaces supporting a substantial
growth of vegetation, but interrupted by periodic
flooding.

Layer D: dark reddish-brown organic mud
Layer D was a dark reddish-brown organic mud (5YR
2.5/2), up to 30 cm thick and containing appreciably
more visible organic remains and stone than any of the
earlier deposits. Where it was clearly defined, layer D
(like layer E beneath it) was confined to a narrow belt
within the waterlogged area, almost 10 m wide and over
40 m in length (Figure 44C and Figure 77C in micro-
fiche Chapter 9.5). There were plentiful macroscopic
plant remains in the form of twigs and leaves, especially
towards the base of the layer at the junction with layer
E, the junction with which was usually fairly abrupt but
in places more indistinct, perhaps because of distur-
bance. The amount of preserved organic material
declined markedly towards the eastern side of B63, as
the pond deposits shallowed out in this direction;
further east again, in trial trenches B61 and B60 the
layer had a much higher mineral fraction. The degree of
stratification within the layer, apparently from both
natural and artificial processes, was also more marked
towards the eastern side of B63.

There was direct evidence of human activity during
the formation of layer D, in the form of several spreads
of inverted turves, up to 1 m across, especially towards
the eastern side of B63. Fossil roots were present in the
upper part of the deposit at some points, but these did
not appear to continue into the overlying silt-layer,
layer C. Certain areas of the upper part of layer D
contained concentrations of charcoal, suggesting that
some clearance may have taken place at a time when a
lowering of the water-table had encouraged the growth
of a substantial vegetation cover, represented by the
roots in the upper part of the layer.

Human activity was also suggested by a marked
increase in the amount of stone towards the top of the
layer. Towards the centre of the pond the stone was
scattered fairly randomly, but on the north, west and
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south-west margins it took the form of a continuous
‘pavement’ or hard-standing, partly overlying layer D
and partly the thinner soils and cryoturbated basal clay
along the pond margins. The relationship between the
stone pavement and the underlying layer D is illustrated
in Figure 44C, and the pavement itself is described more
fully in Chapter 5.3.

Layer D apparently began to form around 3000 bc
(interpolated date in Figure 48), and a date of 1200 ± 70
bc (CAR-141) was obtained from its upper part, near
the junction with layer C in the deepest and least dis-
turbed part of the deposit towards the centre of the
pond. The formation would therefore appear to span
the Neolithic and the greater part of the Bronze Age,
culminating in a period when the surface of the pond
had become reasonably well consolidated, as in recent
times.

Apart from a thumb-nail scraper (No 16), the only
other finds from this layer were of wood, including
fragments of cut and chopped wood (Nos 342–6), which
are potentially the earliest from the site. Most of these
finds came from the more disturbed margins of the
pond, however, where there is less certainty about their
dating. Two preliminary dates for samples taken from
what appeared to be the base of this layer at the margins
– 570 ± 80 bc (HAR- 1538) and 30 ± 70 bc (HAR-1292)
– are very much later than the dating implied by the
consistent series taken from the centre of the pond
(Figure 48, Table 2), and suggest that unobserved intru-
sions were made into the lower pond deposits subse-
quent to their deposition. It is therefore not possible to
be certain of the precise dating of finds from the pond
margins.

Layer C: greyish-brown clayey silt
The dark brown mud of layer D merged upwards into
a much less organic clayey silt, layer C, greyish-brown
to dark greyish-brown in colour and up to 35 cm thick
(see extent on Figure 77A in microfiche Chapter 9.5).
This deposit was less restricted in extent than the under-
lying organic mud; it covered an area approximately 12
m across and a little over 40 m long (see extent on
Figure 77B in microfiche Chapter 9.5), and towards the
margins of the pond developed the character of a rela-
tively stone-free mineral soil (B3).

For the most part, the layer contained comparatively
little organic material and few stones, except towards its
base. The lowest part of the layer (C4) was a silty
organic mud, very dark greyish-brown in colour (10YR
3/2) and up to 10 cm thick; there was a gradual decrease
in the proportion of organic matter compared with the
underlying layer D. Within C4, which was taken to
mark the beginning of accelerated soil erosion within
the vicinity of the pond, there was noticeably more
charcoal and stone, suggesting greater human activity
than higher up in layer C. Layer C4 was restricted to the
area directly overlying layer D (Figure 44C); its north,
west and south-west fringes contained some stone, and
it overlapped the irregular jumble of stones into which
the hard-standing associated with the upper part of
layer D had deteriorated in these areas. Further
towards the margins the better-preserved parts of the
pavement were overlain directly by the more silty part

of the layer, described below as C2, and this in turn
gradually merged into a dry-land soil, C3, on more
elevated ground.

The main body of layer C2 was largely stone-free; it
was greyish-brown in colour (10YR 4.2), up to 25 cm
thick and, apart from disruptions at its surface from the
bioturbation described under C1 below, it appeared
very consistent and undisturbed. It contained only a
small quantity of carbonized material and very little
visible organic matter. There were several isolated
pieces of larger wood, probably branches, but these
were in a poor state of preservation and there were no
twigs or smaller wood fragments. There were no visible
laminae like those seen in the otherwise similar silt of
the Iron Age cistern described in Chapter 5.4 below.

Towards the margins of the pond the main part of the
layer gradually graded into a less distinct mineral soil
(C3) which directly overlay the more elevated parts of
the stone hard-standing and, where this was absent,
merged into a coarser-grained buried soil with small
dolerite grits which were not present elsewhere. Despite
the absence of a direct stratigraphical link, this part of
the layer looked similar to the soil profile cut by the
postholes of Iron Age four-posters in Area B7 (see
7002, 7003 in Chapters 4.1 and Figure 40; soil analyses
reported in microfiche Chapter 11.5 would seem to
support this conjecture).

In the central area of the pond the upper part of layer
C consisted of a thin discontinuous band of darker-
coloured mud (C1), up to 12 cm thick and dark brown
to dark olive in colour (7.5YR 3/2). This was taken to
represent the conclusion of the rapid erosion and depo-
sition represented by layer C as a whole, and the forma-
tion of a surface vegetation upon it. The top of layer C
was heavily disturbed as a result of human or animal
movement across it; at least some of this movement,
however, may have been of very much later date, as
discussed below in the description of layer B.

The thickness of layer C increased in hollows above
several of the earlier pits dug through the underlying
organic mud of layer D; this showed that the layer had
begun to form upon an irregular surface where several
of the earlier pits would still have been visible. The only
substantial disturbance which affected layer C itself was
the large artificial cistern in B64. Even here, however,
the relationship was demonstrated only by radiocarbon
evidence, the filling of the cistern and the general body
of layer C being so alike that the two were not distin-
guished from one another during excavation (see
Chapter 5.4).

The main body of the layer (C2) was seen to be
dissected by polygons with slightly panned surfaces,
which must have resulted from periodic post-deposi-
tional dehydration, but this may have occurred at a
much later date. The small number of wood fragments
within the layer, their poor state of preservation, and
the fact that they were generally of a larger size, may
have been the result of the better aeration of the soil. It
is probable that any vegetation which became esta-
blished upon its surface was insubstantial, since there
was little rooting within the layer.

Radiocarbon dates indicate that layer C was being
formed between about 1200 ± 70 bc (CAR-141, derived
from the upper part of layer D) and 330 ± 60 bc (CAR-
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137) and 260 ± 60 bc (CAR-383) derived from the upper
part of layer C. It seems likely that layer C resulted from
accelerated sedimentation within the pond, probably as
a consequence of ground disturbance in the immediate
vicinity during the later part of the Bronze Age and/or
the earlier part of the Iron Age.

Apart from three iron horse-shoes of medieval or
post-medieval date, which undoubtedly had intruded
into the layer from above, the only other finds consisted
of a barbed-and-tanged flint arrowhead (No 19) and
five body-sherds of pottery, including the base of a
small jar (No 104, of Iron Age date) from the junction
of layers C and D.

Layer B: dark to reddish-brown organic mud
The disturbed surface of layer C was overlain by a layer
of dark brown to dark reddish-brown (10YR 3/3, 5YR
3/2) organic mud, between 15 and 20 cm thick (see
extent on Figure 77 in microfiche Chapter 9.5). Within
the central part of the pond layer B was thicker, darker
and more fibrous in texture, forming a distinct hump up
to 20 cm higher and thicker than elsewhere (B1).
Towards the margins of the waterlogged area the layer
became thinner and paler (B2), before gradually
merging into the humic horizon of the surrounding soils
(B3).

Tree roots from the recent overlying shrub vegetation
rarely penetrated the layer and the deposit was almost
entirely stone-free, except for some large boulders on
the margins at the southern end of B62 and the south-
eastern corner of B63. Other slighter but more wide-
spread disturbances, however, had been caused
throughout the layer, probably by human and animal
traffic, as witnessed by the discovery of a number of
iron horse-shoes, both within layer B and (as described
above) impressed into the underlying layer C. Such
activity had clearly contributed to the contorted
junction with layer C, from which clods of material had
become entirely detached and redeposited within the
depth of layer B.

The decreased mineral content and higher organic
content of layer B were taken during excavation to
indicate a distinct change of land use or of local en-
vironmental conditions following the deposition of
layer C. In the event, a substantial time-gap was also
shown to be involved, since an organic sample from a
level only 5 cm above the base of layer B was dated to
ad 930 ± 60 (CAR-382) compared with 330 ± 60 bc and
260 ± 60 bc (CAR-137, CAR-383) for the upper part of
layer D. This indicates a gap in deposition of up to 1000
years or more, which regrettably includes the period of
the later Iron Age hillfort and the Romano-British
re-occupation of the hilltop.

Finds from layer B include thirteen whole or frag-
mentary horse-shoes and an indeterminate piece of
iron, a struck flake of flint, and a post-medieval clay
pipe-stem (No 339).

Layer A: leaf litter and black organic mud
The deposits were capped by a leaf litter and modern
black humic soil 8–20 cm thick. There were notable
differences in the modern vegetation between the centre

and margins of the waterlogged area; within the former
the ground surface was largely covered by grass beneath
alder and willows, with reeds growing in the more open
areas, while on slightly higher ground towards the
margins were bracken rootstock clumps and small
growths of Sphagnum. Many of the willows within the
waterlogged area had collapsed and subsequently re-
generated in a prone position. There was a considerable
litter of twigs and small branches which had fallen to
the ground. There were also several small spreads of
Sphagnum in the central area which had become sealed
by more recent grass. Beneath the grass and root mat
was a wet black organic mud, but up to two buried turf
lines could be seen in some parts of the waterlogged
area. The layer was broken by numerous tree roots of
the recent vegetation, which rarely penetrated the un-
derlying layers for any depth. The layer was almost
entirely stone-free except for some large boulders pro-
jecting upward from layer B1 towards the southern end
of B62 and the south-east corner of B63.

Two features, both of recent date, had been cut
through layer A and could be seen upon the surface
before excavation. One was a narrow and superficial
trench running north-east to south-west across B63 and
B64, and the other a large pit (6306 in Figure 44C), both
perhaps unrecorded archaeological excavations by
O’Neil in the 1930s.

5.3 The stone pavement at the top of
layer D
The occurrence of flat-laid stones at the surface of layer
D and an apparently associated stone pavement or
hard-standing around the margins of the pond has
already been mentioned above (represented schematic-
ally in Figure 44C; also see Figure 84B in microfiche
Chapter 9.5 and Plate 13B). The pavement was presum-
ably intended to provide access and a firm footing
around the margins of the permanently waterlogged
area, particularly on the northern and western sides. By
contrast there was merely a loose scatter of stones
within the soil profile on the south-eastern side, in the
direction of the natural overflow from the pond.
Further to the east on this side, however, a superficially
similar stone-layer was encountered in B65, while trial
trenches B61 and B60 suggested a similar extent for the
hard-standing along the northern side of the pond.

The pavement sloped down towards the pond in all
directions, from a height of c 0.55 m below datum on
the northern side of B63 and B64 (about 35 cm below
the modern ground surface) to as much as 1.10 m below
datum at the northern edge of the cistern (55 cm below
the ground surface). At the south-west, substantial
areas of the pavement overlay the earlier pond deposits
(layers H-D) where they were thinning out towards the
margins of the permanently waterlogged area. Along
the northern side, however, the hard-standing rarely
overlay the pond deposits to any great extent, its
surface deteriorating into a jumble of stone as it en-
croached upon the waterlogged area. Along the
northern side the surface was in places discontinuous,
and was more irregular than elsewhere, at least partly
due to the accumulation of additional stone above the
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earlier surface. Away from the permanently water-
logged area, on slightly more elevated ground, the
pavement overlay the remnant of an earlier soil profile,
possibly a continuation of layers D and E into a dry-
land soil formation. Some concentrations of carbonized
material were noted within this humic soil, immediately
below the pavement; charcoal has already been noted at
the surface of layer D in the main body of the pond,
possibly representing clearance during a period of rela-
tively low water-table.

The pavement largely consisted of a single layer of
stones, although it increased in thickness where it over-
lapped the waterlogged areas, Most of the stone used
was dolerite, some of which was angular and had the
appearance of being freshly quarried, although there
were isolated rocks of other types, including shale and
sandstone which are found as glacial erratics upon the
hilltop. Thus, it seems that the surface was partly the
result of surface clearance and partly quarried from the
adjacent outcrops. No structures were found in associa-
tion with the pavement, although three postholes in B65
appeared to have been cut through it (Figure 44C).

5.4 Iron Age cistern

The large rectangular cistern found towards the western
end of the pond is shown in relationship to the deposits
of the natural pond in Figure 44, and in greater detail
in Figures 45 and 46. Its function is obscure, but a
primary purpose may well have been to create a reser-
voir which would collect water from the sediments of
the natural pond. Detailed plans at various depths are
given on Figure 84A-D in microfiche Chapter 9.5, and
it is shown at various stages of excavation in Plates 13B,
14 and 15A.

The cistern was first identified at the junction
between the greyish clayey slit of layer C and the under-
lying organic mud of layer D, through which it had
clearly been cut; it was thus first seen at the same
stratigraphical level as the stone pavement described in
the previous section of the text (see Plate 13B). From
the presence of stone around the upper edges of the
cistern it appeared during excavation that the hard-
standing had been under continuing use and repair at a
time when silting had already reached a fairly high level
in the cistern, but radiocarbon evidence now makes it
clear that the cistern must have been cut from a sub-
stantially higher level, at or near the top of layer C
which overlay the stone layer. Dates of 310±70 bc
(HAR-1291) and 225±60 bc (CAR-134) from samples
taken within 20 cm and 45 cm of the bottom of the
cistern respectively show conclusively that the cistern
was contemporary with the Iron Age occupation of the
hilltop. A further sample from a pit (6421, Figure 44C)
cut through the upper filling of the cistern has been
dated to ad 205±40 (CAR-136).

The cistern took the form of a rectangular pit orien-
tated north-east to south-west, with dimensions of a
little under 8 m and 6 m where these could first be

Fig 45  Buckbean Pond: the cistern, contour plan and
profiles. Scale 1:100
For profiles C and E see also sections 9 and 8 on Fig 46.
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Fig 46  Buckbean Pond: the cistern, detailed sections. Scale 1:50
Deposits above 1.7 m reconstructed from details of layers recorded in plan.

clearly defined in the surface of layer D (Figure 44C,
Plate 14A). The upper parts of the sides had eroded to
an irregular gentle slope, but where the sides were cut
through the basal clay they were straight and fairly
steep in profile. The base, too, had been dug in an
orderly fashion, though at five distinct and more or less
horizontal levels, each part forming either a sunken
basin or a raised platform (Figure 45 and Plate 14B).
No loose material seemed to have been left in the cistern
before it filled up with water. The capacity of the cistern
was about 48 m³ from the level from which it was dug.

The deepest part of the cistern, on the southern side,
consisted of a regularly-shaped rectangular trough.
This narrowed to 1.7 by 5.5 m at the base and ran the
complete length of the cistern, gradually increasing in
depth from 3.07 m below datum at the south-west to
3.20 m at the north-east. This trough was separated
from two smaller squarish basins in the western corner
by an unexcavated ridge of clay approximately 50 cm
high and up to 30 cm thick; the basins were separated
from one another by a similar baulk of clay about 40 cm
high; the western basin was 3.01 m deep below datum
and the eastern one 2.90 m. In the north-eastern corner

were two higher platforms of unexcavated clay, separat-
ed from the deeper parts of the pit to the south and west
by a steep drop of up to 90 cm.

It is difficult to attribute this remarkable shape to any
functional requirement in the use of the cistern, and
more probably it resulted from the methods employed
in its original excavation. The digging was clearly
carried out systematically and it seems probable that
the different platforms and basins resulted from the
desire to ease the ‘excavation and removal of the clay
while at the same time maintaining a dry working area

Fig 47 (opposite) Buckbean Pond: sections through the
natural pond. Scale 1:50
The locations of the sections are shown in the diagram at
bottom right. For a genera! description of the deposits see
Chapter 6.2. More detailed drawings and descriptions of
parts of the profiles indicated on each section drawing can
be found in microfiche Chapter 9.5. The positions of the
environment& monoliths and bulk samples are indicated
in sections 3, 5 and 6.



Fig 47 (opposite) Buckbean Pond: sections through the
natural pond. Scale 1:50
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and permitting access in and out of the pit. These
objectives may have been achieved by working on dif-
ferent blocks in rotation, the deepest part at each stage
becoming a basin or sump for water collection while
adjacent areas were brought down to the same, and
then deeper, levels. The pattern suggests that excava-
tion of the cistern was abandoned in response to sudden
flooding of the kind that frequently necessitated
pumping during the excavations.

There was no direct evidence of the tools which had
been employed in the excavation of the cistern, nor of
the means whereby the clay had been removed. It was
clear, however, that the tools used had been capable of
producing level working surfaces and of removing the
clay very cleanly.

Very little grey clay like that which would have been
derived from the cistern was found redeposited within
B6, nor were there any surface indications of such
material outside the excavated area. This suggests that
the excavated clay was removed from the pond area
altogether, perhaps for use as daub. Potting seems
unlikely since there are no unequivocally Iron Age
ceramics from the Breiddin with the particular kind of
dolerite inclusions that would have resulted from the
use of this deposit (see microfiche Chapter 13.5, raw
materials  analysis),

The cistern would have begun silting up almost as
soon as it became filled with water, by the deposition of
material weathered from the sides and by the collection
of debris (see Figure 46 for sections; also Plate 14B).
There was no evidence that it was ever cleared out.
Judging from the distribution of finds, the highest of
which were at c 1.4 m to c 1.5 m below datum, the
cistern probably remained in regular use until its
original depth of about 2.2 m from the surface of layer
C had been reduced to no more than 50–60 cm. Lengths
of timber thrown in at an even later stage, and probably
denoting the last directly-related human activity, were
found at c 1.25 m below datum (Figure 84B in micro-
fiche Chapter 9.5), by which time the depth of standing
water can hardly have been more than 30–40 cm. The
length of time taken for this degree of silting remains
unknown, there being no usable young timbers at this
level for reliable radiocarbon dating, but it may well
have been relatively short, perhaps no more than a
single generation. The maximum duration is given by
the date of ad 205 ± 40 (CAR-136) for the filling of a pit
(6421) cut into the top of the cistern, perhaps long after
it had gone out of use (see Chapter 5.5).

All the silting materials within the cistern were depo-
sited beneath water, either as consolidated blocks of
material or as sediments. The initial 15 cm consisted of
horizontal bands of alternating grey silty clay and
darker organic material, probably deposited very
quickly (see Plate 15A). The colour distinctions
between the layers were much more marked here than
in the later filling and it seems that the materials had
derived more directly from their source of origin,
probably the basal clay and the earlier pond deposits.

There were initial slips of almost unaltered grey clay
in the angle between the base and sides of the cistern
and above these were further amounts of clay and silt,
together with blocks of mud, especially on the southern
and eastern sides; the mud must represent the partial

collapse of the upper sides of the cistern, where it had
been cut through the earlier layers of the pond (layers
D and E), while the clay would be derived from the
basal layers in the sequence (layers F–H).

Above this again, and deposited at a stage when the
sides had become more stable, were large amounts of
stone. These deposits were particularly marked on the
long sides of the cistern, the stone most likely being
derived from the gradual exposure and undermining of
the stone pavement between layers C and D of the
natural pond. At the same time, the thinner layers in the
centre appear to have been partly derived from the
fragmentation of blocks of material which had fallen
from the sides, and partly by silt brought in by the flow
of ground water. The presence of rooting in parts of the
marginal deposits suggests that at times the edges of the
cistern supported a growth of reeds. The layering
towards the centre became gradually less distinct with
increased height, suggesting a gradual slowing down in
the rate of infilling and a greater degree of mixing
before deposition. The contortion of the deposits above
the upstanding ridge of clay in the bottom of the cistern
(Figure 46, Plate 14B) clearly suggests that the layers in
the central part were originally laid down horizontally,
but were subsequently affected by compression and the
decay of vegetable matter.

Wooden artefacts from the cistern are described in
Chapter 7.19 (Figures 67–71), and include several
wooden bowls, a mallet, sword, and fragments of
wooden rope ties. None of these objects is likely to have
been used in the original construction of the cistern;
apart from incidental inclusions there are several finds
which appear to be associated either with the collection
of water, or with soaking in order to prevent the objects
themselves from drying out.

5.5 Pits, hollows and postholes
A number of pits and hollows, and a very few postholes,
were recorded in or around the pond, but with few
exceptions they provided little significant evidence.
Only those picked out for special comment are
numbered on the drawings in the printed volume; for
others see Figure 77C and schedule of features in micro-
fiche Chapter 9.5. It seems probable that most of the
pits, usually less than c 2.4 m across and c 0.8 m deep,
and hollows up to 5 m or more across, were directed
towards the collection of water, presumably at times
when the water-table in the pond was relatively low.

Two small pits (one in the southern arm of B62 and
the other at centre-west in B64; Figure 44B) lay outside
the waterlogged area and could not be related strati-
graphically to the sequence within the pond. Eight pits
and hollows had been cut through layer D, and this may
also have been so in the case of two others seen im-
mediately after layer D had been removed. It is
probable, however, that some were cut from a higher
level, but remained undetected in layer C. This was
almost certainly so in the case of pit 6252 (Figure 44B),
which produced both a fragmentary wooden vessel (No
347) and the sample for a radiocarbon date of 430 ± 60
bc (CAR-135) which accords with the dating of deposits
near the top of layer C.
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Two pits had been cut into the upper filling of the

cistern, one of them (6421), as mentioned in Chapter 5.4
above, having an associated radiocarbon date of ad
205 ± 40 (CAR-136). Three postholes in B65, cut from
above the stone pavement (Figure 44C), did not form
an obvious structural pattern.
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CHAPTER 6   BUCKBEAN POND:
THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVIDENCE
By A G Smith, with M A Girling, C A Green,
G C Hillman and S Limbrey

6.1 Introduction
The excavations in and around Buckbean Pond in 1975
and 1976 have been described from the viewpoint of the
archaeologist in Chapter 5. The present chapter sum-
marizes the results of the related environmental studies,
of insects by Maureen Girling (with early assistance by
Paul Buckland and, after her sadly early death, by Peter
Osborne), of pollen by Alan Smith and Carol Green, of
plant macro-remains by Gordon Hillman, and of
sedimentology by Susan Limbrey. This chapter, in
which the results have – so far as possible – been
brought together into a unified account by A G Smith,
supersedes the preliminary account published as
Musson et al 1977.

After a series of notes and general comments, the
account in this chapter is based primarily on stratifica-
tion, first for the natural pond (Chapter 6.2) and then
for the cistern (Chapter 6.3). Chapter 6.4 outlines the
conclusions drawn from the pollen diagram for the
natural pond, the account proceeding in this instance
by pollen-phases rather than stratigraphical layers.
Finally, in Chapter 6.5, the pattern of environmental
development revealed by the various studies is briefly
summarized, with particular reference to the impact of
man. The account has been written largely for the
general archaeological reader, the details of individual
samples and identifications being mentioned only in so
far as is necessary to give substance to the account.
Source-information on samples, processing techniques,
identifications and dating is given in greater detail in
microfiche Chapter 11, for the benefit of those who wish
to examine the evidence more closely or to explore
alternative hypotheses.

Sampling
In addition to spot samples at various points, vertical
series of samples were taken from both the natural pond
and the cistern. In both cases two series were taken, the
first being originally intended only for preliminary
work. In the event, the examination of the beetle
content of samples from the second series in particular
appeared to be adding little to the information already
obtained, and work on them was therefore restricted.

Pollen analysis
The results of pollen analysis for the natural pond are
presented graphically in Figure 49; the diagram has
been divided into a number of phases and sub-phases

on the basis of the changes in the pollen curves. These
phases (BR-1 to BR-8) are intended to have local sig-
nificance only and might be regarded by some authors
as local pollen assemblage zones. The pollen diagram
for the cistern, which is of less general significance
because much of the material is thought to have been
derived from the earlier deposits (Chapter 6.3 below)
appears in microfiche Chapter 11.2. Also in microfiche
Chapter 11.2 is an analysis of a fossil soil clod from one
of the lower deposits in the natural pond. A shorter
note on this is included between the descriptions of
layers E and D in Chapter 6.2 below.

Analysis of insects
Interpretation of the fossil insect assemblages offers
particular problems because of the elevated situation of
the Breiddin pond deposits near the summit of a sharply
rising hill. Taken together, the natural pond and cistern
faunas are characterised by a central core of commonly
occurring insects, many present in both deposits, but
with a large number of other species noted as single or
isolated records. This feature, which has resulted in a
diverse species list, possibly reflects the upland location
of the site, where some occurrences could represent
casual arrivals of species which did not become esta-
blished. In the case of those insects which disperse by
flight, passage to the site could have been assisted by
thermal updraughts. The problem of determining the
proportion of species which had colonised the site and
its environs, compared with chance occurrences, is by
no means unique to the Breiddin, but it must be con-
sidered when assessing the very diverse fauna. One
method adopted in the overall assessment of the assem-
blages has been to make a three-fold division into
dominant, restricted and isolated species.

Dominant species are those which are present in most
levels. These provide the main indication of the deposi-
tional environment and include most of the numerically
abundant species. Restricted species are found only in
specific parts of the sequence, and offer evidence of
changing conditions at the site. These are predominant-
ly those associated with landscape disturbance and agri-
cultural use. Isolated species, particularly those re-
presented in the deposits by single individuals, include
the likeliest candidates for chance arrivals. Within this
group, however, are species which always occur in very
small numbers and whose isolated occurrences reflect
their rarity.

Within these groupings of dominant, restricted and
isolated taxa, identification of habitat groups provides
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the basis for reconstructing the main environments
during the formation of the deposits. In many cases
definition of the habitats depends on identification of
the host plants for the individual coleoptera, and a
knowledge of the ecology of these plants. In the present
synoptic account only the most important examples are
picked out for comment. The full lists, along with tables
showing the host-plants of plant-feeding species are
included in microfiche Chapter 11.3.

Analysis of plant macro-remains
The results of the studies of plant macro-remains have
been fully incorporated into the synoptic text (Chapters
6.2 and 6.3), with the exception of some technical
details and the discussion of changes in the aquatic flora
of the cistern; the latter are included in microfiche
Chapter 11.4, along with related diagrams and tables.

Sedimentology
Evidence from the sedimentological studies is incor-
porated into the synthesis which forms Chapter 6.2, and
analytical details are given in microfiche Chapter 11.5.
where there is probably an unconformity (see descrip-
tions of those layers in Chapter 6.2 below). The basal
date, CAR-158, may thus only fortuitously fall in line
with the two above.

A second regression line is drawn through the eight
radiocarbon dates from 72 cm to 44 cm (CAR-142 to
CAR-137); this has a regression coefficient of .974. The
vertical timescale shown in Figure 48 and in the pollen
diagram, Figure 49, is derived by interpolation from
these regression lines. These interpolated dates are used
throughout the remainder of this chapter. (It could be
argued that this upper set of dates could be interpreted
as two separate series, with a depositional break
between the levels of CAR-139 and CAR-381, respec-
tively c 860 and c 470 bc. Regression lines for these
alternative series are shown dashed in Figure 48, and a
note on the difference that this approach would make is
given in the caption to that figure.)

The single date which lies above the upper regression
line (CAR-382, c ad 930) is clearly not part of the same
series, and indicates that there is a distinct depositional
break between 44 cm and 40 cm in the pollen monolith,
at the junction of layers C and B.
The general conclusions from the sedimentology are
outlined below, however, to set the stage for the synthe-
sis that follows.

The mineral component of the sediments (see
Chapters 5.2 above and 6.2 below) is similar in all the
layers of the natural pond, having a very low sand
content, 18–32% clay, and 68–82% silt. Mineralogy
indicates entirely local derivation. Particle size distribu-
tion and the general lack of sedimentary structure
suggest wind deposition in quiet water. Indeed, only at
the stratigraphic break between late-glacial and post-
glacial deposits is there evidence of erosion or deposi-
tion by flowing water.

Locally derived wind-blown sediments would
normally be expected to have a higher proportion of
fine sand and a lower proportion of clay than do these
deposits. The Breiddin dolerite, however, tends on

weathering to yield a high clay content which would
remain in sand-and-silt sized aggregates. In this base-
rich environment clays would have remained heavily
flocculated. Particle size analysis (which requires
sediment dispersal) does not therefore necessarily
reflect the actual sedimentary nature of the material. An
interpretation in terms of wind transport is, therefore,
more plausible than the laboratory data initially
suggest.

Radiocarbon dating
Samples for radiocarbon dating of the environmental
sequence in the natural pond were taken from the B63
monoliths used for the pollen analyses. The determina-
tions (made by Dr P Q Dresser at the Department of
Plant Science, University College Cardiff, now of the
Department of Geology, University of Wales College of
Cardiff) are plotted in Figure 48 and listed in Table 2
alongside. They are given in detail in microfiche
Chapter 12 (see also Dresser 1985, 342–3). Dates for
material from within the cistern and for two pits or
water-holes cut into the pond deposits are also listed.
As elsewhere in the report, all dates are quoted in their
uncalibrated form, with lower case letters to denote
their notional conversion to the Christian calendar,
though for convenience calibrations of these and other
radiocarbon dates from the Breiddin are given in Table
6 in Chapter 8.

In the post-glacial deposits, as indicated in Figure 48,
the radiocarbon dates largely present an orderly, con-
formable sequence. In view of the likelihood of distur-
bance either by man or animals this consistency is
remarkable. It does suggest, however, that the environ-
mental sequence can be regarded as chronologically
valid, and that bioturbation was minimal at the point
sampled.

The distribution of the dates suggests that there was
a change in deposition rate at about 72 cm in the pollen
monolith. Despite the variability of the sediments, up to
this level the deposition rate appears to have been quite
uniform. Accordingly a least-squares regression line has
been calculated for the four post-glacial dates up to this
level (the regression coefficient being .999). The line
between about 6500 bc and 5000 bc (shown dashed in
Figure 48) must be treated with some reserve, however,
since it passes through the junction of deposits E and F,

6.2 The natural pond
The environmental evidence for each of the deposits in
the natural pond is considered in stratigraphical
sequence (as observed and reported in Chapter 5.2).

Layers J, H and G: basal clayey silts
These layers form a triplet of sediments, of which the
central member, H, is slightly more organic (at about
3%) than the upper and lower ones (less than 2%). All
have been subject to contortion, probably periglacial
cryoturbation. The three layers are very similar to one
another in particle size distribution and mineralogy,
except that the basal layer J contains an abundance of
rock fragments and is calcareous. The base of this layer,
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and its contact with the underlying rock, could not be
seen at the time of the site-work, but quarrying subse-
quently showed it to be several metres thick, the under-
lying dolerite displaying deep glacial striations along
the axis of the hill. It would appear that the entire area
of the pond, and the more extended shallow basin in
which it was set, was floored by a layer of clayey silt (J),
probably a wind-sorted sediment trapped in a water
body. The weathered rock fragments were probably
incorporated by cryoturbation before layer H was
formed. Layer H lacks the rock fragments seen in J and
its higher organic content accords with the pollen
evidence described below to suggest interstadial con-
ditions; wind deposition was apparently continuing,
however, and this suggests that at least in part of the
interstadial the vegetation cover in the surroundings
was incomplete.

The top of layer H has been dated by radiocarbon
assay to 12610 ± 210 bc (CAR-159), which places the
deposit early in the Windermere Interstadial. Compar-
able dates were obtained by Pennington (1977) from the
base of the sequence at Low Wray Bay, Windermere.
The oldest polleniferous deposit there, for instance,
yielded a date of 12607 ± 280 bc (SRR-681). Despite the
paucity of pollen it is clear from the low total tree pollen
percentages that an open plant community existed
during the accumulation of layer H (Phase BR-l of the
pollen sequence). Grasses appear to have been common
but disturbed soils may be indicated by open-habitat
plants such as Artemisia, Chenopodiaceae, Polygonum,
Rumex, Epilobium and Thalictrum. Pollen of Thalic-
trum is relatively abundant and is likely to represent the
alpine species of meadow rue which nowadays grows on
mountain rock ledges; these are also one of the charac-
teristic habitats of the fir clubmoss (Lycopodium
selago), spores of which are also present. The occurr-
ence of Filipendula (meadow-sweet) suggests that tem-
perature conditions were relatively favourable. It was
not possible to identify the birch pollen with any cer-
tainty more closely than to generic level and it is impos-
sible to say whether or not tree-birch is represented.
Woodland certainly appears not to have existed,
however, and juniper pollen was not recorded. Juniper
is present in some quantity at Low Wray Bay, Winder-
mere from about 12000 bc and birch woodland from
about 10500 bc, the Interstadial ending around 9000 bc.
The pollen evidence from layer H at the Breiddin tends
therefore to confirm the very early radiocarbon date.
Taken together, the two lines of evidence strongly
suggest that the later (and major) part of the intersta-
dial deposit is lacking.

Layer G is again low in organic material (well under
2%). Its boundary with H, as that of H with J, was
strongly contorted by cryoturbation. This cryoturba-
tion appears to have been in part coincident with the
deposition of layer G, and to have been preceded, or in
part accompanied by, erosion which several lines of
evidence (below) suggest removed the later part of the
interstadial deposit H.

Layer G, as we have seen above, must be later than
the early part of the Windermere Interstadial. Bearing
in mind the evidence of cryoturbation it would be
natural to regard this layer as belonging to the Loch
Lomond Stadial rather than to a cold phase within the

Interstadial (such as Zone Ic). Under this interpretation
the missing upper part of the interstadial deposit would
have been removed by solifluction, cryoturbation, or
other erosive force such as deflation.

Layer F: very dark grey clayey silt
The date of 6560 ± 100 bc (CAR-158 in Figure 48) for
a sample close to the base of layer F suggests that it may
not extend as far back as the beginning of Post-glacial
times (Flandrian, beginning at around 8000 bc). Attri-
bution of layer G to the Loch Lomond Stadial therefore
implies a lacuna (or at least very slow deposition) in the
early Flandrian. An actual break in the sequence is
likely in view of the discontinuity between layers G and
F. This is marked by a scatter of stones and a sharp
increase in organic content (to about 5%), along with
abundant charcoal fragments. At the pond margin the
base of layer F has a sharp but convoluted lower
boundary with a thin, discontinuous layer containing a
distinctly higher fine sand component and becoming in
places a clean sand. It appears that this is a remnant of
the marginal equivalent of layer G, showing evidence of
erosive activity.

In terms of macroscopic character and particle size
distribution, layer F, apart from its charcoal content, is
in some areas almost indistinguishable from layer H,
which we have seen belongs to the Windermere In-
terstadial; its lower parts, too, have a similar organic
content, though it does have some signs of lamination
and lenses of very fine sand.

The boundary between layers F and E is marked by
signs of considerable disturbance and we are again
faced with the distinct possibility of a lacuna. All that
can be said positively of the upper limit of layer F is that
deposition must have ceased before c 5000 bc (4950 ± 90
bc, CAR-157).

The insect fauna from the base of layer G (or F/G
transition) shows that the pond was in existence by this
stage. The aquatic fauna includes two species of car-
nivorous water beetles: Hygrotus inaequalis, a typical
pool inhabitant, and Agabus bipustulatus, which is the
commonest dytiscid at the site. The latter is a widely
distributed species which flies readily to any type of
water body. Open water is further indicated by the
occurrence of corixid water bugs, and by a record of the
pond skater. Weedy pond margins and damp vegetated
banks are also implied by several of the species
recorded. Two plant-feeding beetles were present in the
sample, both of which require waterside vegetation.
Grassy clearings in the vicinity of the pond are implied
by a chafer (Phyllopertha horticola), the larvae of which
are grass-root feeders; nearby open ground is also sug-
gested by Dascillus cervinus, adults of which occur on a
variety of flower-heads, and there is a single record of
the dor-beetle, which lives in dung or accumulations of
rotting vegetation. All three of these open-ground in-
dicators are limited to the base of the sample, where a
somewhat open landscape can be inferred.

In addition to the other pond dwellers, Layer F
contains the earliest record at the site of the intermit-
tently occurring beetle Hydrochus angustatus, a typical
inhabitant of weedy pools and other still water
(B62:14). This picture is confirmed by the few seeds
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Fig 48 Buckbean Pond: radiocarbon dates from the natural pond
The diagram also shows the stratigraphy of the pond, the levels of samples subjected to pollen analysis, and pollen
analytical phases BR-1 to BR-8 (Fig 49).

The deposition rate curves are drawn using two least-squares regression lines. The lower regression line passes
through a depositional hiatus between deposits E and F. Interpolated dates from c 6500–5000 bc should, therefore, be
treated with reserve. The eight dates above 72 cm (CAR-142 to CAR-137) could alternatively be interpreted us two
series, with a depositional break between the levels of CAR-139 and CAR-381. Regression lines through these two series
are shown dashed. The only major effects of this re-interpretation would be as follows:
1. The fall of tree pollen at c 750 bc in Fig 48 would date to c 880 bc. Bearing in mind the various errors involved this

would not affect the tentative conclusion of a connection with the period of construction of the timber-reinforced
rampart of the late Bronze Age hillfort (Chapter 2.3).

2. A lacuna would exist from c 800–500 bc. Such a feature could of course be associated with utilisation or disturbance
of the pond during and after the lifetime of the Bronze Age hillfort.

3. The date of c 600 bc for the very low tree pollen values in Fig 48 would become c 470 bc. No unequivocal connection
can be made between the environmental and archaeological evidence for this period (c 600–450 bc). Thus either
interpretation of the evidence may be left as suggesting heavy human pressure on the environment around the late
Bronze Age/Iron Age transition.

The full list of radiocarbon dates from the pond is shown in Table 2 (opposite). Nos 42–54 are the main environmental
series. Nos 36–41 are additional dates taken from archaeological samples not represented in the diagram above.
Calibrations of these dates and those from the Breiddin dry-land series (Fig 6 and Table 1) are given in Table 6 at
the end of Chapter 8. For further details of the samples see microfiche Chapter 12.
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Table 2: Radiocarbon dates from Buckbean Pond
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No Lab No  Context
Buckbean Pond environmental series

Date bc/ad Date bp

42 CAR-159 Layer H, high
43 CAR-158 Layer F
44 CAR-157 Layer E
45 CAR-143 Layer D, middle
46 CAR-142 Layer D, high
47 CAR-141 Layer D, top
48 CAR-140 Layer C, low
49 CAR-139 Layer C, middle
50 CAR-381 Layer C, middle
51 CAR-138 Layer C, high
52 CAR-137 Layer C, top
53 CAR-383 Layer C, top
54 CAR-382 Layer B, low

Buckbean Pond archaeological series

12610 ± 210 bc  14560 ± 210 bp
6560 ± 100 bc 8510 ± 100 bp
4950 ± 90 bc 6900 ± 90 bp
2470 ± 70 bc 4420 ± 70 bp
1300 ± 70 bc 3250 ± 70 bp
1200 ± 70 bc 3150 ± 70 bp
1020 ± 60 bc 2970 ± 60 bp

860 ± 60 bc 2810 ± 60 bp
490 ± 70 bc 2440 ± 70 bp
440 ± 60 bc 2390 ± 60 bp
330 ± 60 bc 2280 ± 60 bp
260 ± 60 bc 2210 ± 60 bp

ad 930 ± 60 1020 ± 60 bp

36 HAR-1538
37 CAR-135
38 HAR-1291
39 CAR-134
40 HAR-1292
41 CAR-136

Layer D, bottom  570 ± 80 bc 2520 ± 80 bp
Pit 6252 430 ± 60 bc 2380 ± 60 bp
Cistern, 20cm fro m base 310 ± 70 bc 2260 ± 70 bp
Cistern, 45 cm fro m base 225 ± 60 bc 2175 ± 60 bp
Layer D, bottom  30 ± 70 bc 1980 ± 70 bp
Pit 6421 ad 205 ± 40 1745 ± 40bp

recovered from the layer, which include the spiked
water milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), a submerged
aquatic plant. Pond margin plants are represented by
sedges and water mint (Mentha cf aquatica). Pollen of
distinct aquatics is lacking from layer F but sedges are
again represented, as are pond margin or marsh plants
such as the meadow-sweet (Filipendula) and plants of
the bur-reed/lesser reedmace group (Sparganium/Typha
type).

The tree and shrub pollen from layer F (Phase BR-2a
in Figure 48) indicates a heavily wooded environment
with a strong shrub element of hazel and willow. The
forest trees appear to have been largely birch (con-
firmed by records of seeds), along with some pine and
a little elm. Birch woods tend to be rather open. We see
also pollen of mugwort (Artemisia), which is charac-
teristic of disturbed ground. As suggested by the beetle
evidence the environment need not, however, be
regarded as unbroken dense forest. The existence of
some grassy areas is supported by records of seeds of
Agrostis, the genus to which the bent grasses belong.

In summary, during the deposition of layer F, there
was an open-water pool with fringing marshy vegeta-
tion surrounded by birch-dominated forest with
(presumably grassy) openings.

Layer E: dark brown mud
We have seen that layer E lies unconformably on layer
F, from which it is distinguished by its much higher
content of organic matter (about 30%). Its particle size
and mineralogical characteristics are, however, similar
to those of the underlying deposits. The lower part of
the layer contains clods of soil derived from the pond
margin, one of which has been the subject of a pollen

analytical study (below and microfiche Chapter 11.2).
The radiocarbon diagram in Figure 48 shows that layer
E was deposited between approximately 5000 bc and
3000 bc; this broadly encompasses the later Mesolithic
period.

Several seed and beetle analyses provide evidence of
environmental conditions during the deposition of layer
E and across junctions with layer F below and D above.
(These transitional samples result from the merging
nature of the layer boundaries, but for convenience they
will be treated as largely referring to layer E. The
samples concerned are: B62:13, beetles and seeds, layer
E; B62:12, beetles, layer D/E; B63:115–120 cm, seeds,
layer E/F.) In addition to pond-dwellers already noted,
two further beetles which inhabit damp vegetated pond
edges now appear on the list of identifications (Coelos-
toma orbiculare and Chaetarthria seminulum). Colym-
betes fuscus from layer D/E is a pond species which
swims in open water areas although its eggs are laid on
water plants. The weevil Tanysphyrus lemnae recorded
from the same sample (B62:12) lives on duckweed on
the surface of stagnant water. The occurrence of
duckweed is amply confirmed by the numerous seeds,
though no positive evidence was found of vetches, one
of the host plants of the other phytophage found at this
level (Apion craccae).

The seed identifications show a quite rich aquatic and
marsh flora. In addition to the duckweed, the pond
must have had much water star-wort (Callitriche spp)
and water crowfoot (Ranunculus, subgenus Batrachium)
and at least some pondweed (Potamogeton). From the
large number of seeds found, flote gras s (Glyceria
fluitans) must have been common in the pond, and
rushes abundant around it. Numerous other plants
characteristic of marsh and water’s edge habitats are
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recorded, including marsh yellow-cress (Rorippa islan-
dica), blinks (Montia fontana spp), water peppers (Poly-
gonum hydropiper, P mite), and water plantain (Alisma
spp).

Stinging nettles (Urtica dioica) may also have been
growing at the pond margin, where they would find a
natural habitat. They may, however, indicate distur-
bance (in particular, areas with high phosphate con-
centration). Several other plants identified from their
macroscopic remains also seem to indicate soil distur-
bance, which is further evidenced by the presence of
turves and other soil particles in the deposit (see below
and description of layer E in Chapter 5.2). These plants
include poppy (Papaver cf argemone), chickweed
(Cerastium sp), orache (Atriplex sp), knotgrass (Poly-
gonum aviculare), and sheep’s sorrel (Rumex acetosella).
Aside from these there are records from macro-remains
or pollen of certain meadow and woodland-margin
plants such as buttercups (Ranunculus spp), self-heal
(Prunella vulgaris), bracken (Pteridium aquilinum) and
blackberry (Rubus fruticosus agg).

The main feature of the pollen diagram relating to
layer E is the rise to dominance of the alder curve (the
classical Boreal-Atlantic transition). Alder must have
become very common around the pond margins and its
local presence is confirmed by the finding of seeds.
Seeds of birch and elderberry were also found. The
beetle analyses also provide evidence of the probable
local presence of oak and pine, the former represented
fairly substantially in the pollen diagram and the latter
apparently diminishing in importance during the depo-
sition of the layer. The very small fauna recorded from
an isolated sample from layer E (6447 in microfiche
Chapter 11.3) produced records of three tree-feeding
beetles: Rhynchaenus quercus, the oak leaf miner, Stro-
phosomus melanogrammus, found on hazel and other
broad-leaved trees, and the scolytid Tomicus minor,
which lives under pine bark. Among the other beetles,
three records of Anobium punctatum imply dead wood
near the pond. Woodland herbs are represented by
dog’s mercury (Mercurialis, pollen) and possibly
bluebell (cf Hyacynthoides, seeds).

The general picture that emerges of the environment
during the deposition of layer E is thus of a richly
vegetated shallow pond with fringing marsh surround-
ed by alder wood. At greater distance there would
presumably have been general forest cover, now includ-
ing oak in addition to the tree species mentioned for
layer F. There is considerable evidence, however, that
this forest had disturbed areas and perhaps some open
patches.

The inverted fossil soil in layer E
A study was made of one of the several soil clods noted
in Chapter 5.2 as occurring within layer E and D (see
location on Figure 47, section 6 and microfiche Figure
81, profile 6b). It was recognised by Limbrey as repre-
senting an inverted soil profile, and a pollen diagram
prepared from samples taken through the soil and the
adjacent pond deposits (Figure 86) is described and
discussed in microfiche Chapter 11.2. The possibility of
secondary incorporation of pollen into the mineral
horizon of the soil from the pond deposits above makes
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interpretation of the pollen diagram problematic. The
soil appears, however, to date from the Boreal-Atlantic
transition, around 5000 bc. If it found its way into the
pond deposits at the hand of man, as seems likely, we
may add yet another example of human interference at
this cardinal point in vegetational history to those
noted elsewhere (Smith 1970; 1984). Incorporation of
soil into the pond deposit in general appears, however,
to have taken place at various times during the deposi-
tion of layer E.

Layer D: dark reddish-brown organic mud
(and base of layer C)
From the deposition rate curve (Figure 48) it can be
seen that layer D accumulated between about 3000 and
1200 bc. The nature of the sediment generally shows a
marked transition from a disturbed organic clay-silt in
the layer below (E) to a predominantly organic ‘peaty’
material (about 34% organic material). The mineral
content falls to less than 50% by weight, but the mineral
material is still similar to that of the substrate, dominat-
ed by silt. However, in the monolith used for pollen
analysis (microfiche Chapter 11.2) the transition (79.5–
89 cm) appeared more gradual, involving the disappear-
ance upwards of inclusions (possibly stone or mineral
soil) from what is described, from its appearance, as
basically a dark brown clay-mud. The apparent discre-
pancy may simply reflect the lack of marked distinction
between layers E and D at the point from which the
monolith was taken.

The insect remains described up to this stage have
presented a uniform pattern of low species diversity in
a fauna dominated by silt pond dwellers. However. a
transitional sample between layers D and E (B62:12)
has a richer assemblage, particularly of beetles which
live in damp vegetation, and groups other than beetles,
notably larval caddis fly remains. The trend continues
in three succeeding samples through layer D and its
transition with layer C above. This increased diversity
and abundance is apparently related to the higher
organic content of the sediment.

Samples from layer D proper, and the base of layer
C (B62:11,10,9), contain four further aquatic beetles,
including Agabus nebulosus, which are all typical pond
species. Further evidence for pond conditions is
provided by fragments of the wing-cases of the great
diving beetle and ephippia (‘egg cases’) of the crusta-
cean water-flea (Daphnia sp). Weedy pond margins are
suggested by five other species, one of which prefers
acidic water conditions. It is possible that the influx of
vegetation was beginning to acidify the enclosed pond
basin.

Although aquatic and pond edge species still
dominate the fauna, indications about the surroundings
also become more evident in these samples. The most
important feature of the insect succession is the first
appearance of dung beetles (Aphodius). The arrival and
persistence of the dung beetles is suggestive of the start
of continuous grazing rather than occasional foraging
of woodland mammals. Grazing is further evidenced by
other beetles which frequently occur in dung.

The beetle evidence of grazing is paralleled in the
pollen diagram. The first appearance of pollen from the
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ribwort plantain (Plantago lanceolata), which is often
associated with pastoral agriculture, occurs within layer
D at around 2400 bc. At this time there is also a decline
of elm and oak pollen, though the dominance of alder
pollen is maintained and the pond itself continues to be
surrounded by dense alder. Before this, there are few
indications of Neolithic disturbance of the forest cover
(see below and microfiche Chapter 11.2).

This evidence of environmental exploitation by man,
coming from two independent sources, appears quite
convincing, though it could be argued in respect of the
beetle evidence that the differences described are a re-
flection of the paucity of species in the lower samples.
Providing strong evidence against this, however, is the
interdependence of the habitat requirements of the
incoming species. The start of the dung beetle record
coincides with the first occurrences of most of the pests
of weeds and other open ground plants, as well as
ground beetle inhabitants of unshaded soils. The faunal
change within layer D does appear, then, to represent
genuine forest clearance. There is, however, little direct
insect evidence of woodland cover for the period of
deposition of the lowest samples from layer D. This
apparent anomaly could result from a fringe of alder
around the pond, as suggested by the pollen record,
since this tree has no specific beetle pests and is rarely
attacked to the same extent as other deciduous trees.

The ground beetle fauna of layer D may be divided
into species requiring wet boggy soils, which must have
bordered the pond, and a larger number of drier-
ground species. Whilst the widely distributed species
Nebria brevicollis occurs in both woodlands and cleared
areas, others are common inhabitants of open ground.
Unshaded soils and moderately dry meadows or weedy
soils, for instance, are common habitats of two of the
drier-ground species recorded.

A number of the plant-feeding beetles include weeds
and possibly cultivated species among their host plants.
Details are given in microfiche Chapter 11.3. Certain of
the families to which these plants belong (eg Cruciferae,
Compositae) are also represented in the pollen diagram
but they do not appear at all among the plant macro-
remains. This is undoubtedly due to the low yield of
seeds from layer D. The herbaceous plants represented
by seeds are all aquatic or marsh species; in addition, a
single seed of birch was found.

The broad environmental picture during the deposi-
tion of layer D is then still one of a quite productive
pond with a marshy margin surrounded by alder wood.
Away from the pond the woodland may have been
substantially cleared. We have little positive evidence of
the extent of this clearance or of arable agriculture. We
do, however, have quite convincing evidence of pastoral
land use.

Layer C: greyish-brown clayey silt
Layer C, which was deposited between about 1200 bc
and 300 bc (Figure 48), is much less organic than layer
D (around 17% organic content compared with about
34%). The lower boundary is marked in some areas by
flat-lying stones, which continue widely round the
margins of the pond as the stone ‘pavement’ described
in Chapter 5.3. The upper boundary is much disturbed.

The faunal diversity of layer D continues into layer
C. The fauna in a basal sample from layer C (B62:9) has
been included with the description of the layer D fauna
since the samples appeared to contain a consistent
faunal unit. In the next sample, from the base of layer
C (B62:8, layer C4) the overall totals are lower, though
the aquatic species found in lower levels continue to be
represented. Another aquatic beetle (Coelambus impres-
sopunctatus) and two species associated with wood were
found only in this sample and (with one exception) in
the deposits from the man-made cistern. One of these
(Strophosomus melanogrammus), which was also found
in an isolated sample (6447) belonging to layer E, feeds
mainly on hazel although it is also found on young
oaks, birch and various bushes. The other species (Gry-
nobius planus, like its relative Anobium punctatum, also
present in the sample) attacks dead wood including
posts and fences.

Above the level of the inferred initial forest clearance,
the samples from layer C (B62:7,6,5,4) are characterised
by very impoverished assemblages of poorly preserved
insect remains, most of which would be suited by a
single habitat complex, that of wet vegetation/wet mud/
damp plant refuse. No true water beetles are recorded
but two pond-plant-feeding weevils are present, includ-
ing the species which feeds on duckweed.

It appears from the beetle evidence that the pond
became considerably reduced towards the end of the
deposition of layer C; by this late stage the pond
became a marshy area with little standing water. This
idea of a largely damp habitat in the pond area receives
support from the marsh species identified among the
plant macro-remains. In addition to sedges and rushes
the determinations include marsh yellow-cress (Rorippa
islandica) which grows especially in places where water
stands in the winter. Other marsh plants recorded are
the bristle scirpus (Isolepis setacea) and a relative of the
water pepper (Polygonum minus).

The seed samples analysed from layer C were from
the middle and lower levels (B62:8,6). At that time there
are clear indicators of open water, including water
crowfoot (Ranunculus, subgenus Batrachium), water
star-wort (Callitriche) and flote grass (Glyceria fluitans).
Even towards the end of the deposition of layer C some
open water must have persisted, though it could have
been quite shallow. The evidence for this comes from
the presence of pollen of the alternate-leaved water
milfoil (Myriophyllum alterniflorum), which is charac-
teristic of shallow, base-poor (often peaty) water. The
idea of the persistence of at least some open water is
also supported by the occurrence of beetles of the genus
Hydroporus in a sample at the top of the layer (B62:4,
layer C1).

Dung beetles (Aphodius and Platystethus species)
reappear in layer C, in the B62 series and in B63:60–
65 cm. There is also an occurrence of Anotylus rugosus,
a species often found in dung. Another dung beetle
(Colobopterus fossor), characteristic of cow pats, was
found in the filling of pit 6252 cut through layer D,
dated to 430 ± 60 bc (CAR-134), and thus referable to
layer C. Grazing was thus likely to have been in
progress. Indeed, from the increased pollen values of
grasses and plantains shown in Figure 49 it appears that
its intensity increased. A more detailed interpretation of
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the pollen analytical results is given below, where it is
concluded that by the upper part of layer C (after about
750 bc) trees other than alder were becoming increa-
singly rare on the Breiddin. The continued presence of
alder around the pond, however, is confirmed by the
presence of numerous seeds in sample B62:6, layer C2.

The macro-remains from layer C contain a number
of plants particularly characteristic of broken ground.
Though no totally positive evidence of arable cultiva-
tion was found, it seems highly likely from these plants
that it was in fact under way. The plants include fat hen
(Chenopodium album), the long prickly-headed poppy
(Papaver argemone), which is a common weed on light
soils in southern Britain, and a subspecies of knotgrass
(Polygonurn arenastrum), which is characteristic of
arable land and waste places. Nettle seeds were also
encountered, both the small nettle (Urtica urens), which
is characteristic of cultivated ground and waste places,
and the more widely distributed stinging nettle (Urtica
dioica). Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus agg) and nipple-
wort (Lapsana communis) are perhaps more characteris-
tic of woodland margins. Buttercup seeds (not closely
identified but belonging to a group that includes the
common meadow species) were also found in layer C, as
were sorrel (Rumex acetosa) which is characteristic of
grassland, and other plants in the sorrel/dock group,
some of which may have grown on cultivated ground.

The distilled view of the environment during the
accumulation of layer C, in the later Bronze Age and
earlier Iron Age, is as follows. The pond area began to
dry out and a more marshy vegetation developed.
though some open water did remain, and this contained
various aquatic plants. The pond area itself continued
to be surrounded by alder wood, though this eventually
diminished somewhat. In the wider area of the hilltop it
appears that there was increasing deforestation. No
doubt this was partly, at least, a result of the grazing
pressure which would have prevented tree regeneration.
There is also strong but not totally conclusive evidence
of arable agriculture.

Layers B and A: dark brown to reddish-
brown organic mud, and black organic mud
The upper boundary of layer C was very disturbed. The
radiocarbon evidence is of a lacuna at this horizon. A
depositional gap between layers C and B is also suggest-
ed by sharp changes in the pollen curves (Figure 49).
The top of layer C appears to date from around 300 bc,
and it is apparent that the artificial cistern was dug at
about this time (see Chapter 5.4 above and Chapter 6.3
below). The exact date of initiation of layer B is
unknown but the radiocarbon date 5 cm above its base
is ad 930 ± 60 (CAR-382). If, as this determination
suggests, layer B began to accumulate not long before
the 10th century ad then the depositional gap lasted for
over a thousand years. If the predominantly mineral
nature of layer C is due to soil disturbance, then the
higher organic content of layer B (about 55%) may
imply more stable surface conditions once deposition
recommenced in the pond area.

The surface of layer C presumably constituted a
damp terrestrial soil during the infilling of the cistern,
which took place during the depositional gap. Indeed,

evidence for the existence of just such a habitat comes
from the analyses of the organic remains from the
cistern, described in Chapter 6.3 below. The infilling of
the cistern cannot have occupied the whole of this long
period, however, since the upper part of its filling is cut
by a pit (6421 in Figure 46) which has a radiocarbon
date of ad 205 ± 40 (CAR-136). Indeed, it is suggested
in Chapter 5.4 above that the cistern may have silted up
quite rapidly, the infilling being complete well before
the Romano-British occupation of the hilltop to which
this radiocarbon date no doubt relates.

Beetles indicative of dung are present from the dis-
turbed surface of layer C (B62:4, layer C1) through
layer B up to the modern surface. In the lowest sample
from layer B (B62:3) the fauna is similar to that of layer
C. Above this, in the upper part of layer B and in layer
A, aquatic beetles and bugs and larval caddis remains
form part of a better preserved fauna, suggesting that
the uppermost deposits were laid down under wetter
conditions. Weevils that feed on a variety of low plants,
and the Compositae-feeder Olibrus aeneus, reinforce the
dung beetle record for open conditions near the pond.

This conclusion is confirmed by the pollen analyses,
which suggest that, by the time layer B came to be
deposited, the alder wood that had surrounded the
pond for so long had virtually disappeared and that the
hill was relatively open. Some birch and oak remained,
however, perhaps on the steeper slopes (see below and
microfiche Chapter 11.2).

The plant macro-remains from layer B (B62:3,
B63:25–30 cm and 40–45 cm) contain no tree seeds. The
aquatic element is dominated by Apium inundatum (an
umbelliferous plant related to wild celery which typic-
ally grows half-submerged), pondweed (Potamogeton
sp) and duckweed (Lemna sp), which certainly supports
the idea of a return of wetter conditions argued from
the beetle evidence. We see again several marsh plants:
sedges and rushes, spike rush (Eleocharis sp), marsh
willow-herb (Epilobium palustre), blinks (Montia
fontana), water purslane (Peplis portula) and lesser
spearwort (Ranunculus flammula). Stinging nettles are
again well represented. The presence of marsh and
aquatic species is confirmed by several taxa in the pollen
diagram. The most notable is perhaps the record in
layer B of a single pollen grain of Menyanthes trifoliata,
the bog-bean or buckbean from which the pond takes
its name. As noted for layer A at the end of Chapter 5.2,
the superficial layers of the pond contained Sphagnum
moss, which betokens incipient bog formation, but the
whole area was finally overgrown by willows and alder.

6.3 The Cistern
Radiocarbon evidence shows that the construction of
the cistern coincided with the cessation of accumulation
of layer C, in about 300 bc. From low levels in the
cistern infilling there are dates of 310 ± 70 bc (HAR-
1291) and 225 ± 60 bc (CAR-134) while a pit (6421) cut
into its upper silting has a date of ad 205 ± 40 bc (CAR-
136); the silting up of the cistern may, however, have
been completed well before this latter date, as discussed
in Chapter 5.4 above.
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The upper part of the fill of the cistern is a deposit
very similar to layer C, lacking textural stratification
and showing only in its lower part colour banding due
to variable organic content. With increasing depth the
cistern sediments become increasingly laminated textur-
ally and include several clean fine sand and silt laminae
as well as bands of much darker organic material. An
attempt was made by means of pollen analysis to deter-
mine whether or not these laminations were annual, but
no clear result emerged.

A pollen diagram from the cistern deposits is given in
microfiche Chapter 11.2. No significant change takes
place through the deposit. The pollen spectra are all
dominated by Alnus pollen and superficially the conclu-
sion might be drawn that the cistern was surrounded by
an alder wood or carr. The dating evidence shows that
the cistern was excavated through layer C of the natural
pond. By the top of this deposit alder values (in the
main pollen diagram, Figure 49) are much lower than in
the cistern deposits. There may then have been a re-
crudescence of alder woodland during the silting up of
the cistern. On the other hand the high alder values of
the cistern deposit may be due to its infilling with
material derived from layer C which has high alder
values, at least in its lower levels. The other pollen
curves in the cistern deposit are consistent with this
idea. The pollen spectra obtained may thus be due to a
combination of two sources: redeposition, and renewed
local growth of alder woodland. Alder seeds were not
found in the cistern deposits (see below). While no
beetles feeding specifically on alder are known it is of
interest to note the record of a beetle (Agonum fuligi-
nosum) commonly found on damp ground beneath
alders. The damp soil formed around the cistern by the
top of layer C would certainly have been a suitable
habitat. Nevertheless the presence of alder woods
around the cistern cannot be securely confirmed and the
reliability of the pollen diagram as an environmental
index must remain doubtful. More positive results
emerge from the other studies, although in their inter-
pretation the possibility of some redeposition must be
borne in mind.

The richest fauna from the whole site occurs in the
cistern deposit, but it provides little evidence of sequen-
tial change. Changes that do occur relate to the micro
environment rather than overall landscape modifica-
tion. It is therefore valid to treat the samples as a unit
when assessing the broader palaeo-environmental
picture. All but three of the thirty-seven ground beetle
taxa found at the Breiddin occur in the cistern, which
clearly acted as a pitfall trap into which fell the most
active beetles. The often pronounced substratum
preferences exhibited in this assemblage show that a
mosaic of soil conditions existed at and around the
cistern. Several species require very moist soils, and
generally occur at or near the edges of water, usually in
wet vegetation, amongst debris or on wet mud. Less
hygrophilous species are also represented. These
require damp soils and often find suitable conditions in
forests or where luxuriant vegetation shades the
ground. The remaining species with definable habitats
display a trend from drier, moderately open soils to
pronouncedly dry ground. Pterostichus melanarius, P
versicolor and Agonum muelleri are very common in-

habitants of moderately open ground, often on cul-
tivated soils, leading them to often be regarded as
synanthropic beetles. The three Calathus species
recorded all live in dry or fairly dry meadows or
sparsely vegetated, often sandy, areas. The most
xerophilous species (Amara aenea and A spreta) live on
dry loose soils, usually where the vegetation is sparse or
on sandy or rubbly substrates.

Aquatic beetles dominate many of the samples. These
are principally species which also occur in the natural
pond, but some further species identifications have been
made. Species present in all or most samples include the
typical silt pond inhabitants Hygrotus inaequalis, Lac-
cophilus minutus and Agabus nebulosus as well as the
wider ranging types Agabus bipustulatus, Hydroporus
planus and H palustris. Scattered dytiscid records, in-
cluding the great diving beetle, occur throughout,
implying permanent water in the cistern. An open
aspect of the water body is suggested by the presence of
a ‘whirligig’ beetle (Gyrinus natator), which spends
much of its time swimming in circles on the surface.

Damp mud species and inhabitants of wet vegetation
are abundantly represented. A very wet muddy ground
surface around the cistern can be envisaged to account
for this faunal element. Any flooding, perhaps of a
seasonal nature as suggested from the constitution of
the marsh flora (below), would further have encouraged
these beetles. Many of the other beetles recorded
(Staphylinidae, Scirtidae, Dryopidae and Corylophi-
dae) would also find favourable habitats in such a damp
waterside location. One further feature of the water
body is evident from the records of three species which
require well-oxygenated water such as usually occurs in
fast flowing rivers or the wave-lap zone of lakes (Esolus
parallelepipedus, Limnius volckmari and Oulimnius trog-
lodytes). In times of flooding, the cistern may have
overflowed to the former extent of the natural pond, in
which case a wave-lap zone could be envisaged even for
such a small water body.

The plant-feeding beetles provide evidence of water-
side vegetation which might include reedmaces, bur-
reeds or sedges (Donacia vulgaris), flote-grass (D
semicuprea), mustard (Phaedon cochleariae), water
dropwort (Prasocuris phellandrii) as well as duckweed
(Tanysphyrus lemnae) and emergent pond plants (the
names in parentheses are those of the beetles identified:
see also Table 13 in microfiche Chapter 11.3). An im-
portant component of the insect fauna is linked directly
or indirectly to man’s activity at and around the cistern.
Animal husbandry would account for the often
numerous dung beetles (which include Onthaphagus
coenobita, O nuchicornis and O ovata as well as at least
ten species of Aphodius). Phyllopertha horticola, present
in almost every sample, would be favoured by the
implied pastureland. Weeds of both cultivated soils and
meadowland are well represented in the host-plants of
the phytophages (see Table 13 in microfiche Chapter
11.3), and a mixture of farming practices would best
account for the fauna.

A small group of beetles which frequently occur with
man, often as inhabitants of dwellings, animal houses
and stores is also represented, In the history of the
British fauna, Tipnus unicolor, Mycetaea hirta, Lath-
ridius and Enicmus species and the timber pests such as
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the powder post beetle (Lyctus linearis), become
commoner as human habitation sites become longer
established and more widespread. At the Breiddin, all
these species are at their most numerous in the cistern
deposits, and three of them are confined to it. One
further beetle, Anthrenus fuscus, almost certainly owes
its presence to human transport as the location and
elevation of the site lie outside its natural range. This
so-called museum beetle inflicts damage on stored
animal exhibits, including insect collections, and it will
readily infest any dry protein-rich site. In nature, birds’
nests provide suitable accumulations of feathers and
food remains. It is likely that the Breiddin example
arrived in stored material such as skins, and if it bred at
the site, this would only have been accomplished
indoors, as its temperature requirements would not be
met in the open.

The major faunal differences between the natural
pond and the cistern reflect increasing human distur-
bance in the immediate vicinity. Beetles favoured by
open ground become more frequent in the higher levels
of the natural pond and are at their most abundant in
the cistern. A similar trend emerges amongst those
species more directly favoured by human activity,
where the required habitats are produced at the site by
man, by the accumulations of refuse, waste vegetation
or sweepings or building timber and dry firewood. The
most pronounced of these associations, species such as
the museum beetle (mentioned above), are confined to
the later deposits, where evidence of human occupation
of the vicinity is strongest. A habitation site often in-
creases enormously the availability of habitats which
are more scattered in the natural landscape, a factor
further accounting for the richness of the later assem-
blages.

The general environmental picture of an open-water
pool surrounded by marshy ground that emerges from
the study of the Coleoptera from the cistern is strongly
confirmed by the plant macro-remains (see detailed
report in microfiche Chapter 11.4). Considering its sit-
uation within the hillfort, surprisingly little food debris
was recovered from the cistern, and none of the plant
remains had been preserved by charring; even the few
remains of crops survived solely as a result of waterlog-
ging.

In all levels of the cistern, the identifiable plant ma-
cro-remains are dominated by seeds of plants of open
water, though seeds of plants that were probably
growing at the water’s edge and on adjacent marshy
ground are also well represented. However, they decline
in abundance (though not in diversity) in the upper
levels. This decline may represent either increased tram-
pling and grazing of the lush, sub-aquatic vegetation by
domestic cattle or human activity, or progressive drying
out.

Seeds of one or more species of the water crowfoot
(Ranunculus subgenus Batrachium), water starwort
(Callitriche spp) and duckweed (Lemna spp) are all
abundant (a more detailed listing of the aquatic flora is
given in microfiche Chapter 11.4). It is therefore clear
that, however heavily used by the hilltop’s inhabitants,
parts of the cistern continued to support a thriving
population of those pond-weeds typical of stagnant
water. This view is supported by identifications in the

cistern deposits of both Batrachium-type pollen (not
found in the natural pond deposits and therefore
unlikely to be derived) and Tanysphyrus lemnae, the
weevil that lives on duckweed.

One of the most consistent features of the cistern is
the presence of the common flote grass Glyceria fluitans,
which would have grown at the water’s edge. Unlike the
siliceous leaves of Calamagrostis, which also grew
nearby, the soft foliage of flote grass would have been
eagerly devoured by the local herds wherever they could
reach it. The consequent trampling of the cistern rim
would clearly have accelerated its erosion. Other species
of the water’s edge include the toxic ‘fools water cress’
(Apium inundatum) which is also represented by pollen,
the sweet-smelling water mint (Mentha aquatica), one of
the more common species of spike rush (Eleocharis
palustris or E uniglumis) and the water pepper (Poly-
gonum hydropiper).

Plants typical of the same habitat are represented by
pollen, for instance bur-reeds or lesser reedmace (Spar-
ganium/Typha type) and marsh marigold (Caltha palu-
stris). The latter is less likely to be derived than the
former, since it is not represented in the natural pond
deposits. These taxa are not represented by seeds, and
indeed those littoral plants that are represented by seeds
make only occasional appearances in the pollen record.
This serves to emphasize that we do not have a
complete record either from seeds or pollen.

The composition of the seed assemblage suggests that
the marshy patches near the cistern were flooded in
winter. The most consistently abundant seed-type in
this category is water-purslane (Peplis portula). This is
an inconspicuous little plant of damp patches and, as a
prolific seed-producer, it would not necessarily have
been as prominent in the vegetation around the cistern
as the relative abundance of its seeds implies. Neverthe-
less, its resistance to trampling, conferred (presumably)
by its small stature and wiry stems, would certainly
have given it an advantage over its competitors during
periods of heavy use of the cistern, whether by humans
or cattle. The vegetation of the marshy patches also
included some more conspicuous species. Examples
prominent in the seed record include the tall, yellow-
flowered marsh yellow-cress (Rorippa islandica) and the
pale, mauve-flowered lady’s smock (Cardamine praten-
sis) which is such a delightful feature of damp areas in
early spring.

The crop remains from the cistern consisted of two
spikelet forks and one glume-base of Spelt Wheat
(Triticum spelta). These two types of plant remnants –
spikelet forks and glume-bases – are diagnostic com-
ponents of chaff from glume wheats and represent one
of the principal components of ‘waste’ from the final
stages of grain-cleaning of wheats such as Spelt and
Emmer (Hillman 1981). The two spikelet forks came
from within the wooden bowl found near the bottom of
the cistern (No 368). It is of interest that, by contrast
with the Spelt Wheat from the cistern, the charred
wheat remains from an occupation deposit of the 3rd to
2nd centuries bc at the south-western end of the hill
(microfiche Chapter 13.6) were dominated by Emmer
(T dicoccum).

The species of the ‘weed’ category viewed as a single
assemblage appear to represent a ruderal rather than a
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segetal flora; that is to say, the seeds derive from plants Phase BR-2
that were probably growing as weeds of waste land
rather than as weeds of crops. On the other hand, a few

(c 6500 – c 5000 bc, layer F and base of layer E)

of the species such as black bindweed (Polygonum con-
volvulus), two types of poppy (Papaver spp) and parsley

Phase BR-2 is characterised by relatively high pollen

piert (Aphanes spp) are today most commonly encoun-
values for birch, pine, hazel and willow. The basal date

tered as weeds of arable. It is quite possible, therefore,
of c 6560 ± 100 bc (CAR-158) for layer F shows that it

that some of the seeds came from plants that had been
does not extend as far back as the beginning of the

growing as weeds of local crops and that they arrived by
post-glacial period, for which a date of c 8000 bc would

human agency along with the fragments of Spelt chaff.
be expected. The phase has been drawn to a close where

Certainly, both spikelet forks and seeds of this size
the alder curve rises steeply and the pine curve is
falling. These are the classical criteria for the division

range are separated from cereal grain at the same stage
of grain processing (Stage 12 in Hillman 1981, fig 5) and

between Godwin’s pollen zones VI and VII, the Boreal-
Atlantic transition (Godwin 1940; 1975) but a number

the two components are consequently most commonly of other changes also take place: the willow curve has
found together in the same ‘waste’ fractions. There is fallen and we see the last of the relatively high values
little evidence for chronological change in the weed for birch and grasses (Gramineae). The radiocarbon
flora. When seeds of the common stinging nettle (Urtica date at this horizon (4950 ± 90 bc, CAR-157) is in line
dioica) are excluded, the numbers of the remaining 40 with dates for the Boreal-Atlantic transition obtained
species stay fairly constant throughout the life of the elsewhere inland in Wales (cf several dates for
cistern. ‘chronozones’ FI-FII at Tregaron and Nant Ffrancon

Tree-feeding beetles occur in low numbers in the (Hibbert and Switsur 1976); also 4865 ± 85 bc (CAR-
cistern deposits, indicating that oak, sallow, hazel and
other deciduous trees survived on the hillside. A single

96) at the nearby site of Cefn Gwernffrwd (Chambers

pine feeder is also present, along with other bark beetles
1982)).

which feed on gorse and hawthorn or fruit trees. Tree
The high values for total tree and shrub pollen in

Phase BR-2 show that the local environment was
feeders are outnumbered, however, by the deadwood
and/or timber infesting beetles, including the powder

densely wooded. The relative prominence of hazel and

post beetle (Lyctus linearis), so called because its attacks
willow suggest, however, that there was a considerable
shrub element. In addition, the occurrence of Artemisia

can reduce timber virtually to sawdust. The few seeds of
plants typical of woodland glades and (more probable

pollen early in the phase may signify the existence of

in this case) areas of recently cleared woodland, again
some broken ground.

accord with the indicators in the beetle records of some
The phase has been subdivided at the point at which

remaining woodland. However, the relative rarity of
oak values rise substantially. At this point the hazel

seeds from this category suggests that any such areas
curve is falling. Superficially, it appears likely that oak

were some distance from the pond or were so trampled
was moving into hazel scrub and reducing its flowering

that the typical woodland (or clearance) ground flora
intensity. This apparent first expansion of oak was

had been all but eliminated. Even fragments of bracken
taking place at around 5900bc. This date is comparable

(Pteridium aquilinum) fronds were rare in the samples
with that of 5880 ± 100 bc (CAR-508) for the expansion

and these, at least, normally become scattered some
of oak at the upland site of Waun Fignen-Felen further

distance from their source. Seeds of Luzula may well
to the south (Smith and Cloutman 1988). It is consider-

derive not from the soft woodrush (L sylvatica) which
ably later than at Tregaron and Nant Ffrancon,

is typical of woodland, but rather from the equally
however (Hibbert and Switsur 1976) and the general

common field woodrush L campestris, which is typical
spreading across Wales illustrated by the isochrone

of open grassy habitats. It would therefore appear that
map of Birks (1989) as taking place between 9500 and

any woodland surviving on this part of the hill was
9000 years ago. The question is raised, therefore, as to

probably very degraded.
whether it really represents the local appearance of oak
on the Breiddin Hill. The uncertainty of the time scale
and reservations about the two pollen samples in Phase

6.4 Pollen phases and dating BR-2b indicate a need for caution. Even if, as seems
likely, the pollen samples in Phase BR-2b do not

Certain conclusions, mainly concerning local environ- contain any admixture of the lower deposit F (see note
mental conditions, derived from the pollen diagram re 67–125 cm in microfiche Chapter 11.2), there is
from the natural pond (Figure 49), have been incor- almost certainly an unconformity between layers E and
porated in the layer-by-layer commentary in Chapter F which falls at the end of Phase BR-2a.
6.2 above. The pollen diagram needs to be described, The rise of the alder curve in Phase BR-2b, just
however, and an attempt made to derive further infor- before 5000 bc, broadly conforms in date with that seen
mation from it, particularly as to the time and nature of in other areas in Wales, with the exception of the north-
human impacts. west coast (Chambers and Price 1985; Chambers and

Elliot 1989). It is thus likely to represent part of the
Phase BR-1 general post-glacial expansion of alder. Locally, it
(before c 12600 bc, layer H) appears, from the decline of the Salix curve, to have

replaced willows around the pond. At the end of Phase
The pollen spectra from layer H are placed in Phase BR-2b pollen of Sparganium/Typha type and of Apium
BR-l, and represent a typical open Late-Devensian type disappears from the record for some considerable
flora (see Chapter 6.2). time. These taxa are littoral plants which conceivably



106 Chapter 6.4

succumbed to dense shade of alder overhanging the
margins of the pond.

Phase BR-3
(c 5000 – c 2400 bc; most of layer E, lower part of D)

The phase begins at c 5000 bc with the rising alder curve
of the classical Boreal-Atlantic transition mentioned
above. The phase is brought to a close at the marked
decline of the elm and oak curves (c 83 cm) at c 2400 bc.

The main feature of the phase is a steady rise of the
alder curve. By the end of the phase alder accounts for
some 80% of the total land plant pollen and there can
be little doubt that it became the locally dominant tree
species. During the phase the birch and pine curves
show a progressive reduction and it seems likely that, in
the vicinity of the pond, these species were gradually
replaced to a large extent by alder.

Immediately before the end of this phase the curves
for birch and pine decline. While there are few pollen
features suggesting human impact, macroscopic
( > 150 µm) charcoal was found in the residues from the
pollen samples between 88 cm and 74 cm. These date
from approximately 3000–2500 bc and cover the decline
of pine which, of the native British trees, is perhaps the
most susceptible to fire. (The only other records of
charcoal in the pollen samples were at 124cm (c 6500
bc), 80 cm and 72 cm.) In addition, pollen of Chenopo-
diaceae appears at 86 cm for the first time since the
Windermere Interstadial. This could be taken as indica-
tive of broken ground.

It is noteworthy that there is little evidence of an early
Neolithic impact at c 3 100–3000 bc such as is found in
most pollen diagrams at the time of the classical elm
decline. Deposits of this age in the Breiddin diagram are
at 92–90 cm where the increase of fern spores might
betoken some opening of the woodland canopy. There
is nothing more positive than this, and the charcoal
noted above, although the dominance of Alnus pollen
could obscure evidence of human impacts and a period
of disturbance lasting less than 150 years (between the
samples studied) may, of course, have gone undetected.

Phase BR-4
(c 2400 – c 1200 bc; top part of layer D)

The phase begins with declines of the elm and oak
curves. (The mean interpolated date is c 2425 bc and the
range between adjacent samples is c 2500–2350 bc.) The
elm and oak declines are accompanied by the first ap-
pearance of Plantago lanceolata pollen. Certain taxa
which contain weedy species become more consistently
represented in this phase, such as bracken (Pteridium)
and composites (both Tubuliflorae and Liguliflorae).
Other taxa of similar nature are present, but less consis-
tently, eg Artemisia, Chenopodiaceae, Rubiaceae.
Taken with the small but progressive decline of total
tree pollen throughout the phase, these features
strongly suggest the opening of forest cover by man in
the later Neolithic. This process appears to have begun
at around 2400 bc but it is notable that in the samples
at 78 cm and 76 cm pollen of elm, pine (and lime) is very
sparse indeed. These samples fall in the period c 1850–
1650 bc. The environmental pressure which began in

Fig 49 (opposite) Buckbean Pond: pollen diagram for
the natural pond
The time-scale is derived by interpolation from the depo-
sition rate curves given in Fig 48. Phases BR-1 to BR-8
are intended to have local significance only and are not
the same as the classical pollen analytical zones I– VIII of
Godwin (1940; 1975).

the later Neolithic appears then to have come to a
temporary maximum in the early Bronze Age. A
recovery of the elm curve after c 1650 bc could indicate
some woodland regeneration. On the other hand, there
is a small decrease of total tree and shrub pollen and a
rise of the grass curve. These changes may indicate yet
further pressure, which from the decline of the alder
curve would have been in the vicinity of the pond.

The Breiddin elm decline, at about 2400 bc, is later
than the well-known elm decline that divides Godwin’s
pollen zones VIIa and VIIb. A relatively late decline has
also been found at certain other Welsh upland sites: for
instance at Glas Llyn (3870 ± 100 bp: 1920 bc, I-4928;
Taylor 1973); at Cefn Gwernffrwd (3845 ± 80 bp: 1855
bc, CAR-7; Chambers 1980), and at Waun Fignen-
Felen where the second elm decline falls between 1700–
2000 bc (Smith and Cloutman 1988).

It is of some interest that the late Neolithic clearance
at the Breiddin involves oak as well as elm. The initial
rise of the alder curve, as the oak and elm curves
decline, suggests that this species was now contributing
relatively more to the pollen rain and perhaps that the
area around the pond was least affected. Clearance
involving oak has been encountered at several other
sites in Britain, at the more usual time of c 3000 bc (for
a review see Smith 1981).

Towards the end of Phase BR-4 (72cm, c 1350 bc)
there is a small upward step in the plantain curve which
may indicate an increase of agricultural activity but this
change is unaccompanied by any other evidence of a
change in farming activity. The single grain of Digitalis
(foxglove) is, however, suggestive of some open areas.

Phase BR-5
(c 1200 – c 750 bc; largely lower part of layer C)

This phase begins with a decline of the birch curve and
an increase of Plantago lanceolata (ribwort plantain).
The end is placed at c 57 cm (c 750 bc), where there is
a rise of the grass curve and alder begins to decline.

The higher plantain and grass pollen values are sub-
stantial enough to suggest a new impact of clearance. In
addition, the lithological change to a more clayey
deposit early in the phase may imply disturbance
leading to soil erosion. From the decline of its pollen
curve, birch may have been first affected, but in the next
sample above (66 cm) the values for both elm and oak
are extremely low. These trees may thus have been
intensively utilized. The slight rise of the curves for oak
and lime thereafter may betoken some woodland regen-
eration. The date of the 66 cm horizon is c 1100 bc. The
total tree pollen curve is still high at over 80%,
however, but much of this is Alnus. Locally, around the
pond, fairly dense alder carr or woodland must have



Fig 49 Buckbean Pond: pollen diagram for the natural
pond
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persisted. Nonetheless, throughout the phase the total
tree pollen curve tends to fall, suggesting that it was a
period of continuous reduction of tree cover.

Phase BR-6
(c 750 – c 400 bc, within layer C)

This phase is characterised by a steady fall of both the
alder and total tree pollen curves. The fall of the total
tree pollen curve begins earlier but now steepens, sug-
gesting an acceleration of deforestation which began to
affect the area around the pond itself. This began at c
750 bc. Even at the end of the phase, however, the total
non-tree pollen is still only c 35% of the total, and the
vicinity of the pond may still have been supporting a
fair stand of alder. This local dominance of alder makes
it difficult to say much about the conditions further
afield but grass pollen is by now relatively abundant, as
is ribwort plantain. This presumably indicates the
presence of pasture land, as also may bistort pollen
(Polygonum bistorta type), which is also present. Pollen
of Chenopodiaceae (goosefoot family), which is consis-
tently present, indicates the occurrence of broken
ground. The single grain of Epilobium points in the
same direction (though some plants of this genus are
marsh species). Taken together, these features suggest
that arable agriculture may also have been in train.

Even though already at a very low level the oak curve
declines at the beginning of Phase BR-6 and in the
sample at 55 cm is reduced for the first time to a level
below 1% of the total land plant pollen. Indeed the
pollen values for all the timber trees, save alder, are
extremely low and they must at this time have been
quite rare on the Breiddin. The sample dates from c 600
bc. At the same level we see the first occurrence of
pollen of Plantago major/media type. The presence of
either of these plantains would suggest that the area was
heavily utilized by man. An increase in values of
bracken spores also suggests increasing pressure on the
local landscape. The rise of the hazel curve at this time
(albeit at a rather low level) may betoken some scrub
regeneration. It confirms the idea of heavy utilization of
the timber resources of the hill, since hazel is commonly
the major relict of former woodland.

In the early part of Phase BR-6 we may also draw
attention to an increase in the pollen percentages of the
water milfoil Myriophyllum alterniflorum, and the
marsh plant Apium. These pollen types were excluded
from the pollen sum and it is debatable whether their
rising curves represent a change in the pond flora, or
whether the pollen influx from the surrounding area
was falling. Evidence from the Coleoptera indicates,
however, that the pond was probably drying up
somewhat at about this time (see Chapter 6.2 and mi-
crofiche Chapter 11.3). The changes noted, and the
decline of the fern spore curve at 50 cm (which is accom-
panied by a further rise of Apium type pollen) may then
be connected with changing local moisture conditions.

Phase BR- 7
(c 400 – c 300 bc; top of layer C)

This phase begins with an upward step of the plantain
curve and closes at a sharp fall of the alder curve. Tree

pollen percentages remain relatively uniform and the
phase as a whole appears to represent relatively stable
conditions.

There is a possibility from the general stratigraphy of
the pond (see Chapter 5.2), that deposits at this level are
disturbed or mixed. The uniformity of the pollen
content might indeed be taken as supporting the idea of
mixing. The radiocarbon dates from the end of this
phase (330 ± 60 bc, CAR-137 and 260 ± 60 bc, CAR-
383), while appearing to show an age inversion, are
statistically indistinguishable.

The environment during Phase BR-7 appears to have
been under even greater pressure than before. Detailed
interpretation is again made difficult by the apparently
local presence of alder around the pond. Alder pollen
much influences the arboreal/non-arboreal pollen ratio,
but even so there is c 40% non-arboreal pollen. This is
accounted for largely by grasses and plantains and it
appears likely that the hilltop itself was essentially pas-
tureland. We may note again, however, a range of
pollen types indicative of broken or heavily utilized
ground, eg Artemisia, Chenopodiaceae, Polygonum
bistorta type, Plantago major/media, and Papilliona-
ceae. Large grass pollen is present and indeed at a
somewhat higher level than hitherto. Some of this
pollen may belong to cereals. The presence in the pond
deposits of seeds of the aquatic grass Glyceria, which
also has very large pollen grains (see Chapter 6.2 and
microfiche Chapter 11.4), makes specific identification
hazardous. The increased values for bracken spores
might be taken as suggesting degeneration of pas-
tureland but could equally be related to changes in
residual woodland, perhaps on the steeper slopes of the
hill.

Phase BR-8
(from before c ad 900 onwards; layer B)

The dramatic changes in the pollen curves at the
boundary between Phases BR-7 and BR-8 suggest
either a lacuna or a rapid change of land use. The
changes take place over a maximum depth of a cent-
imetre across the lithological boundary between layers
C and B. The top of layer C appears to date from about
300 bc. The date of initiation of layer B is unknown but
the radiocarbon date for a level 5 cm above its base is ad
930 ± 60 (CAR-382). This confirms that there is a gap in
the deposition after c 300 bc and that it was very long,
perhaps as much as 1200 years.

It is apparent from radiocarbon dating that the
cistern was excavated around 300 bc (see Chapter 5.4).
It was, then, almost certainly this construction work
that brought Phase BR-7 to an end and caused the
depositional hiatus between deposits C and B in the
natural pond area. As a result we find, unfortunately,
that we have no environmental record through the
period of the later Iron Age and Romano-British oc-
cupation of the hilltop.

The relatively low alder pollen values in Phase BR-8,
which corresponds to deposit B, show that alder sur-
rounding the pond had now been removed or had
possibly died out. The pollen spectra of this phase
probably, then, give a much better picture of the
regional vegetation than hitherto. The actual pollen
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catchment area is unknown. The high birch pollen
values suggest, however, that this area was perhaps still
effectively the hilltop, since it is unlikely that the sur-
rounding low lying ground would have been so domi-
nated by this species. While this argument is not totally
secure, it could be taken that the removal of the local
over-representation of alder reveals the hill as support-
ing some open birch woods with a little oak and hazel.
The non-tree pollen types are still indicative of the
presence of grassland and some soil disturbance (Arte-
misia and Chenopodiaceae). It is notable that bistort
type pollen has now disappeared, however. Bistort is a
plant both of meadows and hedgerows, possibly en-
couraged by soil disturbance. The disappearance of
pollen of this type might be connected with a different
kind of land use, perhaps a change in grazing practices
or type of herbivore. We note also that pollen of Ru-
biaceae becomes more abundant in this phase. This too
could be connected with land use changes, or possibly
soil depauperation. (Galium saxatile which belongs to
this family, for instance, is particularly characteristic
nowadays of close-cropped acid grassland under sheep
grazing.) Considering the long gap between Phases BR-
7 and BR-8 these differences are not in the least surpris-
ing. The major change during the phase is the increasing
percentage of both birch and oak pollen. This may well
betoken some woodland regeneration, perhaps on the
steep western side of the hill that might have been less
subject to grazing pressure. The date of the top of the
pollen diagram is unknown; collapse of the monolith in
storage prevented secure sampling. It seems likely to
extend up to quite recent centuries, however, and it is of
interest to note the occurrence at 28 cm of a single
pollen grain of Menyanthes, the bog-bean or buckbean
which gives the pond its name.

6.5 Summary of the environmental
history of Buckbean Pond

Stadial (layer G), disturbed and truncated the Winder-
mere Interstadial deposit.
4 Layer F is sharply separated from G, with evidence

of a period of erosion by flowing water. A strong shrub
element is evident in the predominantly forested en-
vironment when deposition recommenced at c 6500 bc,
though some grassy open areas existed. The pool sup-
ported some aquatic plants and was surrounded by
marshy vegetation.
5 Erosive forces again came into play before the depo-

sition of layer E, which itself contains remnants of soil
and turves derived from the pond margin. The sur-
roundings continued to be largely forested but there
were probably some open areas. The pond supported a
rich flora and continued to be surrounded by marsh, the
damp soils of which were invaded by alder trees, after
about 5200 bc. Man may well have been responsible for
disturbing the soils in the vicinity of the pond at this
period.
6 There are only minor signs of woodland disturbance

in the early Neolithic and a strong impact of man is not
seen until c 2400 bc. During this period (beginning at
the transition from layer E to layer D) richer insect
assemblages become apparent and true dung beetles
appear in the record. These, and the appearance of the
ribwort plantain, point to the establishment of grazing
away from the pond area, which continued to be sur-
rounded by marsh and alder wood.
7 Human pressure on the environment apparently

went on increasing and perhaps came to a peak around
around 1850–l650 bc. Arable agriculture may well have
been practised.
8 Human pressure appears to have increased again

around 1200 bc, at the transition to layer C. It was
presumably the resulting soil disturbance that led to a
greater incorporation of mineral particles into layer C,
again probably by wind deposition rather than as a
result of run-off.

In Chapter 6.4 above the pollen diagram has been
interpreted as showing a succession of human impacts
on the vegetation. These are summarized below,
together with the major general features of environmen-
tal history revealed by various studies. It must be borne
in mind that the dates derived by interpolation from the
radiocarbon sequence are subject to errors at least as
great as the radiocarbon determinations themselves and
are subject to the validity of the assumptions made
about the deposition (in Chapter 6.2 above, in the
caption to Figure 48 and in microfiche Chapter 11.2,
where an alternative dating is outlined). In addition,
errors may have been introduced because of the time
interval between samples.

become reduced in extent and a rich-fen and marsh
vegetation is recorded. By about 1100 bc trees (other

9 Between about 1200 bc and 300 bc, during the ac-
cumulation of layer C, the pond appears to have

than alder around the pond) had become rather sparse,
presumably as a result of intense pressure on timber
resources. There was possibly some recovery thereafter,
but around 750 bc deforestation was accelerated, and
began to affect even the alders growing around the
pond. This was presumably connected with the con-
struction of the timber-reinforced rampart of the late
Bronze Age hillfort. By about 600 bc timber trees (save
alder) appear to have become quite rare on the
Breiddin.

1 The basal deposit (J) beneath the natural pond dates
from before the Windermere Interstadial and consists
of a wind-sorted sediment into which rock fragments
were incorporated by cryoturbation.
2 A more organic layer (H) was laid down in the early

part of the Windermere Interstadial (up to at least c
12600 bc) when an open plant community with ruderal
and possible alpine species grew on the Breiddin.
3 Cryoturbation, presumed to be in the Loch Lomond

10 Around 300 bc, near the top of layer C, the pond had
probably become virtually useless as a water supply and
the artificial cistern was excavated. This acted as a
pit-fall trap for a variety of ground beetles, and became
richly inhabited by both aquatic plants and insects. The
immediate surroundings of the cistern remained damp
and occupied by marsh. There is evidence of cereal
cultivation, and beetles associated with human habita-
tion are recorded.
11 During, and possibly after, the lifetime of the cistern
(between layers C and B), deposition in the area of the
natural pond was virtually at a standstill. The pond
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deposits surrounding the cistern, which were support-
ing the marsh vegetation referred to above, became
strongly disturbed, presumably by both man and
animals.
12 Renewed deposition in the area of the natural pond
was under way by about the 10th century ad, when
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conditions are revealed again as quite aquatic but with
a strong fen and marsh element (layer B). The hilltop by
now was relatively open, with only a little woodland.
Grazing continued but the reduced input of mineral
particles to the pond suggests that cultivation had
declined, if not ceased altogether.
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CHAPTER 7   THE FINDS

7.1 Flintwork and polished stone axes
By H S Green and G J Wainwright

Flintwork (Nos 1–34, Fig 50)

In his report on the earlier excavations, O’Neil illustra-
tes a small barbed-and-tanged arrowhead found on the
Breiddin in 1900, and notes that others had reputedly
been found within the hillfort. He also illustrates a
small piece of flint from his Period I (prehistoric)
deposit at the hillfort entrance, and tentatively ascribes
it to the edge of a similar arrowhead; it could, however,
belong to any thin bifacially-worked artefact (O’Neil
1937, 116, fig 5, nos 3 and 3A).

Of the 87 pieces of flint and chert from the present
excavations, 47 came from the rampart cuttings and 40
from less securely stratified contexts in the interior (18
from B3-4-5, 14 from B7, and eight from the pond
deposits in B6). Of the 33 implements and utilized
by-products, one is possibly Late Upper Palaeolithic
(No 2), and a second is probably Mesolithic (No l), as
is a small core (No 3); of the remainder, seven came
from contexts which certainly or probably pre-dated
the late Bronze Age (Nos 4–10) and a further nine could
be assigned to the Neolithic or early Bronze Age on
typological grounds (Nos 11–19). Of the remaining
fourteen implements, seven came from superficial levels
behind the rampart or from effectively unstratified sit-
uations in the interior (Nos 27–33), leaving only seven
stratigraphically associated with the late Bronze Age,
iron Age or Romano-British occupations.

There is little in these figures (or in the distribution of
the waste flakes) to suggest that flint was still in regular
use during the hillfort occupations, though occasional
use cannot be discounted. While the majority of the
flintwork probably derives from late Neolithic/early
Bronze Age activity, the objects were scattered thinly
over the excavated area and they cannot be taken as a
single group in any stratigraphical sense.

The waste flakes include two pieces of chert. A few
pieces of good quality flint were present, but for the
most part the raw material was poor quality nodular
flint. The generally unstained and unbattered condition
of the cortex – where present – is suggestive of a source
for the flint in either boulder clay or even chalk. There
was a wide variety of patination. Much of the material
may have been imported as finished implements, to
judge by the high ratio of implements and utilized flakes
to by-products – 33 out of 86 (38%), compared with the
normal figure of 3–4% on sites where flint is readily
available locally. The apparently deliberate selection of
yellow flint for the leaf arrowhead only reflects a
common circumstance (Green 1980, 63). There was one
small core, and one other nodule showed random flake
scars. The waste flakes were mainly small and irregular.

Stylistically, the earliest artefacts are the possibly
Upper Palaeolithic backed blade and the small core
(Nos 2 and 3); together with two blades (one of them

utilized, No 1) from an apparently Boreal soil in the
pond deposit, these may indicate a Mesolithic presence
on the hill. Leaf arrowheads like No 11 have secure and
frequent associations in the 4th and 3rd millennia BC,
but are also known from the early Bronze Age. A
generally late Neolithic/early Bronze Age dating can be
ascribed to many of the other implements, such as the
transverse arrowheads (Nos 12 and 13), the plano-
convex knives (Nos 14 and 15), the thumb-nail scrapers
(Nos 16 and 17), the knife with flat edge-retouch (No
18) and the barbed-and-tanged arrowhead (No 19). The
possible fabricator (No 4) was stratified with late Neo-
lithic pottery and the tanged scraper and knife (Nos 5
and 6) came from a similar level nearby. The remaining
artefacts are not culturally or chronologically diagnos-
tic when taken in isolation, though Nos 7–10 were
found in contexts which pre-dated the late Bronze Age
occupation.

Polished stone axes (Nos 35 and 36, Fig 50)

In his earlier excavation report, O’Neil illustrates a
complete polished stone axe found some time before
1871 ‘on Breiddyn Hill’, and also mentions a perforated
axe-hammer, found in a quarry below the site but
already lost by the time he was writing (O’Neil 1937,
115–6 and fig 5, no 1).

Two fragmentary axes were recovered during the
recent excavations, neither of them in a Neolithic
context. Mr C H Houlder, who provided notes on
which the catalogue entries are based, is of the opinion
that both would probably have been full tree-felling
implements, at least 200 mm long and some 700 g in
weight. Petrological identifications were provided by
Dr W J Phillips of the University College of North
Wales, Bangor.
1 Utilized punch-struck blade with steep inverse
retouch or utilization down part of one side. From
Buckbean Pond, in a basal deposit with an apparently
Boreal pollen-spectrum (layer F, B644702). A smaller
struck blade was found in the same deposit nearby
(B644703).
2 Fragmentary blade with angular edges defined by
steep retouch; possibly Mesolithic but more likely a
heavily damaged Late Upper Palaeolithic backed blade.
From Bronze Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B140731).
3 Bipolar blade-core of rather coarse-grained flint,
with some cortex remaining; small cores of this sort
normally result from Mesolithic techniques of flint-
working. Apparently burnt. From an Iron Age posthole
in the interior (B705602).
4 Narrow blade of triangular cross-section with flat
retouch along both edges and at the tip; probably a
fabricator. From beneath the rampart, in the soil which
produced the Late Neolithic pottery illustrated as No
37 (B150992). A similar implement, heavily worn at the
tip, was found with Neolithic pottery in Ffridd
Faldwyn hillfort, Montgomery, 20 km to the south of
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the Breiddin (O’Neil 1942, 52, fig 13). A related imple-
ment from an early Bronze Age context at Capel Eithin,
Anglesey (unpublished) bears a series of lateral den-
ticulations each formed by the removal of a series of
squills, which are paralleled by two similar denticula-
tions (? for hafting) on the Breiddin piece.
5 End-scraper with flat scale retouch on the scraping
edge and inverse retouch forming a small tang. From
below the Bronze Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B160201).
6Knife with cortex retained along one edge; the cutting
edge is produced by flat retouch. Similar stratification
to No 5, and less than a metre away (B168201).
7 Part of a thin scraper or knife. From soil beneath the
Bronze Age rampart (B143201).
8 Pièce esquillée on distal fragment of blade or flake
which bears a blue-white patina matched only by No 26
among the Breiddin flints. Its patination and secure
stratification below the Bronze Age occupation soil
behind the rampart show that it is not a gun-flint,
despite its appearance (B013916).
9 Part of a calcined scraper. From immediately above
undisturbed subsoil behind the rampart (B041133).
(Not illustrated.)
10 Small hammer-stone or strike-a-light on an elon-
gated nodule with extensive bruising on one terminal
and slight damage on the other. Similar stratification to
No 9 (B040907).
11 Leaf arrowhead, probably of type 3B (Green 1980),
with tip missing. Of dark yellow-brown flint. From
close to undisturbed subsoil in the interior (B700409).
12 Transverse arrowhead of chisel type (Green 1980),
retouched along two sides and with utilization on the
chisel edge. Slightly fire-crackled. Translucent grey
flint. From the junction of Bronze Age occupation soil
and earlier deposits behind the rampart (B013738).
13 Transverse arrowhead of oblique type (Green 1980),
with flat retouch extending onto both broad surfaces.
Translucent grey flint. From the core of the Bronze Age
rampart (B013814).
14 Small calcined plano-convex knife with flat invasive
retouch. Found on the dump, in spoil derived from the
core of the Bronze Age rampart or below (B160001).
15 Small plano-convex knife with the tip missing; flat
pressure-flaking covers most of the upper surface and
there is some bulbar retouch. From the junction of Iron
Age rampart core and Bronze Age occupation soil
(B140601).
16 Thumb-nail scraper on a poorly struck flake. From
layer D in Buckbean Pond (B644009).
17 Thumb-nail scale-flaked scraper on a primary flake
with cortex retained over much of the upper surface.
From a Romano-British context behind the rampart
(B049701).

Fig 50 (opposite) Flintwork and polished stone axes.
Scale 2:3
All except the following came from the rampart cuttings:
Nos 1, 16,19 and 25 from Buckbean Pond; Nos 3, 11, 23,
33 and 34 from B7; No 31 from B3-4-5. Nos 1 and 16
were in pond deposits dated respectively c 5000 bc and
c 3000–1200 bc; Nos 4–12 were in contexts pre-dating the
late Bronze Age rampart; the rest were in late Bronze
Age or later contexts, or were unstratified.

18 Small knife with extensive flat retouch along one
edge and resolved retouch at one end; the other long
side has intermittent steep retouch. From Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the rampart (B041333).
19 Barbed and tanged arrowhead, of ‘Sutton b’ type
(Green 1980). From layer C on the margins of
Buckbean Pond (B643001).
20 Part of a calcined flake or blade with flat edge
retouch. From the core of the Bronze Age rampart
(B041703).
21 Short ‘transverse end-scraper’ with flattish retouch,
on thermally fractured piece of flint. From Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the rampart (B140703).
22 Burned and fragmentary scraper or knife of uniden-
tifiable type. Similar stratification to No 21 (B167501).
(Not illustrated.)
23 Small knife with moderately steep retouch down
both edges. From soil cut by Iron Age postholes in the
interior (B700311).
24 Retouched flake. From an Iron Age deposit behind
the rampart (B1459C). (Not illustrated.)
25 End-scraper with cortex retained along part of one
side. From layer B in Buckbean Pond (B631003).
26 Short blade; steep retouch or damage at the broader
end is secondary to the blue-white patina (see also No
8). From a Romano-British or later deposit behind the
rampart (B040309).
27 Irregular flake with utilization on proximal end and
inversely on one side. From a superficial deposit behind
the rampart (B020203).
28 Long irregular blade with traces of utilization on
both sides. Similar stratification to No 27 (B022606).
29 Transverse flake with retouch on ventral surface,
possibly to form scraper edge. Unstratified in the
interior (B375512). (Not illustrated.)
30 Utilized blade with flat retouch down one side and at
the tip; there are no signs of use on the other long edge.
Platform missing. Unstratified in the interior
(B510217).
31 Distal fragments of end-scraper, secondarily bruised
and polished at one end, perhaps through conversion to
a fabricator or strike-a-light. From topsoil in the
interior (B410101).
32 Denticulate end-scraper on blade. Found on a
quarry road, but probably derived from recent
workings north of Buckbean Pond (B000006). (Not
illustrated.)
33 Crude scraper on a thick triangular flake, with a
faceted striking-platform and cortex preserved along
one edge; the scraping edge has been damaged in anti-
quity. From quarry workings north of Buckbean Pond
(B700001).
34 Heavy triangular-sectioned blade, with cortex
preserved along part of one edge and signs of wear on
the other, perhaps from use as a knife. Same derivation
as No 33 (B700002).
34a Core trimming flake with bifacial retouch along
opposed edge. Unstratified in interior (B365101; not
illustrated).
35 Small fragment from the butt of a polished stone
axe, belonging petrologically to the Group VII (Graig
Lwyd) group of factories. From the core of the Bronze
Age rampart (B157608; numbered MO39 in the CBA’s
implement petrology list).
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36 Part of the cutting edge of a slender polished stone
axe, much battered and possibly burned. Assigned pet-
rologically to the Group VI (Great Langdale/Scafell
Pike) group of factories. The remaining fragment
probably represents rather less than half the original
length; the straight sides seem to be converging only
slightly towards the butt which would thus have been
broad and thin. From Iron Age occupation soil behind
the rampart (B146802; numbered MO40 in the CBA’s
implement petrology list).

7.2 Neolithic and early Bronze Age
pottery
By F M Lynch and A M Gibson
The fabric attributions in this section are taken from a
report on the early prehistoric pottery fabrics by T C
Darvill, which appears in microfiche as Chapter 13.1.
Several small groups of Neolithic/early Bronze Age
pottery were recovered from the southern end of the
hill. The sherds were widely scattered in a variety of
contexts and it would be unsafe to treat them as a
securely associated group. The inclusion of Nos 36a
and 42–44 with the other early pottery in Figure 51 is
based largely on similarities of fabric, and should be
approached with caution.
36a Four very thin and hard-fired sherds from the
rampart cuttings, so alike that they almost certainly
belong to the same pot. A rim-sherd came from the core
of the Bronze Age rampart (B041714) and two small
body-sherds from the occupation soil behind it, about
3 m away (B041584/87); all three were from the last
scrapings of these deposits and may in fact have been
from the top of the underlying soil. A small carinated
sherd came from the Bronze Age occupation soil about
15 m away (B033720).

The fabric is very different from the rest of the Bronze
Age pottery from the Breiddin and a Neolithic date may
be more likely. The sherds are in a compact black clay
with abundant minutely crushed light-coloured inclu-
sions (Fabric 5). One sherd comes from the rim of an
open bowl, but a flake has removed much of the outer
surface; a sharp rim-profile seems probable, as in the
illustration, but there might alternatively have been an
added strip to form a rolled or externally thickened rim.
A very small sherd with a simple shoulder carination is
also present, but it does not join the rim directly and the
resulting reconstruction is conjectural.

The distinctive fabric links the sherds with a few from
other Neolithic sites in Wales, though these are the first
to give any idea of shape. Twelve comparable pieces
come from the megalithic tomb at Pant y Saer,
Anglesey, where they were found alongside undecorat-
ed wares with large rims generally assigned to the
middle Neolithic (Lynch 1969, 157). A similar date
might be suggested for the Severn-Cotswold tomb at Ty
Isaf, Powys, where a few unpublished sherds of thin
black ware accompanied the more numerous hemis-
pherical, hard, corky bowls. A single featureless sherd
with a burnished surface and very well-crushed mica-
ceous inclusions was found in a rubbish pit probably

contemporary with the ‘house’ at Llandegai, Gwynedd.
Charcoal from a posthole of this ‘house’ yielded a
radiocarbon date of 3290 ± 150 bc (NPL-223; Houlder
1968, 219). One might also quote two sherds from
Lligwy tomb, Gwynedd, which have normally been
assigned a Late Neolithic date because of the possible
Beaker sherd from the chamber; though much lighter in
colour, they are equally thin, and similar in texture to
the Breiddin sherds (Lynch 1969, 159). Pottery similar
to No 36a therefore forms an ill-considered component
of several Neolithic assemblages which may range
widely in date. So far it has not been recognised
amongst those groups which include Peterborough
sherds, and the Breiddin sherds could perhaps be seen
as evidence for some activity on the hill at a slightly
earlier date than that represented by the probable Peter-
borough sherds (No 37). When such small quantities
are involved, however, any conclusions must be ex-
tremely tentative.
37 About 100 small sherds of black pottery with quartz
inclusions (Fabric 1), decorated with whipped-cord
maggots. The sherds include eleven from the rim and
seven from the neck or shoulder. There is little doubt
that they all belong to the same vessel but there are no
joining sherds which give a complete profile. The
maggot impressions on the top of the rim are deeply
impressed and lie close together; those on the inner and
outer surfaces are less distinct, especially below the
shoulder. The top of the rim varies in shape from
sharply flattened or externally bevelled to almost
rounded. The fracture shows a markedly laminated
texture, with join voids visible in some places, par-
ticularly at the shoulder, and the rim made by folding
the clay back on itself. The core is black and the
surfaces are black to very dark grey. From a yellow soil
sealed by the late Bronze Age levels towards the
southern end of the rampart cuttings (1509, 87 sherds),
with fourteen sherds from later deposits nearby (1577,
1578, 1582 and 1592).

The vessel’s form is likely to be an open bowl with an
out-turned and externally-bevelled rim above a concave
neck typical of the stylistically earlier phases of the
Peterborough tradition to which the vessel clearly
belongs. It would be unwise to try and place the vessel
too precisely within the sequence for Peterborough
pottery because it is not yet clear whether any meaning-
ful local groups will emerge for Welsh later Neolithic
impressed wares. Within Wales, the best parallel is to be
found amongst the pottery from the pre-tomb settle-
ment at Bryn yr Hen Bobl, Anglesey (Lynch 1969, fig
58, nos 12, 15 and 16); the date of this settlement is not
established very closely, but it may lie towards the end
of the 3rd millennium (for discussion of the Bryn yr
Hen Bobl material and of Neolithic pottery from Wales
generally see Lynch 1969, 161–173. However, the Bryn
yr Hen Bobl associations have recently been reassessed;
see Gresham 1985, 225–7).
38 Two heavy rim-sherds (Fabric 4) from a vessel of
uncertain shape, and an apparently thinner body sherd,
too damaged for illustration. The top of the rim is
decorated with diagonal lines of very thick whipped-
cord impressions; no decoration is visible on the outside
but the inside has two lines of deep circular impressions,
the complex base of which suggests they may have been
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Fig 51 Neolithic and early Bronze Age pottery. Scale 1:2
Nos 37 and 40 came from close to undisturbed subsoil in the rampart cuttings, and Nos 36a and 39 from the Bronze
Age rampart core and occupation soil behind it. Nos 38, 41 and 42 were unstratified B-3-4-5 in the interior.

made with the end of a bird bone. The surface is brown
to reddish-brown on the outside and brown on top of
the rim; the inner surface is mottled black, with a
network of small cracks. The fabric changes from red-
brown to black about half-way through the core. Un-
stratified in the interior (B360104, B360109, B370321).

The sherds almost certainly belong to a Food Vessel
Urn. The best parallel amongst Food Vessels (though in
a fabric differing from the Breiddin example) would
seem to be the one from Llanasa, Clwyd, with a similar
rim and the same circular impression, but in this case on
the outside of the vessel (Savory 1956-9, fig 3, no 9).
Bone or reed impressions also occur on Food Vessels
from Whitford, Clwyd and Llanllechid, Gwynedd
(Savory 1956-9, fig 4, no 1, fig 11, no 1).
39 Four tiny sherds, two of them with incised decora-
tion. The quartz inclusions are similar to those in No
37, but the fabric is softer, having a reddish-brown
outer surface, a black core and a brown or black inner
surface, in one case mottled and cracked like that of No
38. Three sherds from the core of the Bronze Age
rampart, a fourth from an Iron Age deposit nearby
(B141907-9, B105602). Taken on their own, these
sherds would perhaps more probably be considered
Bronze Age, though their fabric shows affinities with
the Neolithic sherds represented by Nos 37 and 38.
40 Two body-sherds of typical Beaker pottery (Fabric
3), with lines of comb-stamped decoration. In the larger
sherd the inner half of the fabric is buff, and the outer
half red with what may be a buff slip on the outer
surface, which has been well smoothed. The firing of the

smaller sherd is slightly different, the inner half being
buff/grey and the outer half pink/beige. From the
surface of undisturbed subsoil behind the rampart,
about a metre from one another (B041309, B041340).
The sherds are characteristic of the neatly decorated,
thin-walled Beakers which may be found in either
domestic or funerary contexts, though too little survives
for  worthwhile  comment  on the type of  Beaker
involved.
41 A group of 20 sherds, including three rim-sherds
(one too small for illustration) and two fragments of
thick plain base, one of them too damaged for illustra-
tion (Fabric 2). The largest of the body sherds shows a
smooth curve suggesting a rounded belly. The rim-
sherds are slightly thickened and moulded below the
rim. The true angle of the rim cannot certainly be
determined but a sharp internal curving of the body
profile suggests a bipartite vessel with an inturned
closed mouth. One of the rim-sherds has worn traces of
internal finger-nail decoration, as do some of the body
sherds and the illustrated fragment of base, though
these finger-nail impressions may be accidental rather
than decorative. The external surface is smooth and
brick-red on the biggest of the body sherds, but tends
towards buff or light brown on some of the smaller
pieces, though still with a reddish tinge. The break is
red-brown to buff throughout. All but one of the sherds
came from fairly close to one another in successive spits
of soil in the interior (B4002-5); the remaining sherd
came from an undated posthole a few metres away
(B3660). The sherds probably fall within the general
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category of undecorated Beaker-associated domestic
pottery or more likely undecorated Food Vessel judging
from the inturned rim.
42 A group of 27 poorly preserved sherds in Fabric 4.
There are two base-sherds, one of them too small for
illustration. The colouring is not quite as red-brown as
No 41, but is distinctive enough to suggest that the
sherds do not belong to the normal range of late Bronze
Age wares from the site; a similar date to No 41 seems
probable. From a similar context to No 41, but a few
metres to the south-west (sherds from B4101-6).
43 A group of 89 tiny sherds, including one which may
be a crudely-formed flattened rim (too uncertain for
illustration); none of the sherds is big enough to give
any idea of the vessel shape. The colouring is similar to
No 42. The sherds were scattered over a length of about
6m, both in the upper part of the Bronze Age rampart
(1576/1669/1681, 86 pieces) and in its lower part (1684,
three pieces). Possibly Fabric 4 on basis of macroscopic
examination.
44 A small group of six practically formless sherds, with
fewer inclusions and more buff colouring than No 43,
but of the same general character. Found close together
in a basal soil behind the rampart (1682); the same soil
produced the flint knife illustrated as No 6. Possibly
Fabric 4 on basis of macroscopic examination. (Not
illustrated.)

7.3 Later Bronze Age Pottery
The fabric attributions in this section are taken from a
report on the later prehistoric pottery fabrics by Elaine
Morris, which appears in microfiche as Chapter 13.2.

Excluding the sherds described in other sections, just
over 1940 pieces of coarse prehistoric pottery were
recovered during the excavations, about half of them
from stratified or notionally stratified contexts in the
rampart cuttings, and the remainder from less secure
situations in the interior. The vast bulk of the sherds
came from the southern end of the hill, with less than a
score from the excavations in the area of Buckbean
Pond (B6 and B7). About half were less than 20 mm
across, and individual pots were rarely represented by
more than two or three pieces. Similarly, a few of the
rim forms were reproduced more than half a dozen
times, and it is impossible to estimate the number of
vessels or the relative proportions of the various types.
It seems probable, however, that the majority, if not all,
of the pottery shown in Figures 52 and 53 derives from
the late Bronze Age occupation. A few anomalous
sherds illustrated in Figure 54 may also belong to the
same period, especially Nos 105, 106 and 108.

Of the 873 securely stratified sherds from prehistoric
levels in the rampart cuttings, 697 (80%) came from
certain or almost certain Bronze Age contexts and only
176 (20%) from the Iron Age rampart and occupation
levels. The securely stratified Bronze Age material
provides a control group as regards form and fabric,
and only a handful of sherds from the later deposits
remain unmatched in one or both respects in the earlier
group. Even these seem quite acceptable as rubbish

survival from the earlier levels, taking account of the
variability of the control sample. Some of the pottery
undoubtedly preceded the construction of the first
defence, since a number of sherds were recovered from
the rampart core and half a dozen from underneath it.
In terms of form and fabric no distinction could be
drawn between the sherds found in or under the
rampart and those from the occupation levels behind it.

There was considerable variation in the colour range
and inclusions of the control sample, each of the
rampart cuttings producing one or two variations
which did not occur in the other trenches. It seems
probable, therefore, that other varieties would be found
if the deposits were sampled more widely. Consequent-
ly, the absence of a precise match in the control sample
does not necessarily imply a different date for sherds
recovered from later deposits or from unstratified
positions in the interior (eg Nos 79, 80 and 92).

About 980 sherds of similar coarse pottery were re-
covered from excavations in the interior of the fort
(about 540 from B3, 230 from B4, 180 from B5 and 30
from B6 and B7). Using the stratified pottery from the
rampart as a control sample, the 980 or so sherds from
the interior were examined individually. With very few
exceptions they could be matched precisely or very
closely in the control sample, and a number of the
unmatched sherds came from deposits which otherwise
produced only well matched Bronze Age types.

Fabric
The fabric varies widely in colour, texture and gritting,
but is impossible to divide into distinct groups. In the
catalogue of illustrated sherds, detailed descriptions of
colouring and fabric are given in only a few instances,
to show the range of variability within the category as
a whole. Although some of the descriptions appear very
different from others, sherds of intermediate character
can always be found, the pottery representing a widely
variable continuum rather than a series of separate and
distinct types. Two easily identifiable variants are a
slightly thinner grey-brown ware typified by No 76, and
a black ‘oatmealy’ fabric best represented by No 53. A
few of the thinner sherds are buff throughout, or nearly
so (eg Nos 47, 51, 62), and a small number have a grey
core with a very thin orange or red surface colouring,
like No 78. These variations all occur in securely strati-
fied Bronze Age contexts, along with two carinated
sherds in slightly anomalous fabrics (Nos 50 and 64).
The thickness of body-sherds is usually about 10 mm,
with a few pieces below 8 mm and even fewer above
12 mm. Bases, however, can be considerably thicker.

The most typical surface colouring is dull mid-
brown, but the range covers anything from buff to very
dark brown or almost black. The surface sometimes has
a greyish tinge, but there is almost never anything
approaching red, orange or yellow. Many of the light-
coloured sherds have numerous small red, brown or
black inclusions, probably clay pellets incorporated in
the paste. The colour is often darker at the rim than
lower on the body, and single sherds can vary from
almost black to buff. The inside of the pot is often a
different colour from the outside, sometimes lighter but
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usually darker and rather duller, the colour not in-
frequently changing half way across the top of the rim.

The core is sometimes almost black, but usually dark
brown, greyish-brown or grey; occasionally sherds are
buff or brown throughout. The core colour can range
from black or grey to buff in a single sherd. The surface
colouring may grade imperceptibly into the core co-
louring, or persist throughout the full thickness of the
sherd. In other cases there is a distinct division 1–3 mm
below the surface. Occasionally the surface appears to
be little more than a slip, often only patchily preserved.

The surface is usually rough and irregular; a few
sherds are relatively smooth, but even on these the
surface is fairly uneven. Frequently there are grits con-
cealed just below the surface or protruding through it,
so that most sherds are fairly harsh to the touch. There
are no sherds which could be described as ‘sandy’, nor
any which could be classed as fine wares. A number of
sherds have a brushed or wiped appearance on one or
both surfaces. The surface is often cracked or crazed.

The sherds are invariably gritted with angular
crushed stone, often very coarse, with individual pieces
up to 10 mm or more across; usually there is a fair
amount of smaller grit also. The petrology of eight
well-stratified sherds or variable appearance, and of
four others from less secure contexts, was examined by
Elaine Morris, whose report is included as microfiche
Chapter 13.2. Rock inclusions have been identified as
coming from a naturally weathering diabase rock, most
likely the dolerite of the Breiddin itself (Fabric 6). Other
fabrics identified in smaller quantities in certain or
possible late Bronze Age contexts are described in mi-
crofiche Chapter 13.2; the most notable vessel is No 108
(Figure 54 and Chapter 7.5 below). Relatively local
manufacture is implied, except for some very fragmen-
tary and hence unillustrated sherds gritted with mixed
rhyolite and dolerite (Fabric 9, probably derived from
the Cheshire Plain region; see microfiche Chapter 13.2
and discussion of briquetage/stony VCP in Chapter 7.7,
including Table 3).

Vessel forms
The sherds illustrated in Figures 52 and 53 represent the
full range of rim forms recovered during the excava-
tions, the most complete example being chosen for
illustration in each case. Sherds from uncertain or un-
stratified contexts are included only where they extend
the range of forms or fabrics represented in the more
secure Bronze Age deposits. All of the decorated or
possibly decorated sherds have been illustrated. Base
sherds have not generally been shown, since few could
be related even tentatively to shaped body-sherds or
rims. All were flattened, and about equally divided
between those with a sharp junction between wall and
base, a rounded junction, and a slight and rather ir-
regularly pinched foot. Although a few were smaller,
most seemed to come from bases 130–180 mm in
diameter, with side-walls rarely diverging more than 15°
from the vertical. The under-surfaces occasionally had
a covering of finely crushed stone.

The illustrated rim-sherds are in most cases irregular
and of no great size. As a result, the angle of the rim or
vessel wall is sometimes conjectural, as indicated in the

catalogue entries. The illustrated diameters are mostly
approximations, with a possible variation of 25 mm or
so on either side in most cases.

The vessel forms are simple and include occasional
shouldered or carinated forms. The vessels are not
large, 200–250 mm being the typical diameter at the
rim. The height can rarely be determined. Most of the
sherds seem to belong to barrel-shaped, conical or
situlate jars, though there are a few rims which
probably belong to open bowls. There are two small
carinated vessels (Nos 50 and 64). The rims are often
rounded, but more typically flattened or internally
bevelled, sometimes with a slight lip on the outside. In
the case of No 72 this has become quite prominent, and
in No 89 the internal profile has been smoothed into the
body of the pot so that the rim is better described as
slightly everted rather than internally bevelled. There is
at least one vessel with an out-turned flange (No 49)
but none displaying a distinct thickening of the vessel
wall at the rim; indeed, where there is any attempt at
modelling of the rim it usually consists of a slight
squeezing of the clay externally, so as to produce an
almost imperceptible neck just below the rim (cf Nos 45,
92).

Decoration is rare. The finger-marks on Nos 48 and
86 probably result from poor workmanship, and too
little remains of Nos 63 and 90 to be certain whether the
finger pinching and nail marks are intentional. The
impressed marks on Nos 69 and 80 are not entirely
convincing as decoration, though the latter gains
credence from the carefully made circle impression on
No 79, found nearby. In this case, however, the fabric
of both is rather anomalous, and survival or intrusion
from another period would not be out of the question.
Apart from No 79 and the horizontal cordon on No 76,
the only certain decoration, therefore, is the delicate
cabling on the rim of No 70.

Discussion
Petrological analysis suggests that the Breiddin pottery
was locally made. The vessel forms are simple, with few
distinctive traits for contrast or comparison with other
sites. In practice, there are no worthwhile assemblages
of middle or later Bronze Age domestic pottery from
Wales or the West Midlands, and comparisons with
sites as distant and as different as Ivinghoe Beacon,
Buckinghamshire, Runnymede Bridge, Surrey or
Eldon’s Seat, Dorset seem of tenuous value. The
pottery is therefore presented without further comment,
as a control sample of late Bronze Age pottery from a
defended hilltop settlement in the central Welsh Border-
land in about the 8th century bc.

Illustrated pottery from the rampart cuttings
(Figure 52)

Nos 45–52 came from the core of the Bronze Age
rampart or from associated features, Nos 53–64 from
Bronze Age occupation deposits sealed by the Iron Age
rampart, and Nos 65–71 from continuations of the
same deposits behind the line of the Iron Age rampart.
45 Flattened rim, squeezed externally to form a slight
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Fig 52 Late Bronze Age pottery from the rampart cuttings. Scale 1:3
Nos 45-52 came from the Bronze Age rampart, Nos 53-64 from occupation deposits sealed by the Iron Age rampart,
and Nos 65-71 from Bronze Age deposits behind the line of the Iron Age rampart.
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and rather irregular neck; horizontal wiping on the
inner surface (B157601).
46 Flattened rim, probably from a more open-mouthed
vessel (B157610).
47 Rounded rim in a buff fabric, probably from a fairly
small thin-walled vessel; the gritting is quite fine and
there is a touch of grey on the core at one point
(B157609).
48 Uneven shoulder sherd, with finger impressions
which are probably too poorly formed for deliberate
decoration (B157602).
49 Two sherds from a flanged rim, with only a small
part of the vessel wall remaining; the surface is irregular
but fairly smooth, probably because of the untypically
sparse gritting; the general appearance is rather similar
to No 76 (B141001/03). A similar rim, even more frag-
mentary, came from an unstratified situation in the
interior.
50 Two sherds from a small carinated vessel, slightly
convex below the shoulder and also probably above it,
but too damaged for certainty; in a soft buff fabric with
patches of grey in the core and only small to medium
grits (B013104, B013804).
51 Tiny rim sherd in a buff fabric (B158502).
52 Flattened rim with only one face remaining, from
one of the rampart postholes (B101001).
53 Several sherds from one or more vessels with a
slightly flaring flat-topped rim. The fabric is dark
greyish-brown throughout, almost black in some cases;
it is very hard and well fired, with the grits more
numerous and finely crushed than usual (though not
different petrologically), so that both the break and the
surfaces have an ‘oatmealy’ appearance; the surfaces
are particularly harsh to the touch (B157724, B157730,
B140710; plus B155108, B156806, B153502 and
B154103 from unsealed or later deposits).
54 Rim-sherd, either from an open vessel with a flat rim
or a narrower-mouthed vessel with an internally
bevelled rim; light brown to buff throughout (B013108).
55 Flattened rim-sherd, one of many from this and
other deposits which give little clue to the form of the
vessel  (B041607).
56 Sharply rounded rim-sherd, illustrated for the same
reason as No 55 (B041458).
57 Short neck and rounded rim above a rounded
shoulder or belly; exceedingly coarse and heavily gritted
(B013743).
58 Ill-formed rounded rim, probably from a vessel with
a barrel-shaped or globular profile (B013759).
59 Several rim-sherds, probably from a single vessel
with a short upright neck and flat rim above a sloping
shoulder; halfway across the rim the colour changes
from dull dark brown on the outer surface to buff with
red and brown spots internally, the core of the fabric
being similarly divided; the faces are cracked and
uneven, with many grits standing proud of the surface
and others just below it (B157103; plus B155102,
B155110, B156606 and B153503 from unsealed or later
deposits).
60 Several sherds, probably from a single rather thin-
walled vessel with internally bevelled rim; in places the
internal bevel has been pinched into a slight lip on the
outside (B140615, B140704/13/14; plus B155002 and
B155101-2 from an unsealed deposit and a pit).

61 Heavy internally bevelled rim (B041470).
62 Rounded rim from a thin-walled vessel in a buff
rather finely gritted fabric similar to No 47 (B013741).
63 Two small rim-sherds, probably from a single vessel,
in a dark brown fabric; both have finger-pinching on
the top of the rim, but too little remains to show
whether this is deliberate decoration or simply poor
finishing (B161004, B167105).
64 A single sherd from a small thin-walled vessel with
a concave profile above a fairly sharp carination, and a
convex profile below it; the slip-like surface is dark
brown outside and mid-brown inside on a grey or
greyish-brown core; the outer surface is rather uneven,
but fairly smooth to the touch (B013760).
65 Rim and joining body sherd from a rather irregular,
apparently hemispherical bowl; buff with a pinkish
tinge in places on the outside, and greyish on the inside
with a grey core (B041512–3).
66 Heavy rounded rim, probably from an open bowl
(B041616).
67 Heavy and irregular sherd, squeezed externally to
form a slightly hollow neck below the flattened rim
(B041617).
68 Rather thin flattened rim (B167204).
69 Small body-sherd, buff throughout and bearing a
small impressed mark which might be deliberate deco-
ration rather than the place where a grit has fallen out;
see Nos 79 and 80 (B149104, found on the exposed
surface of the Bronze Age occupation deposits after a
summer break).
70 Several small sherds from a rim with shallow but
quite delicately formed cable decoration; rather smooth
and ‘soapy’ to the touch, with only a few very small
grits (B149106, B148502; plus B105801, B105901 from
later deposits nearby).
71 Two sharply rounded rim-sherds from a vessel
curving in towards the rim (B154602/03).

Illustrated pottery from the interior (Figure 53)

The only clearly stratified sherds from the interior were
those found in a series of working-hollows, furnaces
and pits in B51 and those within or sealed by an
apparent midden in B3 (3103; see Chapter 3.3); intru-
sive material cannot be ruled out in the latter deposit,
as is shown by the few pieces of briquetage and Roman
pottery recovered from it. In Figure 53, Nos 72–76
came from the pits and furnaces and Nos 77–80 from in
or under the ‘midden’. Nos 81–92 were unstratified or
came from features of uncertain or post-Bronze Age
date, but are so similar in fabric and form that they
seem likely to belong with the rest of the Bronze Age
pottery.
72 About half of a fairly squat jar, slightly constricted
at the top and with the rim squeezed up to give the
appearance of a very short neck with internal bevel. The
fabric is coarse, with many grits at and just below the
surface; there are vertical wiping marks on the inside of
the body, changing to horizontal marks round the
lower part of the rim. A black encrustation surrounds
parts of the rim externally. The surface colouring varies
from mid-brown to dark brown both internally and
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Fig 53 Late Bronze Age pottery from the interior (B3-4-5). Scale 1:3
Nos 72-76 came from the Bronze Age metal-working complex illustrated in Fig 32, and Nos 77-80 from in or beneath
‘midden’ 3103 (Fig 31); the rest were unstratified, or came from undated features.
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externally. From a pit with associated radiocarbon date
of 710 ± 80 bc (HAR-1223). (B516147).
73 Four sherds from a wide-mouthed vessel with the
clay slightly squeezed externally below a sharply flat-
tened rim; much small and medium-sized grit at and
just below the surface. From the upper part of a
complex of working-hollows and furnaces which
produced a radiocarbon date of 610 ± 90 bc (HAR-
1224). (B516403/04/09/12).
74 Thin roughly-flattened rim with an upright neck
above a sloping shoulder or belly; rather like of No 76
in fabric and shape, but more coarsely gritted. From the
same pit as No 72 (B516119).
75 Sharply rounded rim, either slightly flaring, as
shown, or from a vessel with a short neck merging into
a sloping shoulder or belly. From a furnace in B51
(B512301).
76 Four rounded rim-sherds, one of them joining a
body-sherd which bears a horizontal cordon; illustrated
together with a base-sherd in identical fabric, which
almost certainly belongs to the same pot. The very
slight cordon is pinched up from the clay at the widest
point on the belly, but there is no distinct shoulder; the
short upright neck is narrowed, and horizontally
rippled internally. The base has a slightly out-turned
foot. The height of the vessel is uncertain, because there
is no direct join to the cordoned body-sherd. The fabric
is rather distinctive (though confirmed as Fabric 6 by
thin section analysis), with a grey core and relatively
smooth slip-like surfaces varying in colour from dull
mid-brown to light brown. There are numerous other
body-sherds in similar fabric both from the interior and
from secure Bronze Age contexts behind the rampart;
most of them are relatively thin – only 6–9mm in
average thickness, as against the more usual 8-12 mm;
the surfaces often contain numerous small red and
brown inclusions, though these are not particularly
evident in No 76. The cordon and joining rim sherd
came from the ‘midden’, and the other sherds from
nearby (B310332, B350802, B360103, B360204,
B360501).
77 Fifteen rim, shoulder and body-sherds from a very
short-necked situlate jar with a slightly constricted rim
which is flat in some places, rounded in others; very
uneven, with the external colouring changing from dark
brown above the shoulder to light brown below it; both
internal and external surfaces have faint horizontal
wiping. From 3110 and 3210, spits of soil overlaid by
the edge of the ‘midden’. Six similar rim-sherds of
slightly varying sizes from other contexts in the interior
show that this may have been a common vessel form,
with possible parallels behind the rampart in Nos 57
and 59.
78 Flattened rim, too irregular to show which is the
inside of the vessel; on a light grey core the sherd has a
thick slip-like surface, greyish on one side and buff to
bright orange on the other. From below the edge of the
‘midden’ (B350312). Half-a-dozen similar sherds, some
with an almost gritless grey core, were recovered from
various parts of the site, including one from a well-stra-
tified Bronze Age context behind the rampart.
79 Poorly preserved body-sherd, with a quite well-made
impressed circle, perhaps on a raised cordon though the
sherd is too small for certainty. Buff on the outer

surface and in the core, tending to pinkish on the inner
surface; many small sharp multi-coloured grits; a
slightly anomalous fabric. From the ‘midden’, about
2 m from No 80 (B310322).
80 Poorly preserved body-sherd with a rather irregular
impressed mark. From the ‘midden’, about 2 m from
No 79, which it resembles in fabric, though the pinkish
tinge is more prominent (B310324).
81 Roughly rounded rim, slightly sharper on the inner
edge than the outer; probably from an open bowl.
Unstratified (B325702).
82 Rather thin flat-topped sherd from a vessel with a
conical neck or body. Unstratified (B321201).
83 Three sherds from a high-necked or conical vessel
with flat rim. Unstratified (B321111, B321408,
B329901).
84 Joining sherds from an open-mouthed vessel with
the coarsely flattened rim squeezed externally to give
the appearance of an extremely short neck; the surfaces
are very irregular (B359902, unstratified; B355201,
from an undated posthole).
85 Rim-sherd from an open-mouthed vessel, slightly
expanded both internally and externally in the forma-
tion of a sharply flattened rim. From a gully concentric
with Iron Age roundhouse R13 (B329807).
86 Irregular rim-sherd, probably from a vessel with an
external bevel, but alternatively from one with a flat-
tened rim like Nos 84 or 85. The rim has been formed
by squeezing the clay between the forefinger (on the top
of the rim) and the thumb (just below it, externally); the
thumb and nail marks below the rim appear too ir-
regular to be deliberate decoration. Unstratified
(B500501).
87 Upright flattened rim, slightly lipped externally; buff
to light brown throughout. Unstratified (B310701).
88 Much of the base but only a little of the side wall of
a vessel which, to judge from a body-sherd found with
it (No 88A), may have had a more or less upright neck
above a sloping shoulder or belly. Eight joining sherds
and five others, found in a group close to the surface of
undisturbed subsoil (B510632).
89 Numerous rim and body sherds from a vessel rather
similar to No 72, but with the rim slightly higher extern-
ally and merging more gently into the body internally,
so that it appears slightly everted. There are horizontal
wiping marks below the rim internally, and the potter’s
fingers have left vertical marks on the lower part of the
largest sherd externally; the surfaces are very coarse and
uneven. Despite the size of the sherds the correct angle
and diameter are a little uncertain. From a shallow
depression in the surface of undisturbed subsoil
(B400426, B406801).
90 Rounded rim-sherd with what may be a finger-nail
mark on the outer edge. From an Iron Age posthole
(B507501).
91 Sharply flattened rim from a fairly thin-walled
vessel; slightly pinkish in places but in other respects
within the general range of the Bronze Age fabrics.
Unstratified (B410403).
92 Flattened rim, squeezed externally to form a very
slight neck; nail marks at the bottom of the neck show
that it was finished with horizontal movements of the
potter’s fingers. Unstratified (B520408). Another un-
stratified sherd in a rather anomalous light reddish
fabric appeared to belong to a similar rim (B311404).
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7.4 Iron Age pottery
Relatively little pottery can be confidently attributed to
the Iron Age occupation (Nos 93–104, Fig 54). A few
other sherds are probably or possibly of Iron Age date
(including Nos 107, 111 in Figure 54).

Eleven sherds, from at least two vessels, tempered
with igneous and metamorphic rocks, were recovered
from the interior (Nos 93–4); they belong to Fabric 10
in the Breiddin series, corresponding petrologically to
Peacock’s Group A ware, with a probable origin in the
area of the Malvern Hills (Peacock 1968). A larger
group of 170 vesicular sherds, from behind the rampart
and from the interior, belong to Fabric 11 (Group D in
Morris 1981, 151–3); they are shown by thin sectioning
to have been tempered with limestone of a kind found
near Martley, just north of the Malvern Hills. At least
eight vessels are involved (Nos 95–102), plus at least one
more from the hillfort entrance (O’Neil 1937, 116). In
addition, a single sandstone-tempered jar (No 103),
represented by about 50 sherds, was recovered from a
pit in the interior, ‘within’ Iron Age roundhouse R9 and
dated by radiocarbon analysis to 375 ± 63 bc (BM-863).
Also attributed to the Iron Age on the basis of fabric
analysis is the base of a small jar from the Buckbean
Pond deposits, No 104 (Fabric 13 in microfiche Chapter
13.2).

Initial petrological examinations of the pottery was
carried out by David Williams, whose earlier work has
now been included in a report by Elaine Morris in
microfiche Chapter 13.2. Vessels Nos 94, 96, 102, and
103 have been allocated to the Breiddin fabric series on
the basis of microscopic examination of thin sections;
the other attributions in the following schedule are
based on macroscopic examination.

The eleven Fabric 10/Group A sherds all come from
Area B3-4-5 in the interior of the hillfort. Two small
sherds were found in the postholes of Iron Age four-
posters, but the other nine were unstratified; five of
them came from a small undecorated jar, No 93, and
two others from the rim of a crudely stamped vessel, No
94. The fabric is hard, dark brown to black on the
surface, which is sometimes almost burnished, and
grey-brown to black in the interior.

Of the 170 vesicular sherds assigned to Fabric 11, 138
came from the rampart cuttings; only 32 came from the
interior of the hillfort, fifteen from B7 and the remain-
der from B3-4-5. Ten of those from B7 were from the
digging-out pit of a four-poster posthole, with an asso-
ciated radiocarbon date of 100 ± 80 bc (HAR-1617);
three or perhaps four of those from B3-4-5 came from
four-poster postholes, but the rest were unstratified or
from otherwise undated features.

Of the 138 vesicular sherds from behind the rampart,
over a 100 came from the middle and later levels in the
Iron Age sequence, associated with or cut by four-
poster postholes; a few sherds came from the postholes
themselves. In these occupation deposits they were con-
sistently accompanied by briquetage, and there are
associated radiocarbon dates 201 ± 31 bc and 192 ± 31
bc (BM-1158, BM-1159). A few sherds in the Romano-
British and later levels, treated here as residual from the
Iron Age occupation, might alternatively have been
featureless pieces of the Romano-British calcite-gritted

fabric described as Nos 128 and 129 in Chapter 7.6. No
more than half a dozen sherds could arguably be related
to the occupation of the roundhouses in the lower part
of the sequence behind the rampart. There are rim-
sherds from at least four vessels, decorated body-sherds
from three others, and a plain base (Nos 95–102). The
fabric is uniformly vesicular; the sherds are consequent-
ly light and corky in appearance, and in most cases
extremely fragile. The surface can be rough and uneven
(No 95) or smooth and almost burnished (No 102). The
colour varies from black to light brown, the core often
being a little lighter than the surfaces; the fracture has
a rather laminated appearance.

A sandstone-tempered vessel (No 103, Fabric 12) was
found in the interior, in the bottom of a pit tentatively
associated with roundhouse R9 and with an associated
radiocarbon date of 375 ± 63 bc (BM-963). The fabric is
coarse and heavily gritted, light brown on the surface,
but tending to grey in the core with a slightly purplish
tinge in places. The felspathic sandstone temper has
been derived from within the Breiddin Hills, on the
south-east side of Moel y Golfa. Another sandstone-
tempered vessel (Fabric 13, No 104 in Chapter 7.5
below) can almost certainly be assigned to the Iron Age
occupation on the basis of its surface finish and temper-
ing of fine-grained quartzoze sandstone, in this case
derived from outcrops in or near the Malvern Hills; the
fabric is now known from a number of Iron Age sites
further south in the Welsh Borderland and Cotswold
areas (see fabric description in microfiche Chapter
13.2).
93 Five sherds, making up the profile of a small and
rather ill-formed jar; the only rim-sherd was small and
damaged, so that the top 10 mm or so of the profile is
a little conjectural. Fabric 10. From the interior, includ-
ing rim and joining body-sherd from in or immediately
below clay area 4091, and another sherd from just
above it (B400216, B400427, B400505, B400601).
94 Two tiny sherds from an upright rim, with a slight
groove on its flattened upper surface; there is a line of
shallowly impressed C-stamps just below the rim.
Fabric 10. Unstratified in the interior (B365304/08).
95 Seven rim, neck and body-sherds from a jar with a
lattice decoration below the rim, superimposed on
upper and lower horizontal lines; it is unclear whether
the decoration was made while the clay was still soft, or
incised into the pot when it was leather-hard. The outer
surface of the vessel is smooth and almost burnished.
Vesicular; Fabric 11. From Iron Age occupation soil
behind the rampart, post-dating roundhouses R3/R4

Fig 54 (opposite) Iron Age pottery (Nos 93–104) and
pottery of uncertain date (Nos 105–111). Scale 1:3
Derivations as follows: Nos 93, 94, 105 unstratified in the
interior (B3-4-5); Nos 95–101 from Iron Age contexts
behind the rampart; No 102 from an Iron Age posthole in
the interior (B7); No 103 from a pit ‘within’ roundhouse
R9 (B3-4-5); No 104 impressed into the margin of
Buckbean Pond; No 106 from Iron Age or Bronze Age
contexts behind the rampart; No 107 from a posthole of
six-poster S2 (B7); No 108 from an undated pit in
B3-4-5; Nos 109, 111 from superficial deposits behind the
rampart.
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and from the packing of a posthole of four-poster F7
(B041132; B041211; B047305/07; B049111/29;
B049502).
96 Two small rim-sherds, possibly from the same
vessel, though one is a little fatter than the other; there
is an external groove which almost gives the appearance
of a bead-rim. Vesicular; Fabric 11? From occupation
soil like that which produced No 95, but on the other
side of the quarry road (B105303, B145909).
97 Small body-sherd with internal modelling suggesting
it comes from just below the rim; the reversed C-stamps
are well impressed. Vesicular; Fabric 11? From a
posthole of four-poster F10 behind the rampart
(B105802).
98 Small body-sherd, with a chamfer at the top hinting
at a grooved rim like No 96; well-impressed C-stamps,
very close together. Vesicular; Fabric 11. From an un-
certain context in a trial-trench behind the rampart
(B154601).
99 Heavily modelled rim-sherd, hollowed internally
and with a row of deeply-impressed V-section dots
below the rim externally. Vesicular; Fabric 11? From
the same Iron Age occupation soil as No 96 (B105304).
100 Body-sherd with a short length of grooved or lin-
ear-tooled decoration at the top. Vesicular; Fabric 11?
Same find-spot and number as No 99, but not from the
same pot (B105304).
101 Plain base. Vesicular; Fabric 11? From the junction
of Iron Age and Romano-British levels behind the
rampart (B153511).
102 Fourteen sherds from an undecorated jar with
rather uneven surfaces, showing horizontal wiping
marks both internally and externally; harder and less
vesicular than the rest of the group, but petrologically
indistinguishable. Vesicular; Fabric 11. From the dig-
ging-out pit of a posthole belonging to four-poster F48
near Buckbean Pond, and from nearby (B710301/50–
52; B711701–09/11).
103 About 50 sherds making up the base and much of
the side wall of a coarse and heavily gritted brown-faced
jar with a grey core. Tempered with felspathic sand-
stone (Fabric 12). From a pit in the interior, tentatively
associated with Iron Age roundhouse R9 (B350511).
For a more detailed description of the vessel and its
find-spot see Chapter 3.4 and the description of round-
house R9 in microfiche Chapter 10.1.
104 The base and part of the side-wall of a small jar
with a pinched-out foot-ring and dark brown to black
surfaces, smooth and almost burnished externally; the
core is grey-brown to black. Sandstone-gritted (Fabric
13 in microfiche Chapter 13.2); this fabric and surface
finish occurs in Iron Age contexts on a number of sites
further south in the Welsh Borderland and Cotswold
areas. From the Buckbean Pond excavations, found at
the junction of layers C and D but probably impressed
into the deposits from above (B634001, formerly
numbered No 110).

7.5 Coarse pottery of uncertain date
A few sherds in anomalous fabrics or of uncertain date
are illustrated as Nos 105–111 in Figure 54. Little can
be added to the comments in the following schedule.

105 Two unstratified sherds found about 8 m from one
another in the interior, and a third which may be in the
same fabric from low in the late Bronze Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B363707, B370307; B041581,
not illustrated). Of the two sherds from the interior, one
is a heavy and rather unevenly-formed cordoned rim,
and the other a belly-sherd with two horizontal rows of
shallow stab-marks. The sherds are hard-fired, buff on
the outside but tending to greyish on the inside, the
colour changing half-way through the core; there is a
plentiful backing of well-crushed stone, most of it
lightly coloured but also including some pieces that are
black or reddish-brown; the surfaces are even but fairly
abrasive, especially on the inside of the rim, where use
or weathering has exposed the grits. The small body-
sherd from behind the rampart is thinner, smoother on
the outer surface and buff throughout, but similarly
hard-fired and with the same mixture of well-crushed
filler, to judge from macroscopic examination. If the
two larger sherds come from a single vessel, as seems
likely from their close find-spots and distinctive charac-
ter, the most probable form would be a slack-bellied jar
with a maximum diameter of about 250 mm. The sherds
were examined by Dr H N Savory, who was inclined to
place them, with all necessary caution, in the late
Bronze Age, as fine wares with analogies in provincial
Urnfield contexts.
106 A flattened or internally bevelled rim, perhaps from
a barrel-shaped vessel. The fabric is micaceous, with a
backing of well-crushed light coloured stone, which
gives the relatively even surfaces an ‘oatmealy’ appear-
ance; the colour is dark greyish-brown on the surface
and light chocolate-brown in the core. From the
bottom of a posthole of Iron Age four-poster F13
behind the rampart, or more probably from the Bronze
Age occupation deposits below (B154102). The shape
would be acceptable for Bronze Age material, and the
dating must remain uncertain.
107 Half of a small lightly-gritted ‘cup’ in a dull buff
fabric with a grey core in places; in thin section it is
indistinguishable petrologically from the Bronze Age
sherds from the site (Fabric 6 in microfiche Chapter
13.2), although it contains some rather large rounded
grains of quartz. Its colouring and general appearance
would allow it to be Bronze Age but it came from the
packing of a posthole in the interior belonging six-
poster S2 (Chapter 4.4), for which there is an associated
radiocarbon date of 370 ± 70 bc (HAR-1287). It may
therefore belong to the Iron Age rather than the Bronze
Age occupation (B706301).
108 Several rim and body-sherds from an undated pit
(4099) in the interior (B409902; see Figure 36 and end
of Chapter 3.4). They belong to a vessel with an inter-
nally-bevelled rim, so uneven that the angle is uncertain
despite the size of the sherds; the vessel might have been
barrel-shaped, as shown, or more open in profile. The
fabric is very coarse and uneven, dull light brown to
mid-brown on the outer surface and buff on the inner
surface, with a core which varies from buff to black; the
gritting of andesite and felspathic sandstone (Fabric 7
in microfiche Chapter 13.2) is very coarse, with pieces
up to 10 mm across, many of them standing proud of
the surface, especially on the inside. Probably attribut-
able to the late Bronze Age occupation on the basis of
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securely-stratified sherds in the same fabric from the
rampart excavations.
109 A small sherd from a thin vessel with a flattened
and externally lipped rim above an upright neck,
turning outwards at the bottom as if to a shoulder or
expanded belly; the fabric is hard and dark greyish-
brown throughout, slightly micaceous and with inclu-
sions of crushed quartz or barytes, amongst other
stones. From topsoil behind the rampart (B010102).
Presumably prehistoric, but otherwise of uncertain
date.
110 Body-sherd of similar character to No 111 (qv) but
with a reddish-brown surface and thin grey and red-
dish-brown laminations in the core. From the top of the
Iron Age deposits near No 111, at the junction with the
Romano-British levels (B145906, not illustrated). Iron
Age? Or Romano-British? (For B634001, formerly
numbered No 110, see now No 104).
111 Rim and body-sherd in a sandy fabric with greyish-
brown surfaces on a core which consists of a sandwich
of light brown on either side of a mid-grey centre; rather
worn, but possibly by chemical rather than physical
action, since the fabric is fairly soft. From superficial
deposits above the Romano-British accumulation
behind the rampart (B144301, and body-sherd from
1534). Iron Age? Or Romano-British?

7.6 Romano-British pottery
By C J Young
Of the 194 sherds of Romano-British pottery recovered
during the excavations two came from B7, 22 from
B3-4-5, and 170 from the rampart cuttings. Apart from
the black-burnished vessels, most of the sherds were
small and poorly preserved, probably because of the
acid soil conditions. The pottery is illustrated in Figure
55 (top).

There was nothing in the stratification to reveal the
length of the occupation during the Roman period, and
no chronological distinction could be drawn between
the deposits which produced Romano-British pottery.
All of the sherds from the interior were unstratified, or
effectively so. Of the 170 from the rampart cuttings, 86
were from on or in the stone ‘levelling’ above the Iron
Age deposits, or from features associated with it;
another 42 were from deposits which overlay the ‘levell-
ing’ or from topsoil; 19 sherds had found their way into
what were essentially prehistoric levels, including 8 in
the disturbed rampart core in B15; 10 were found in or
below the stonefall in front of the rampart and 13 in
deposits disturbed by recent quarry roads.

The quantity of pottery is too small for statistical
analysis. It seems probable, however, that parts of at
least 18 vessels were involved, with a few others re-
presented only by body-sherds. To obtain a more
complete picture it is necessary to take account of the
sherds recovered from the hillfort entrance in the 1930s
(O’Neil 1937, 106, 125, fig 9); for convenience, these
have been re-illustrated along with the more recent
material in Figure 55. Some 31 sherds were involved,
from six or more vessels, of which O’Neil drew only
four (a fifth, C, has been added to the present drawing,

and the sixth was represented only by a featureless
body-sherd). Taken together, the sherds from the two
excavations give an indication of the period and trading
contacts of the Romano-British occupants at the
Breiddin.

Fabrics represented
The pottery from the present excavations falls into five
fabric groups, Fabrics 16–20 in the Breiddin series.
Thin-section analysis has not been carried out for the
Romano-British pottery, though slides were prepared
for Fabric 20 (see microfiche Chapter 13.2).

Breiddin Fabric 16
Soft, sandy, frequently micaceous and containing very
small red, black and white inclusions. It is orange,
frequently with a grey core. Normally sherds have a
dark red colour-coat, but this has eroded off most of the
Breiddin specimens. The only recognisable vessel types
are copies of the samian forms 38 (Nos 112–114) and 31
(No 117, and C in O’Neil’s collection); another rim-
sherd may belong to an imitation form 38 or to a small
bowl of simpler form (No 130). Fabrics 16 and 17 are
probably varieties of the late Romano-British pottery
industry of the Oxford region, the difference in hardness
perhaps being accentuated by soil conditions.

Breiddin Fabric 17
Hard, sandy, micaceous. Apart from its hardness it is
identical to Fabric 16. The only identifiable vessel forms
are copies of the samian form 31 (Nos 115–116) and a
bulbous beaker with indentations and a dark grey-
brown colour-coat (A in O’Neil’s collection); there are
also body-sherds from another vessel of unknown form.

Breiddin Fabric 18
Very soft and sandy with very many small red or red-
dish-brown inclusions. In colour it is orange and it
sometimes has a grey core. Small body-sherds of this
ware can be confused with very eroded examples of
Fabric 16. The main vessel form is a storage jar, of
which there are two or perhaps three examples (Nos
118–120); other identifiable forms include a flanged-rim
jar (No 121), a vessel imitating samian form 31 (No 117)
and a wide-mouthed necked jar (B in O’Neil’s collec-
tion). The fabric falls within the general category of
Severn Valley wares; Peter Webster, who has kindly
examined most of the pottery, is of the opinion that it
probably comes from a fairly local source.

Breiddin Fabric 19
Hard, sandy, sometimes micaceous and containing
numerous quartz particles; most sherds also have
plentiful black or grey laminar grits and small vesicles
where other types of filler may have been lost during
firing or by solution in the acid subsoil. Normally the
sherds are black or dark grey throughout, but there are
sometimes beige or lighter grey patches. The surfaces
are variously burnished, unburnished or matt. The
vessel forms are jars (Nos 125–127, the last-named with
lattice decoration) and straight-sided flanged bowls
(Nos 122, 123 and probably 124); a straight-sided dish
from the hillfort entrance (E in O’Neil’s collection) is in
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a similar though not identical fabric. Peter Webster
kindly notes that ‘one sherd at least is in a dark grey
fabric with plentiful quartz grits. A fabric approximat-
ing to black-burnished ware was obviously being attem-
pted. A kiln producing a similar fabric with plentiful
mineral inclusions was in production at Malvern in the
4th century (Peacock 1965–7, 20, fig 3, nos 20–24). This
may be a piece from this or a similar centre’.

Breiddin Fabric 20
Hard, sandy, originally containing much calcite grit but
now vesicular due to chemical weathering. Normally it
is black in colour but can be beige or grey; the colours
are often patchy. The only form is a tall wide-mouthed
jar, of which at least two examples are present (Nos 128
and 129), the former with horizontal rilling on the
shoulder and perhaps on the body. The fabric is typical
of the late calcite-gritted ware found in a broad band
across the English Midlands and Wales, the known
distribution of which extends as far west as Caernarfon
(Wheeler 1924, 41–45, fig 77). This ware is a late de-
velopment of the persistent South Midlands tradition of
calcite-gritted pottery. The jar form found at the
Breiddin is typical of this late fabric.

Dating and derivation
As regards dating, the Oxford colour-coated wares were
produced from the mid-3rd to early 5th centuries
(Young 1976). Severn Valley ware and black-burnished
wares were certainly still used in the Marches in the
early 4th century (Stanford 1968, fig 37, nos 33–39),
though it is not certain for how much longer they
continued. The wide distribution of the calcite-gritted
wares occurred in the 4th century, mainly in the second
half. The mortarium found at the hillfort entrance (D in
O’Neil’s collection) is a product of the Mancetter-Hart-
shill potteries, the general type being in use from the
first half of the 3rd century onwards.

The pottery from the Breiddin is not a single group
in any strict sense; from the typological point of view,
however, it could all be dated to the last three-quarters
of the 4th century, though certain sherds could be
earlier. In any case, the variety of wares is interesting,
as indicating the breadth of the Breiddin’s contacts in
the later part of the Roman period. Pottery was certain-
ly being obtained from a local source in the Severn
Valley, from the central and south-east Midlands and
from the Thames Valley.
112 Fragmentary flange from a bowl in Fabric 16, im-
itating samian form 38; red colour-coating. From a
surface sealed by stonefall from the front of the Iron
Age rampart (B100504).
113 Fragmentary flange and detached body-sherd from
a bowl similar to No 112, but with a heavier and more
damaged flange. From the stonefall which sealed No
112 (B100204).
114 Similar to No 112, and from the same context, but
from a smaller vessel (B100203).
115 Rim sherds in Fabric 17 from a bowl imitating
samian form 31, with traces of red colour-coating
(B144404/05/11). Pieces of a foot-ring base, illustrated
as No 115A, probably belong to the same vessel. From
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in and above the stone levelling behind the rampart
(B144104, B144402, B144501).
116 Rim-sherd from a bowl similar to No 115 but in a
slightly redder version of Fabric 17. From soil disturbed
by quarry road-making behind the rampart (B100401).
117 Rim-sherd in Fabric 16, found with four body-
sherds suggesting an open bowl imitating samian form
31; the lower part of the rim is thinner than on the
similar bowls in Fabric 17, Nos 115 and 116. Unstrati-
fied in the interior (B410101).
118 Rim-sherds from a wide-mouthed storage jar in
Fabric 18; body-sherds found with them hint at a fairly
well-rounded belly. From the stone levelling behind the
rampart (B115201).
119 Plain base and body-sherds in Fabric 18, probably
from a storage jar and perhaps from the same vessel as
No 118. From recently disturbed material behind the
rampart (B116001).
120 Much of a plain base in Fabric 18, like No 119 but
with a concentric groove on the under surface. From a
superficial deposit behind the rampart (B144101).
121 Rim, body and base sherds from a narrow-necked
jar with flanged rim, in a rather hard version of Fabric
18. From in and above the stone levelling behind the
rampart (B040113; B040311, B049902/05/06).
122 Rim-sherds and a small piece of base from one, or
perhaps two, straight-sided bowls in Fabric 19. Unstra-
tified in the interior (B310108, B350101, B350801,
B410306), and beneath stone-line 3520 (B310344).
123 Rim-sherd from a straight-sided bowl in Fabric 19,
refired buff on the surfaces and in part of the core. From
recently buried topsoil behind the rampart (B025101).
124 Base-sherd in Fabric 19, probably from a straight-
sided bowl like No 121, but more heavily gritted and
with a steeper side wall. Unstratified in the interior
(B363108).
125 Rim and neck sherds from a tall jar in Fabric 19,
with flared rim, slightly expanded at the tip; repaired
with lead straps in two places. Too little of the matt
zone remains to show if there was any decoration on the
body. From in and above the stone levelling behind the
rampart (B040106/07; B040206; B040301; B049533/34;
B049929).
126 Matt-surfaced body-sherd in Fabric 19 from a jar
with a more bulbous profile than No 125 (B105302).
Another sherd with similar curvature probably belongs
to a different vessel (B115203). Neither sherd is illu-
strated.
127 Body-sherd from a thin lattice-decorated jar in
Fabric 19. From topsoil behind the rampart (B105101).
128 Sherds from a jar in Fabric 20, with rilled decora-
tion on the lower part of the neck. From a late intrusion

Fig 55 (opposite) Romano-British pottery (Nos 112–
130, A–E), and briquetage (Nos 131–7). Scale 1:3
Of the Roman material A–E are from O’Neil’s excava-
tions at the hillfort entrance; Nos 116, 122 and 124 are
from the interior (B3-4-5) and the remainder are from
various contexts in the rampart cuttings. Of the brique-
tage Nos 131–3 came from Iron Age and Nos 134–5 from
Romano-British contexts behind the rampart; No 136
was unstratified behind the rampart, and No 137 likewise
in the interior (B3-4-5).
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into the Iron Age rampart in B15; see Chapter 2.8
(B153505/09; B15400l/02; B15600l/03/04/05).
129 Rim-sherds from a jar in Fabric 20, similar to No
128 but with a slightly heavier section and with too little
of the neck preserved to show whether there was any
rilled decoration (B144502/08; B144901; B049504).
130 Rim-sherd in Fabric 16, with red colour-coating;
possibly from a vessel like Nos 112–114, but alterna-
tively from a simple bowl without a flange (B100502).
For the sake of completeness, O’Neil’s sherds from the
hillfort entrance are also shown in Figure 55, as A–E.
For the original descriptions and illustrations see
O’Neil 1937, 106, 125, fig 9. The vessel forms are as
follows:
A Sherds from one or more bulbous indented beakers
in Fabric 17, with dark grey-brown colour-coat and
traces of vertical lines in red and white. For the general
form see Young 1973, fig 3, no 27.
B Wide-mouthed necked jar in a relatively hard and
sandy version of Fabric 18, with a self-coloured dull
orange surface. Four slanting lines on the shoulder may
be part of a graffito.
C  Red colour-coated bowl in Fabric 16, imitating
samian form 31. There is a shallow groove below the
rim, which is less bulbous than the similar vessels from
the recent excavations (Nos 115 and 116).
D  Mortarium in soft white ware with plentiful red-
brown, dark brown and black grits. The flange bears
traces of red-brown paint or slip, and O’Neil also
mentions the presence of buff slip. The vessel is iden-
tified by Mrs K F Hartley as a product of the Mancet-
ter-Hartshill potteries, too weathered for close dating
but perhaps more likely to be 4th century than 3rd. Mrs
Hartley also suggests that the flange should be more
upright than O’Neil showed, and the present drawing
has been adjusted accordingly.
E  Straight-sided dish in gritty grey ware with very
streaky dark grey to black surfaces. There are fewer
grits and more vesicles than in the bulk of the Fabric 19
material from the recent excavations, though a similar
black-burnished ware was presumably being attempted.
F Body-sherd from a jar in a hard gritty dark grey
ware with black external surface and brown interior;
not illustrated.

7.7 Briquetage
Representative sherds of briquetage are illustrated in
Figure 55 as Nos 131–7. This type of ceramic, known
locally as VCP, was first described in 1965 by Gelling
and Stanford in an article which discussed its dating,
distribution and function. The form of the vessels to
which it belonged appeared to be a straight-sided or
slightly flaring truncated cone. The material was recog-
nisable by its extreme crudity, reddish colour, vertical
finger-smearing of the outside face and thumb-pressed
collars and folded rims on the inside. It had a distribu-
tion in the Cotswolds, the Marches and North Wales
and was frequently associated with the linear-tooled
and stamped Iron Age pottery of the Lower Severn
region. The vessels were thought to be baking ovens

rather than genuine pottery (despite the initials, which
stand for ‘very coarse pottery’); an alternative explana-
tion as salt containers was considered and rejected.

Since then, similar material has been found more
widely in the West Midlands and the Marches, and has
been the subject of a detailed study by Elaine Morris,
who has been able to distinguish two groups – ‘sandy
VCP’, distributed mainly in the West Midlands and
south-central Marches, and ‘stony VCP’, with a more
northerly distribution (Morris 1985). In both cases a
connection is suggested with the production and distri-
bution of salt from inland brine-springs, at or near
Droitwich, Worcester, in the case of ‘sandy VCP’. and
perhaps near Nantwich, Cheshire in the case of ‘stony
VCP’. Almost 1000 sherds of the material were re-
covered from the Breiddin. all of which belong the
‘stony VCP’ group, for which the term ‘briquetage’ has
been used in this report. Most of the sherds from the
Breiddin are less than 30 mm across.

Stratification and dating
About 100 sherds came from the interior of the hillfort
(all from B3-4-5. but with nine ‘possible’ pieces from
B7); about 300 pieces were recovered from Iron Age
occupation deposits and associated features behind the
rampart, and about the same number from the overly-
ing Romano-British and later levels: most of the re-
mainder were indistinctly stratitied.

Because of the poor evidence from other sites, some
importance attaches to the dating and associations of
‘stony VCP’ at the Breiddin, and particularly to its first
appearance at the hillfort. Elsewhere, briquetage is a
firmly Iron Age phenomenon. with no well-authenticat-
ed occurrences before about 300 bc (Morris 1985). In
broad terms this holds true at the Breiddin. since the
Iron Age rampart behind which most of the material
was stratified has a terminus post quem of 270 ± 90 bc
(QL-1080). Occupation deposits behind the rampart
have produced dates of 201 ± 31 bc, 192 ± 31 bc,
191 ± 28 bc, and 158 ± 31 bc (BM-1158, BM-1159, BM-
1161 and BM-1160). Both the briquetage and Iron Age
vesicular pottery were found in small quantities in the
earliest securely-dated post-rampart structures (round-
houses R3 and R4), but became more plentiful in the
upper parts of Iron Age deposits. The radiocarbon
dates from the rampart sequence as a whole suggest
that the construction of the rampart and the accumula-
tion of the occupation deposits could all have fallen
within about 100 years either side of c 200 bc. A date of
320 ± 80 bc (HAR-842) for the stratigraphically-isolat-
ed roundhouse R2, which also produced three pieces of
briquetage and one sherd of vesicular pottery, does not
conflict with this statistically. An earlier date of
479 ± 55 bc (BM-881) for a deposit containing brique-
tage and vesicular pottery in roundhouse R1, strati-
graphically later than the rampart, is now considered to
be unreliable (see description of Trench B01 in Chapter
2.6).

Although there is no certain briquetage from deposits
pre-dating the construction of the Iron Age rampart, 89
small pieces of reddish and coarsely-gritted material
were recovered from a limited area in the core of the
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Table 3: Distribution of ceramic fabric types in part of B3-4-5
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Feature Fabric  6 Fabric 7 Fabric 8 Fabric 9 Fabric 21 Briquetage
dolerite andesite andesite rhyolite briquetage or

+ + Fabric 9
sandstone dolerite unsectioned

5123 Furnace?  1 — — — —
5125 Pit?*  3 — — —

—
— —

5134 Furnace?  1 — — — — —
5135 Posthole 2 — — — — 1?
5149A Working-hollow  1 — — 2 4 8
5149B Furnace — — 1 1 — 6
5149c Posthole — 1+1 — — — —
5150 Posthole — — — — 1
5154 Pit*  1 — — — 2
5158A Working-hollow  1 — — — —

—
2

5159 Pit

 —

 2? 1+ 2 — — — —
5160 Pit*  1 — — — — —
5161 Pit 64 — — 1 1 1?
5164A Working-hollow 10 — — — — —
5164B Furnace  2 — — — — —
5164C Furnace  1 — — — — —
5166B Furnace?  2 — — — — —
5166C Furnace   1  — — — — —

Notes
1. See characterisation of ceramic fabrics by Elaine Morris in microfiche Chapter 13.2 and Morris 1985 (for Fabric

21). The features concerned are shown in Figure 32 and Plate 11 A, C.
2. Allocations to Fabric 6 and are based on macroscopic examination only, as are the queried attributions to Fabric

7; the other allocations to Fabrics 7–9 and 11 are based on thin section analysis; the sherds listed in the last
column, as briquetage or Fabric 9 have not been thin sectioned.

3. The features marked with asterisks (*) were undistinctive in shape or filling and did not necessarily belong with
the rest of the features in terms of date or function. Features which produced no ceramic finds have not been
listed.

Bronze Age rampart in B15 and B16. They might be
briquetage, though as a group the fragments would
appear unusually small for such an attribution. A late
Neolithic/early Bronze Age date seems more likely, and
on this assumption they have been included in Chapter
7.2 as No 43.

Further small fragments with a visual similarity to
briquetage, particularly in their orange-red colouring,
were found in contexts within or near a complex of pits,
hearths and working-hollows and furnaces in B3-4-5, in
the interior of the fort, where they were associated with
sherds of coarse (dolerite-gritted) pottery like those
from the late Bronze Age occupation deposits behind
the rampart, and with radiocarbon dates of 710 ± 80 bc
(HAR-1223) and 610 ± 90 bc (HAR-1224) (see Figure
32 and Chapter 3.3 above). The various fabric groups
distinguished for sherds from this complex by Elaine
Morris (microfiche Chapter 13.2) are set out in Table 3.
While the bulk of the sherds are dolerite-gritted (Fabric
6), as was most of the securely-stratified material from
late Bronze Age contexts, there are also sherds in other
fabrics, including one (Fabric 9) which contains
rhyolite as well as dolerite and which is petrologically
very similar to briquetage/stony VCP as defined by
Morris (1985). Stony VCP (Fabric 21) also appears to
be present, though none of the sherds is distinctive
enough in shape to be classified as briquetage/stony
VCP on shape alone. Although these finds raise the
possibility that briquetage of the type found at the

Breiddin might have its origins in the later Bronze Age
it is unlikely that the question can be satisfactorily
resolved until typologically distinctive fragments are
found in contexts of this date on other sites.

Fabric and form
The fabric of the Breiddin briquetage (Fabric 21 in
microfiche Chapter 13.2) is hard, dense, coarse and
heavily gritted; the sherds have a variably red or pinkish
surface colour against a buff or greyish background.
Generally the material is 10-12 mm thick, but a few
pieces are as thin as 5 mm or as thick as 20 mm. In some
cases the surface colouring persists throughout, but in
others there is a light grey core. The inner surface,
where it can be identified as such, is often very irregular;
the exterior tends to be more even, and a few pieces
show vertical or diagonal finger-smoothing. There are
several fragments which probably belong to collars,
where one ring of clay has been squeezed down over the
previous one during manufacture. Most of the body
fragments could belong to open-mouthed conical
vessels as suggested by Morris (1985).

Seven of the twenty-four rim-sherds recovered during
the excavations are illustrated in Figure 55; the illustrat-
ed sherds cover the full range of forms.
131 The largest fragment from the site, probably from
a straight-sided conical vessel about 150 mm in
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diameter at the rim; the inside face has horizontal fin-
ger-smearing. From Iron Age occupation soil behind
the rampart (B145903).
132 Rounded rim, with vertical finger-smearing on the
outside face. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B105316).
133 Internally-folded rim. Similar context to No 132
(B115302).
134 Internally-folded rim. From Romano-British
stone-layer behind the rampart (B153512).
135 Internally-folded rim, smaller and better made than
most. Same context as No 134 (B153510).
136 Flattened rim, perhaps from a fairly wide-mouthed
vessel. From hillwash behind the rampart (B144102).
137 Internally-bevelled rim, or alternatively from a
vessel with a flat rim and a very open profile. Strictly
unstratified in the interior (B363804), but probably
from the wall-gully of roundhouse R11.

7.8 Burnt daub
About 500 pieces of fired clay, other than those clas-
sified as mould fragments or loom-weights, were re-
covered during the excavations. Some of them may
have belonged to the domes of furnaces or ovens,
though few showed enough shape for even tentative
identification of their function; others were probably
small pieces of wall-daub which had become accident-
ally burnt. About half came from unstratified deposits
in the rampart cuttings. Only a dozen or so pieces came
from secure Bronze Age contexts or from the undis-
turbed core of the Iron Age rampart.

Unlike the fragments of briquetage, the daub is gen-
erally gritless (or nearly so), relatively smooth and soft
to the touch with a dull orange or buff colouring,
sometimes variegated from pink to off-white, and oc-
casionally with a black core; it is usually fairly shape-
less, with a swirling or convoluted appearance on a
fresh break.

There were only half a dozen daub fragments over
20 mm across, and very few which showed more than
one original face. A few showed grass or straw marks in
their core and there was one piece, from an unphased
pit in the interior (5071) which had a perforation about
4 mm in diameter, presumably left by a small twig.
There were none with larger wattle-marks like those
found by O’Neil in his excavations in the New Pieces
settlement (O’Neil 1937, 117).

O’Neil also reported considerable quantities of daub
from his excavations at the hillfort entrance, though the
pieces of ‘daub’ illustrated in his report (fig 6, nos 1–2,
fig 7, nos 1–2 and ?3) are almost certainly briquetage.
Mention may be made here, however, of one large piece
of daub from the hillfort entrance, now stored in the
National Museum of Wales, at Cardiff. It is not clear to
which period of occupation it belonged, but its interest
lies in the cast it preserves of a main wall-post or door-
post, along with one vertical and two horizontal
wattles. The main post appears to have been circular,
roughly trimmed to remove the bark, and about
120 mm in diameter. The thickness of the daub would
have been about 50 mm if plastered on one side of the

wattles only, and 70–80 mm if applied to both sides
evenly. ‘Above ground’ structural information is rarely
recovered for prehistoric (or Romano-British) timber
buildings and it seems worth mentioning this piece here
despite the uncertainty about its date.

7.9 Bronze objects
By D G Coombs,
with a contribution by J V S Megaw on bronze ring No 165
Altogether, 36 objects or fragments of bronze were
recovered during the excavations, including an impor-
tant collection of implements, weapons and personal
ornaments from the later part of the Bronze Age. All of
the objects, along with two found by O’Neil at the
hillfort entrance, are illustrated in Figure 56, as Nos
138–175.

Analyses and discussion of the composition of the
Bronze Age and Iron Age bronzework from the site is
presented in microfiche Chapters 13.3 and 13.4. Site
evidence for bronze-working is presented in Chapter 3.3
and evidence of metal-working debris is presented in
Chapter 7.12 and microfiche Chapter 13.5. A piece of
clay mould for a socketed bronze implement is illustrat-
ed in Figure 60, No 232.

No bronzes were recovered from the Buckbean Pond
sites (B6 and B7), but almost every part of the excava-
tions at the southern end of the hill produced objects of
one sort of another. Ten came from B3-4-5, in the
interior, most of them unstratified or from contexts
which were clearly secondary (Bronze Age objects from
Iron Age postholes, for instance). The remaining 26
were recovered from the rampart cuttings, 12 of them
from certain or probable Bronze Age contexts. Taking
stratigraphical and typological evidence together, it is
possible to isolate 22 objects belonging to the late
Bronze Age occupation, including O’Neil’s two pieces
from the hillfort entrance (Nos 138–159). The remain-
ing objects came from later contexts, or were unstrati-
fied; Nos 160–166 probably belong to various parts of
the Iron Age, No 165 being a highly distinctive ring
with La Tène decoration which is discussed by Profes-
sor J V S Megaw at the end of this section; metal
analyses suggest that Nos 168, 172 and (less clearly) 175
may be residual from the Bronze Age occupation; the
rest of the objects are too undistinctive in form or
stratification to be dated with any security. There is no
indication, in the stratification or in the metal analyses
that any of the objects belong to the Roman period.

Little can be said about the Iron Age and undated
objects apart from the comments in the schedule
entries, but the Late Bronze Age objects (Nos 138–159)
are a welcome addition to the growing list of metalwork
of this date from hillforts in Britain; one should not
forget, either, that many European hillforts show a
similar pattern in their finds (cf Jockenhövel 1973, com-
menting on Podborsky), as does Rathgall in Ireland. In
general, early bronzes from British hillforts are found
either in hoards or as scattered finds, which cannot in
either case be definitely linked with the hillfort defences.
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A possible exception is the hoard from Beacon Hill,
Leics, which in the original publication (TLAS 1856) is
described as having been found with charcoal, bones
and pottery in a trench cut into the top of what appears
to have been the ditch; if this was so, deposition must
have post-dated the construction of the hillfort
defences. At South Cadbury, Somerset (Alcock 1972),
the bronzes from the interior almost certainly belonged
to a small open settlement ante-dating the first defence.
In other cases, as at Traprain Law, East Lothian
(Burley 1955–6) and Ivinghoe Beacon, Bucks (Cotton
and Frere 1968), there is sufficient evidence to indicate
a Late Bronze Age occupation, but not enough to show
whether the settlements were defended at this stage.
The occurrence of a few fragments of Late Bronze Age
material on other hillfort sites could perhaps be ex-
plained by scrap-survival in the equipment carried by
later smiths. The greatest value of the Breiddin material
is that there is for the first time good evidence for
associating the bronzes, and in all probability bronze-
working too, with the beginnings of the hillfort
defences. The arguments, which rely to a considerable
extent on radiocarbon evidence, are set out fully in
Chapter 3.3 and will not be elaborated here.

The Bronze Age objects from the Breiddin cover a
range of activities, being composed of weapons, tools,
personal objects and metal-working residues (for the
latter see Chapter 7.12). It is noticeable that personal
ornaments such as pins, bracelets and tweezers, which
are rare in hoards of the period, are frequently found on
settlement sites, and it also would appear quite natural
to find weapons on a defended site like the Breiddin.
The axe, of course, could have served a double purpose
as both tool and weapon (cf bronze axes used in warfare
as depicted on bronze situlae in Italy: Kastelic 1965,
65–6).

As regards the origins of the Breiddin material, there
is nothing which unequivocally suggests Urnfield or
Carp’s Tongue types. Although European references
have been given in a number of cases, these are in most
instances very general and are certainly not enough to
suggest Continental origins for the objects as a whole or
even for individual items within the group. It seems
probable that all of the objects could have been made
by native smiths.

The dating of bronze objects is extremely difficult
unless they have good European parallels or associated
radiocarbon dates, and even then one has to cope with
the problem of scrap survival. Typologically, the sword
hilt from the Breiddin (No 142) might appear to be late,
but the arguments are not conclusive and a secure date
cannot really be given. Ribbed socketed axes like No
138 are known from the native Broadward complex (eg
in the Congleton hoard from Cheshire and the Willow
Moor hoard, Shropshire). The Broadword hoard itself
contains two sword hilts resembling the Breiddin
example in that they lack flanges and have very small
rivet holes; one of them is very close in dimensions to
the Breiddin hilt (Burgess et al 1972, fig 8, nos 55–6).
The spearhead fragment (No 140) also has parallels in
the Broadward complex, the beginning of which has
been put in the late 8th century BC or earlier, with a
possible continuation down to the Iron Age in the
Marches, where it is particularly well represented

(Burgess et al 1972, 235). The socketed knife first makes
its appearance in the Isleham hoard, Cambs (Britton
1960; O’Connor 1980, fig 44.32), dated to the 8th
century BC and the disc-headed pin, based on the
Heathery Burn Cave find, Co Durham (Inventaria
Archaeologica GB 55), would be final 8th–7th centuries
BC, though the contemporaneity of the Heathery Burn
material can be questioned (Britton 1971). On external
evidence it seems likely that nearly all of the Bronze Age
metalwork from the Breiddin could be contained within
the 8th–7th centuries BC, the majority of the bronze
finding a home within the Broadward complex.

Bronze Age metalwork (Nos 138–159, Fig 56)

Nos 138–159 were found in deposits associated with the
late Bronze Age occupations, or are attributed to the
Late Bronze Age on typological grounds.
138 Socketed axe, found standing upright 4 cm below
the modern turf line in the interior, but not in a detect-
able feature (B375504). The axe still retained the
charred stump of a whittled willow haft, wedged into
the socket with what appeared to be unburnt strips of
wood or bark (identifications by Graham Morgan). The
axe has a subrectangular socket with a double moulding
round the mouth, and parallel sides which expand into
a crescentic cutting edge; it is decorated with three
vertical ribs which hang from the lower, less substantial
moulding. The loop appears very large and prominent
for the size of the axe.

Regional types of ribbed axes have been isolated in
Yorkshire, Ireland, Scotland and Wales (Fox 1959;
Hodges 1956; Henderson 1937-8; Fox and Hyde 1939;
Savory 1958; for a more general discussion see Butler
1963, 82–4). The Breiddin axe, with its three parallel
ribs and the distinctive double moulding round the
mouth, is a common type in North and East Wales and
in the Marches; three axes of almost identical form were
found in 1977 at Cherrytree Bank, Welshpool, Powys,
only 10 km from the Breiddin (Musson 1977). Other
good parallels, all from Shropshire, can be found in the
Willow Moor hoard (Burgess et al 1972), and in two
unpublished axes from the Hordley and the Shrewsbury
area (the former in Shrewsbury Museum, ref B49, the
latter in Cambridge Museum, ref RC 23.195; C Burgess
pers comm).
139 Socketed hammer, from Bronze Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B018205). There is a simple
expanded moulding round the mouth. In side aspect the
otherwise parallel-sided shaft expands abruptly about
20 mm above the working face, producing small
shoulders. In front aspect the shaft tapers slightly from
the socket to the working face; there is a deliberately
emphasised casting seam set slightly to one side. Severe
cracks running down one of the narrower faces from the
socket might have rendered the tool unusable soon after
it came into use; this would explain its relatively
unworn state, and is consistent with the high tin
content, which would have been made the metal brittle.
Traces of very dark, possibly charred, ‘wood’ are
present on the inside surface of the socket.

This is an unusual and interesting piece, being the
first Bronze Age hammer found in Wales and the
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Marches. Socketed hammers make their appearance in
the British Isles during the final phases of the Middle
Bronze Age, and are known from a number of hoards
of the period; the majority of socketed hammers,
however, belong to the Late Bronze Age. Two main
forms are found in the British Isles during the Bronze
Age: a short squat hammer of rectangular or square
section, often with a moulding round the mouth; and an
alternative form with slightly diverging sides and a
narrow working face (cf Evans 1881, fig 214). The
Breiddin hammer belong to neither of these classes, and
there is no close parallel among the Late Bronze Age
hoards of the British Isles. The only examples with
similar shoulders and blade expansion are a very nar-
row-faced one from the Dowris, Co Offaly find (Eogan
1964) and another in the Bo Island hoard from Ennis-
killen, Co Fermanagh (ibid). The best parallels for the
Breiddin hammer are to be found in Europe, especially
at Auvernier in Switzerland (Rychner 1979) and in
France at Pont Remy, Chalon; similar hammers have
also been found in the Valley of the Somme and at
Vienne, Isère (Nicolardot and Gaucher 1975). A similar
hammer also occurs in the Larnaud Hoard, Jura
(Chantre 1875), which is assigned to Hallstatt B1 by
Müller-Karpe (1959); some authorities place it later,
but it seems to have much in common with Wilburton/
St Brieuc-des-Iffs material (Briard 1965) which would
thus date before the late Bronze Age in its Ewart Park/
Carp’s Tongue phase. Without good British parallels
the exact chronological position of the Breiddin
hammer remains uncertain, but somewhere within the
Late Bronze-Age would seem most likely.
140 Socketed spearhead, from the packing of an Iron
Age posthole in the interior, cutting the one which
produced No 143 (B507502). The object is in an
unusual state of preservation, with no metal remaining.
Not all of the object survived excavation; the socket was
probably 15 mm longer than it appears in the drawing,
but the blade outline is as found. Relevant features are
the long socket, the hollow flattened-oval blade section,
and the way in which the socket thins into the blade in
both front and side view. The socket is too heavily
damaged to show whether it originally possessed rivet
holes.

Although the spearhead is fragmentary, the blade
section and to some extent its probable outline can be
reconstructed with a tolerable degree of certainty.
There are three main blade outlines current during the
Late Bronze Age in Britain: the lanceolate form, with
an edge outline which is continuously convex through-
out the length of the middle of the blade; and waisted
or ogival outlines. Three, or possibly four, main hollow-
blade sections also occur: flattened oval, lozenge, sub-
lozenge, and a form with a prominent mid-rib in which
the wings are only partly hollow. Hollow sections are
found not only on plain spearheads but also on those
with lunate openings or with fillets on either side of the
mid-rib, as well as on barbed and decorated forms.
Butler (1963) has shown that hollow-bladed spearheads
appear during Montelius IV in North Germany,
Denmark and South Sweden, and Jacob-Friesen ( 1967)
has studied the type in depth. The hollow section of the
Breiddin spearhead, and its probable elliptical blade
outline, places it among a known Late Bronze Age type:

the elliptical or near-elliptical spearhead, which belongs
to the Wilburton, Broadward and related industries
(Burgess 1968; Burgess et al 1972). The distinctive
thinning of the socket into the blade is seen on a group
of spearheads which occur in the Marches, the
Midlands, the North of England and Scotland, the
nearest parallels being in the hoards from Guilsfield in
Powys (Savory 1964–6) and Willow Moor, Shrops
(Burgess et al 1972).
141 Socketed knife, found at a lower level than the
wall-gully of Iron Age roundhouse R12 in the interior,
but not securely stratified (B321209). Both the blade
and the socket are heavily damaged; there are two
bronze rivets set side by side in the socket close to its
junction with the blade (the rivets were incorrectly des-
cribed as of iron in Musson 1972, 267). There are traces
of wood in the socket.

The knife is of the Thorndon type (Hodges 1956)
current during the later phases of the Bronze Age, with
its earliest association in the Isleham hoard, Cambrid-
geshire (Britton 1960). The type has a widespread distri-
bution in the British Isles and is also known from
Atlantic Europe. The Breiddin knife appears to be
unique in having the rivet holes placed side by side and
not one above the other on the long axis of the socket;
the socket was no doubt broken in use, and the rivet
holes then re-bored.
142 Fragmentary sword hilt of Late Bronze Age type;
unstratified in the interior about 30 cm below the
modern turf line and 2.5 m from the sword tip No 143
(B500406). The salient features of the hilt are the
pointed ends and fishtail outline of the terminal, the
narrowness of the tang, and the absence of side flanges.
The rivet holes are extremely small and the lower one
retains the rivet shaft. The casting is porous and of poor
quality, and the hilt is bent. For comments see No 143.
143 Part of the blade and tip of a leaf-shaped sword;
found in the packing of a posthole belonging to Iron
Age four-poster F16 in the interior (B508403). It lay
2.5 m from the sword hilt, No 142, and half a metre
from the spearhead fragment, No 140. Charcoal from
the posthole produced a radiocarbon date of 294 ± 40
bc (BM-964). The blade is scored, bent and badly
damaged along the edges; it has a flattened lozenge
section. The casting is porous and of poor quality.

The blade fragment, No 143, and the hilt, No 142,
have metallurgical compositions which allow them to
belong to the same sword. The form of the hilt suggests
that it belongs to a sword of the general Ewart Park
form, perhaps late in the sequence. But as yet we lack
a detailed study of this category of swords in Britain,
and their precise typology is obscure. Certain features
of the Breiddin hilt can be found, alternatively, on
earlier non-Ewart forms attributable to the Wilburton
industry, eg swords from the Isleham (Britton 1960)
and Fulbourn (Burgess and Colquhoun 1989) hoards,
Cambridgeshire, and the Thenford Hill hoard from
Marston St Lawrence, Northamptonshire (Inventaria
Archaeologica GB 12.2). The absence of flanges and the
small rivet holes are some of the features which charac-
terise Cowen’s ‘Thames type’ swords, showing influence
from Hallstatt C bronze swords, and hence not earlier
than about 650 BC in Britain (Cowen 1967). However,
see Schauer (1972) for an alternative theory. Burgess
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and Colquhoun (1989), in their study of British swords,
describe it as a western unclassified Ewart Park sword.
As regards the blade fragment, it is worth noting that
swords of the Wilburton complex have blades which
vary in section from an emphasised lozenge to a flat-
tened lozenge, or which have a raised central rib, while
the later Ewart Park type is characterised by a flattened
oval blade section (Burgess 1969). Certainly, if the two
fragments from the Breiddin are part of the same
sword, this would be a rare instance of a Ewart Park
sword with a flattened lozenge blade section.
144 Tweezers (now lost) from ‘unsealed’ Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the line of the Iron Age rampart
(B148501). The tweezers are made from a slightly
tapering strip of bronze, bent over and pinched together
near the top to form an open loop; the tips of the blades
were missing, but the rest of the profile suggests they
would have been incurved.

Tweezers of this kind are not closely datable in them-
selves, but in this case they came from a reasonably
secure Bronze Age context. In the British Isles, bone
tweezers are known from the Early Bronze Age (Proud-
foot 1963) and at the same time bronze ones are known
in Europe (Hachmann 1957). The Early and Middle
Bronze Age forms have short wide arms, whereas those
of the Late Bronze Age, Iron Age and Romano-British
types are narrower. Bronze tweezers are extremely rare
in Middle and Late Bronze Age hoards in the British
Isles, occurring only at Feltwell Fen, Norfolk (Inven-
taria Archaeologica GB 35), Llangwyllog, Anglesey
(Lynch 1970) and Bishopsland, Co Kildare (Eogan
1964). They are far more numerous on settlement sites
of the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition, with
examples from Staple Howe (Brewster 1963) and
Grafton in Yorkshire (Waterman et al 1952–5), All
Cannings Cross, Wiltshire (Cunnington 1923) Merlin’s
Cave at Symonds Yat, Hereford and Worcester
(Phillips 1931). Grimes Graves, Norfolk (Armstrong
1934), and Old England, Brentford, on the Lower
Thames (Wheeler 1929). The Breiddin tweezers were
broken and the exact form of their ends is unknown,
but they seem likely to have been incurved like nearly all
of the above examples; dating on purely typological
grounds is not possible, however, since similar tweezers
also occur during the Iron Age (eg Glastonbury, Bulleid
and Gray 1911) and in the Roman period (eg Fish-
bourne, Cunliffe 1971, and Jewry Wall, Leicester,
Kenyon 1948).
145 Nail-headed pin with broken shank. From a
superficial deposit behind the rampart (B020202). The
large circular head is flat and undecorated. See
comments following No 147.
146 Complete nail-headed pin. From material scraped
up during the construction of the Iron Age rampart
(B045606). The well-formed circular head is flat and
undecorated. See comments following No 147.
147 Nail-headed pin with only the tip of the shank
missing. From the surface of undisturbed subsoil
behind the rampart, following machine clearance
between B02 and B04 (B040101). The small, rather
ill-formed head is almost oval in plan, and slightly
domed.

Nail-headed pins are known from an early stage in
the European Bronze Age (Hachmann 1957); the nail-

head is present on many different types of pins separat-
ed widely in time and space. During the Bronze Age in
the British Isles two main forms are found: in one the
shank expands gradually into a flat circular head, and
in the other a circular head is placed abruptly at right-
angles to the shaft. This second form, to which the
largest of the Breiddin pins (No 145) belongs, occurs in
the hoards from Isleham, Cambridgeshire (Britton
1960) and Winfrith Newburgh, Dorset (Drew 1963) as
well as in the settlement at Staple Howe, Yorks
(Brewster 1963). The examples from the two hoards
have slightly flanged heads, and single unpublished
finds of the same type occur at Wandsworth and at Sion
Reach, Isleworth on the Lower Thames. But the best
parallels undoubtedly come from the Heathery Burn
Cave, Co Durham (Inventaria Archaeologica GB 55),
dated traditionally to the 8th–7th centuries BC, and
from Brigg, Lincolnshire (Smith 1958), from a level
equivalent to the opening of pollen zone VIII; in the
same level as the latter was pottery described as Hall-
statt. A pin of the same general type came from the
filling of the ditch of Shrewton Barrow 5L in Wiltshire
(Moore and Rowlands 1972), and another with incised
concentric circles on the head came from the fort at
Hagbourn Hill, Berkshire (Harding 1972). Allied to
these pins is a group with much smaller expanded
heads, like Nos 146 and 147; these are known from
Scarborough, East Yorkshire (Smith 1927), Merlin’s
Cave at Symonds Yat, Hereford and Worcester
(Phillips 1931), Cop Round Barrow, Bledlow, Bucking-
hamshire and Lambourne’s Pit, Chippenham, Cam-
bridgeshire (Clark and Fell 1953), as well as in the
Heathery Burn Cave deposit (Inventaria Archaeologica
GB 55). In Europe nail-headed pins are also known in
iron (Kossack 1959, taf 39, 27). It is possible that No
172 in the present collection is also a nail-headed pin
derived from the late Bronze Age occupation,
148 Fragmentary nail-headed pin with most of the
shank missing. From soil and stones in front of the
Bronze Age defence, probably collapsed rampart core
(B015301; found in 1969, before the deposits in this area
were properly understood). The head of the pin is flat,
but the edges are too damaged to give much idea of its
original diameter. Below the head there is a swollen
shank, which then merges into the main shaft.

Swollen shanks are found on many different types of
pins both in Britain and on the Continent; in itself the
feature can have no precise cultural or chronological
meaning. It occurs in pins of the Middle Bronze Age
during Reinecke B1 in Hachmann’s Horizon III in the
Sögel Kreis in Northern Europe (Hachmann 1957); it is
also present on many other Middle Bronze Age pins,
often with elaborate incised decoration, and it con-
tinues into the Urnfield phase. A pin with elongated
swelling on the shaft and a nail head is known from
Chens-sur-Leman in Haute Savoie, and may be dated
to the final phases of the Bronze Age (Audouze and
Courtois 1970). In the British Isles the Picardy pins
discussed by Hawkes (1942) and dated to the end of the
Middle Bronze Age show the same kind of swelling, and
rare examples of Late Bronze Age pins also have it, for
instance one from the Fenny Bentley hoard. Derbys
(Smith 1920, fig 21), with globular head. No 148 has
both the swollen shank and the nail-like head discussed
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in connection with Nos 145–147, but it cannot be
closely dated on typological grounds.

Hubert Savory and Colin Burgess have suggested in
correspondence with the excavator that a dating in the
later part of the Middle Bronze Age might be more
appropriate for No 148. In this connection, the metal-
lurgical analysis may be of relevance, since there is a
clear difference between the pin’s minor element com-
position and that of the other objects assigned to the
Bronze Age (see microfiche Chapter 13.4). In corres-
pondence Peter Northover has suggested that an MBA3
attribution is unlikely on the basis of this analysis,
however, if the pin is a native product; for areas further
afield comparative information is lacking. He feels that
a date towards the end of the Late Bronze Age might be
more appropriate for such a minor element composi-
tion, though he stresses that it would be dangerous to
be categorical when only a single object is involved.
149 Small knob-headed pin. From Bronze Age occupa-
tion soil behind the rampart (B167701). The carefully
formed head is subrectangular in plan and both side
views, with well-rounded corners. The pin bears a slight
resemblance in shape to the Continental Group I pins
of Audouze and Courtois (1970, especially pl 5, no 114).
These, however, are larger and some carry elaborate
decoration, so that too much significance should not be
placed on the comparison. In any case, the dating of the
Group I pins is vague, though they belong in a general
sense to the Late Bronze Age. Pins with small knob-like
heads, but of conical rather than sub-rectangular form,
are known from the hillfort of lvinghoe Beacon, Buck-
inghamshire (Cotton and Frere 1966–70) and from the
Isleham hoard, Cambs (Britton 1960).
150 Pin shank, too fragmentary for further comment.
From a Bronze Age deposit behind the rampart
(B160403).
151 Pin shank, too fragmentary for further comment.
From Bronze Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B041329).
152 Slender shank from a pin of unidentifiable type,
bent at right-angles at the top. Same stratification as No
151 (B041232).
153 Fragmentary pin shank. From the junction of the
Iron Age rampart core and Bronze Age occupation
deposits (B035303). The upper break has a slight lip,
suggesting that the pin may have had an expanded head
of some sort.
154 Pin shank, too fragmentary for further comment.
Similar stratification to No 153 (B015302).

Fig 56 (opposite) Bronze objects. Scale 1:2
Stratigraphy, typology or metal analyses suggest an Iron
Age dating for Nos 160–166 and a Bronze Age dating for
Nos 138–159 and (less certainly) Nos 168, 172 and 175;
Nos 167–171 were from Iron Age deposits but could have
been residual; No 173 was in a Romano-British context
and No 174 was unstratified. The hulk of the objects came
from the rampart cuttings, except for Nos 158–9 (from
O’Neil’s excavations at the hillfort entrance) and Nos
138, 140–3, 163, 165, 167, 169 and 175 from the hillfort
interior (B3-4-5). The carbonized haft of the axe, No
138, produced a radiocarbon date of 754 ± 50 bc (BM-
798).

155 Small tool. From Bronze Age occupation soil
behind the rampart (B041509). The object is rectan-
gular in section at the centre, tapering to a point at one
end, where it is broken, and to a slightly narrowed chisel
edge at the other. It has not been hammered at either
end, and is therefore unlikely to have been a metal-
worker’s tool. It may have been hafted, either as a chisel
or as an awl. There is an almost exact parallel in the
Heathery Burn Cave deposit, Co Durham (Inventaria
Archaeologica GB 55), which also produced pins similar
to Nos 145–7.
156 Plain ring. From Bronze Age occupation soil
behind the rampart (B140718). The near-circular cross-
section is of slightly variable thickness, the irregularity
apparently being part of the original casting and not the
result of wear. Although undistinctive typologically, the
ring came from a securely stratified Bronze Age occupa-
tion deposit. Simple rings, many with traces of wear, are
known from a number of Bronze Age hoards in the
British Isles; their frequent association with swords,
especially in Scottish hoards, might suggest that some
were used in fixing the scabbard onto the sword-belt.
157 Dome-headed stud. Similar stratification to No 153
(B045310). The damaged head is of thin sheet-bronze;
the shaft is bent and flattened. Dome-headed studs with
straight shanks have been found in a number of Bronze
Age and Iron Age contexts in Europe, on several
occasions in association with horse and wagon equip-
ment. The Kressbonn, Kr. Trettnang grave find has
similar studs and (amongst other objects) a Rixheim
sword, which indicates their early appearance (Wocher
1965). However, studs of this type have a long life,
being present in French Carp’s Tongue hoards, as for
example at Vénat, Charente (Coffyn et al 1981) and at
Azay-le-Rideau, Indre et Loire (Cordier et al 1959) as
well as in Hallstatt C graves in Bavaria (Kossack 1953).
The best Bronze Age parallels in Britain are in the
Isleham hoard, Cambridgeshire (Britton 1960) and in
the collection from Ivinghoe Beacon, Buckinghamshire
(Cotton and Frere 1966–70), both of which can be
assigned to about the 8th century BC. Studs with
straight shanks are known from the Late Bronze Age
hoards found at Addington, Surrey (Inventaria Arch-
aeologica GB 13, 14) and South Heighton, Sussex.
Similar studs are also found in Iron Age contexts (M G
Spratling pers comm).
158 Socketed axe fragment, now lost, from O’Neil’s
Period I prehistoric level at the hillfort entrance (origin-
ally published in O’Neil 1937, 114, fig 5). It bears the
remains of two decorative ribs, but is too small to give
any idea of the kind of axe involved.
159 Fragmentary penannular bracelet with expanded
terminal, from the same deposit as No 158 (originally
published in O’Neil 1937, 114, fig 5). The bracelet
belongs to a well-known Late Bronze Age type, rare in
hoards but known from a number of occupation sites.
Most Late Bronze Age bracelets in the British Isles,
whether in gold or bronze, have expanded terminals,
the typological attribution depending on whether the
expansion on either side of the shaft is equal or unequal,
flat or cupped (Proudfoot 1955; Coles 1959–60; Hawkes
and Clarke 1963). Strictly speaking, the Breiddin
bracelet does not belong to Proudfoot’s Covesea type,
since its terminal is expanded slightly internally as well



138 Chapter 7.9

as externally, but it must be related to the Covesea
bracelets, which have a predominantly northern and
eastern distribution (Hawkes and Clarke 1963), and
which were derived originally from the North-West
European area rather than from the Swiss and related
French Urnfield series; it is clear, however, that these
and related bracelets quickly became adopted as native
types in Britain. The dating would seem to lie in the
later phases of the Late Bronze Age.

Objects of Iron Age or uncertain date
(Nos 160–175, Fig 56)

The find-contexts or form of Nos 160–166 suggest that
they probably belong to one part or another of the Iron
Age occupation. Nos 167–175 were found in a variety
of contexts; all or any of them could be residual from
the Bronze Age occupation, particularly perhaps Nos
168, 172 and 175.
160–162 Three ribbed rings (B010601/08/06). All three
came from burning apparently associated with the wall-
lines of roundhouse R1 behind the Iron Age rampart;
there is an associated radiocarbon date of 479 ± 55 bc
(BM-881), but there are difficulties of interpretation,
which are discussed in the description of Trench B01 in
Chapter 2.6. All three rings are of slightly oval cross-
section, with a pair of raised ridges round part of the
outside edge; the ridges converge at either end, leaving
about a quarter of the circumference deliberately plain;
on the best preserved ring, No 160, the undecorated
part is considerably worn. No 162 is now distorted to an
irregular oval; it bears some transverse lines which may
have been intended as decoration but which could alter-
natively be the product of corrosion. The smaller rings
are much the same diameter, but No 161 is less well
preserved and has a slightly thinner cross-section, so
that it weighs only 22 g compared with the 44 g of No
160; No 162 weighs just over 45 g. The rings have a
relatively high zinc content. The rings seem to have no
direct parallel in terms of decoration, and it is therefore
impossible to suggest an independent dating on typolo-
gical grounds. Sets of three rings have been found in
late Bronze Age contexts in Scotland – two sets from
Monmore in Perthshire (Coles 1959–60) each have a
pair of rings the same size and a third somewhat
smaller, whereas the Breiddin set has two of much the
same size and one larger. The casting off of the decora-
tion and the wear on the plain part of the circumference
implies that the Breiddin rings were used for some kind
of fixing or suspension, with the plain part of the ring
passing through loops or straps of some kind. See also
the comments on No 156.
163 Small unequal-sided ring with deep V-groove on
the wider part of the outside edge, presumably for some
kind of decorative inset though no trace of it now
survives. The groove is outlined by slightly raised
beadings along either side, giving an appearance rather
similar to the raised ribs of Nos 160–162. The zinc
content is also relatively high, and this suggests that it
may belong to the same period as Nos 160–162. It was
found in a soil spit which lay below the Bronze Age
‘midden’ in B31 (3103, Figure 31 and Chapter 3.3),
though an object as small as this could easily have

reached its find-spot as a result of worm or animal
action (B360304).

Unequal-sided rings like Nos 163–165 are presum-
ably intended to hang with the heavier side downwards,
as decorative elements on harness or clothing. The
shape appears to be unknown in secure Bronze Age
contexts, but several rings of this kind have been pub-
lished from Iron Age sites, as for example at Scar-
borough, East Yorkshire (Smith 1927) and Glaston-
bury (Bulleid and Gray 1911) and Meare (Gray and
Bulleid 1953) in Somerset. No direct parallel has been
located for the V-shaped inset-groove of No 163, but it
is worth noting (in view of the ring’s equivocal stratifi-
cation) that decorative insets of this kind are unknown
in Bronze Age contexts.
164 Plain unequal-sided ring. From Iron Age occupa-
tion soil behind the rampart (B040843). For general
comments see No 163.
165 Heavy unequal-sided ring, found unstratified in the
interior (B350801). The ring bears a raised curvilinear
decoration (Figure 57) which places it securely in the
Iron Age. J V S Megaw comments on the decoration at
the end of this schedule, and Mansel Spratling has
provided the following note on parallels and dating.

‘The best parallels for the Breiddin ring come from
Abington Pigotts, Cambs (Fox 1927, fig 1.d) and
Milber Down, Devon (Fox et al 1949–50, 44. pl XIV).
Both are of cast bronze and bear relief ornament,
though that on the Milber Down ring is not clearly
represented in the literature. In both cases the ornament
is centred on the thicker part of the ring. Undecorated
rings of similar shape are known from Somerset; one
from Glastonbury is in cast bronze (Bulleid and Gray
1911, 228, pl xliv, E195). One Continental parallel may
be noted: a cast bronze ring about 28 mm in diameter,
with eccentrically-placed opening too small for any
finger or toe and with very pronounced relief ornament;
it came from the oppidum of Hradište near Stradonice,
okr. Beroun (Píc 1903, tab XXII:2).

As to purpose, these widely dispersed eccentric rings
must remain a mystery – as do the much larger con-
tinental group of hollow two-piece bronze rings of La
Tène A-Cl date recently discussed by Raftery (1988)
and tentatively considered as amulets (see also Pauli
1975). With regard to the date of the Breiddin ring
itself, the 1st century BC seems likely, particularly in the
light of the style of its relief ornament as commented on
by Megaw in the discussion which follows this
schedule.’.

In the Iron Age section of microfiche Chapter 13.4,
J P Northover suggests that the object’s distinctive
impurity pattern shows it to have been made from a
metal-type which had gone out of use by 50 BC or soon
after.

Radiography of the ring suggests that it was cast
round a core of some other material. It was examined
by Dr P T Craddock and Dr M S Tite of the British
Museum Research Laboratory, who submitted the fol-
lowing report.

‘The raised decoration of the ring is cast, and when
sampled the ring itself was discovered to be hollow,
with a sandy black core. Analysis of the metal (micro-
fiche Chapter 13.3) showed it to be a tin-bronze, typical
of Iron Age metalwork. One decorated area of the ring
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looked as if it might contain traces of enamelling but
analysis of a surface scraping failed to show any signifi-
cant amount of lead which would have come from an
enamel. Samples of the black sandy core material which
ran from the drill hole made during sampling of the
metal were analysed spectographically and by X-ray
diffraction. The elements silicon, iron, aluminium,
titanium, copper and tin with traces of silver, sodium,
calcium, lead, nickel and cobalt were detected; the
mineral quartz and the copper chloride corrosion
products paratacamite and atacamite were also iden-
tified. The copper corrosion minerals are from the sur-
rounding ring. The core would almost certainly have
been of sandy clay. The presence of the elements
normally found in clay (silicon, aluminium and iron)
supports this.

The use of a core inside such a small bronze casting
is perhaps surprising in view of the small amount of
metal it would have saved. Such a meagre saving is
not unusual in the British Iron Age (cf a toggle
(‘cheekpiece’) from Bowerchalke, Wiltshire: WANHM
1925–7); it suggests that bronze was a valuable
material.’
166 Spiral finger-ring. From Iron Age occupation soil
behind the rampart (B040930). The ring is made on a
flat strip of bronze tapering towards either end. The
widest part of the face is decorated with four deeply
engraved grooves, the outer parts of which are linked by
short cross-lines punched into the metal with a tracer.
See comments following No 167.
167 Spiral toe-ring. From a posthole of Iron Age four-
poster F32 in the interior (B310401). The ring is made
from thin rod, or wire; although essentially circular, the
section varies slightly from point to point, as does the
thickness. About one and a half circuits remain. The
surviving terminal is fractionally thickened, then
narrowed and slightly everted.

The use of spiral rings for personal ornaments in the
British Isles begins in the Middle Bronze Age, when
they are especially associated with the Ornament
Horizon (Smith 1959). In the Bronze Age the rings tend
to be made from wire of circular or near-circular cross-
section, or from parallel-sided strips of metal; both
these forms are common in the Iron Age too, but there
are also many rings made from strips of metal tapering
towards either end (for a general discussion see Jope
and Wilson 1956). The smaller of the Breiddin rings, No
166, is of this last form, and its decoration is also
consistent with an Iron Age attribution (M G Spratling
pers comm). The larger ring, No 167, is of the simpler
wire form; it could be Iron Age, in keeping with its find
context, or could be residual from the Bronze Age
occupation.
168 Fragmentary ring of near-circular cross-section.
From Iron Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B049116). The minor element analysis suggests that
this ring may be residual from the Bronze Age occupa-
tion, though it could alternatively be of later date (see
microfiche Chapter 13.4).
169 Small plain ring. From the interior, above the
position of Iron Age posthole 3646 (four-poster F28)
and possibly attributable to it (B363725). The ring is
formed from thin rod, or wire, of basically circular
cross-section, flattened on one face, There is a very

small gap between the terminals, which are themselves
slightly constricted.
170–171 Two small lumps of metal, probably dross
rather than casting waste. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B105312, B040707).
172 The upper part of what is probably a pin rather
than a small implement. From a late intrusion into the
back of the Iron Age rampart (see Chapter 2.8;
B165512). The extended head is circular and slightly
domed on top, this being the original shape of the
casting and not the result of hammering; if the object
was an implement intended to be hammered, it had
clearly never been used. The shank, which is slightly
bent, is circular in section at the head, but is cut away
on four sides lower down, so as to give an almost square
section with small corner-facets. The minor element
composition suggests that the object may be rubbish
survival from the late Bronze Age levels, though it
could alternatively be of later date (microfiche Chapter
13.4); if so, it may be a variation on the theme of
nail-headed pins represented by Nos 145–149, though
no parallel for its corner-facets has been traced.
173 Plain ring. From just above the Romano-British
accumulation behind the rampart (B144104). The ring,
which is heavily damaged, is formed from a rod of
circular cross-section, bent round into a circle and with
the ends butted together. A purple stain on the inner
surface, thought to be silvering, was analysed at the
British Museum Research Laboratory and shown to be
indistinguishable from the metal of the ring.
174 Bent piece of very thin rod, or wire, pointed at one
end and flattened at the other. From recent quarry spoil
behind the rampart (B040002).
175 Bronze rod of distorted rectangular cross-section,
found unstratified in the interior (B365201). The rod is
apparently formed from two strips of metal hammered
together. Along most of the length one face is flat,
probably because it was the last to rest upon the anvil,
while the other three show signs of beating. The com-
position of the metal, though not particularly distinc-
tive, would allow its interpretation as re-worked scrap
surviving from the late Bronze Age occupation (see
microfiche Chapter 13.4).

The decoration on bronze ring No 16.5 (Figures
56–7), by J V S Megaw
The raised decoration on bronze ring No 165 is of
considerable interest stylistically. At first glance the ring
appears to be in good condition, but closer examination
shows that the raised decoration has been badly
damaged on the wider part of the ring and on one of the
decorative roundels. It was possible, however, for the
excavator to reconstruct the pattern fairly accurately,
with the exception of a small length at the very centre
of the design, shown blank in Figure 57. Nevertheless,
it seems to indicate that the decoration had been care-
fully laid out, more probably on the flat before being
translated into three dimensions on the (presumably)
wax base for the mould. Such evidence for careful
construction is of course best seen in the southern
British mirror series (Lowery et al 1976; Fox and
Pollard 1973, 24ff) and the so-far unique trial pieces
from Loughcrew, Co Meath (Megaw 1970, no 256;
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Fig 57 Decoration on bronze ring No 165
Suggested proportional layout of the decoration (by
CRM). Each division is approximately 1 mm.

Raftery 1984, 250–63; Megaw and Megaw 1989, 206
and illus 347). Here there is possibly a symbolic or even
magical element and certainly an element in Early
Celtic art which has been discussed in some detail (Pauli
1975, 205–7; Lenerz-de Wilde 1976). Despite the
absence of similar detailed analysis in ‘rolled-out’ form
of the decoration of three-dimensional objects such as
the Snettisham-Ipswich torcs (Brailsford and Stapley
1972), a comparison of the designs on torcs 2 and 3
from the Ipswich find suggests a similar preoccupation
with a carefully thought out preliminary design stage.
Such a preoccupation, as has recently been elaborated
by several authors and particularly, once more, by
Lenerz-de Wilde (1976), can be traced throughout the
prehistory of Celtic craftmanship from early La Tène
objects such as the Somme-Bionne and Cuperly discs
(Frey and Schwappach 1973, especially figs 22–23),
through the Reinheim and Waldalgesheim spouted
flagons and related engraved pieces (Megaw 1968) to
the Bann disc and ‘Brentford’ mount (Megaw 1970, nos
271, 130; Megaw and Megaw 1989, 236 and illus 404,
192 and illus 323; Raftery l984, 268K, see also Frey and
Megaw 1976).

The design of the Breiddin ring can best be described
as being based on a reversed pair of mirror-image units
each formed of an asymmetric-armed triskel spiral
springing from a double or imbricated pelta. In view of
the discussion of recent years concerning the continen-
tal affinities of Welsh Iron Age decorative metalwork
(cf Savory 1968; 1973, especially 694) one must draw
attention to the most ‘continental’ feature of the ring’s
decoration if only to dismiss it as such: this is the double
pelta developing at either end of what is, in fact, basic-
ally a tendril design. It is true that somewhat similar
three-dimensional features occur on central and
western Czechoslovakian metalwork of La Tène B1–B2
date, about 4th to 3rd century BC, from the Moravian
flat cemeteries (Ludikovský 1962, especially 265ff and
obr 46–5; Kruta 1975, especially 47ff and figs 26–27)
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and particularly arm-rings and more ‘westerly’ objects
of the so-called Waldalgesheim or vegetal style (Jacob-
sthal 1944, nos 44, 46, 333; Megaw 1970, 120ff; Megaw
and Megaw 1989, 113ff; see also Kruta 1976–7). Never-
theless, those continental colleagues to whom the
present writer has shown illustrations of the Breiddin
ring confirm that the appearance of the peltas lacks the
fuller ‘plasticity’ which is the key feature of the Czech
and other rings, with their recollection of stylised
human masks in a series of faces built up from a ‘spiral
ribbon with a double pelta in the involution’ (Jacob-
sthal 1944, 19; Megaw 1965–6, 141). For our British
piece it seems more logical to cite the occurrence of
peltas in the round on the Ipswich-Snettisham torcs
(Brailsford and Stapley 1972) and on the related
Ulceby bit, where they are formed really of the voids
within tight comma spirals (Fox 1958, fig 212 and pl 24;
Megaw 1970, no 293). The most obvious parallel for a
pelta formed of a void is that on the asymmetric ring
from Abington Pigotts, Cambs (Fox 1924, fig 1.d), the
only good parallel for our Welsh ring, as Spratling has
already indicated in the schedule entry above. One
might add the strap-junction from the hillfort at
Danebury, Hampshire, with its relief decoration which
has been compared by Jope to the ‘Snettisham gold-
workers’ style of the early to the mid 1st century BC’
(Cunliffe 1984, 345, fig 7.6, no 1.35). In two dimensions
the same pelta linked to comma spirals can be seen on
several mirrors (Fox 1958, fig 60, pl 56a. d–f and pl 56b,
r) and – another cousinly piece – on the Thames spear-
head (Megaw 1970, no 257; Megaw and Megaw 1989,
213 and illus 357). To be placed at the chronological
head of this artistic series by most scholars – though not
necessarily this one – is the pelta finial at the rear of the
Torrs ‘chamfrein’ (Atkinson and Piggott 1955, pl lxxxi,
a; Megaw and Megaw 1989, 196 and illus 335).

The swirl of spirals or tendrils which make up the
main part of the Breiddin ring’s design is so common a
feature of later (to beg the chronological question)
British metalwork as to make citation almost super-
fluous. Not only once more are there the Snettisham-
Ipswich rings with the raised arris of the individual
stems, but one can see the same feature amongst a range
of British shields and shield mountings from Witham,
Lincolnshire (Megaw 1970, no 252; Megaw and Megaw
1989, 196 and illus 332) to South Cadbury, Somerset
(Spratling 1970; Alcock 1972, 155, fig 21 and pls 51–52).
Once more, one may cite again mirrors, or rather their
mounts, such as that found at Nijmegen (= Ulpia
Noviomagus: Megaw 1970, no 263; Lowery et al 1976,
110–1).

The shared attributes, or rather interlocking of stylis-
tic elements which are such a feature of insular metal-
work, certainly make it hard to tie down the Breiddin
ring as to point of origin and date. In the schedule entry
above Spratling has already drawn attention to the
somewhat similar East Anglian ring from Abington
Pigotts. It is a truism of Iron Age art studies that find
spot is no accurate guide to place of manufacture.
Despite such finds as the Gussage All Saints, Dorset,
workshop with its links between east and west Britain in
the type and decoration of objects presumably being
locally produced – for example the Tal-y-llyn,
Gwynedd, triskels have counterparts amongst the linch-
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pin moulds (compare Savory 1968, figs 5–10 with
Spratling 1973, pl xxii, no 4) – the present writer does
not know of anything really comparable to the Breiddin
ring from western Britain. The bronze ‘pendant’ from
the last phase of Iron Age occupation of the Croft
Ambrey hillfort, Hereford and Worcester, with its cast
twin bosses and tendril decoration has something of our
piece (Stanford 1974a, 157 and fig 73, no 3); it is
compared by the excavator to cast ornament on the
‘Polden Hills’ and other bits. Certainly the political
importance of North Wales and the Marches can now
be clearly distinguished (Savory 1973, 685ff), and trade
and cultural contacts were demonstrably widespread.
However, if the nature of artistic parallels tends to
suggest that the closest parallels for the Breiddin ring lie
in the south or east of England and a date in the 1st
century BC, this is, alas, likely to be the best that
anyone can do in our continuing state of ignorance as
to the precise nature of clearly defined workshops and
workshop traditions. As with much else in pre-Roman
insular Celtic art studies, one continues eagerly to await
publication of Professor E M Jope’s completion of the
work left unfinished by Paul Jacobsthal on his death in
1957 (Jacobsthal and Jope in press).

7.10 Iron objects
By C Saunders
Forty-seven iron objects were found during the 1969-76
excavations (Nos 179–222 in Figures 58–9). Five other
pieces of iron were found in the 1930s (O’Neil 1937,
114, fig 5). The latter include three pieces from O’Neil’s
Period I (prehistoric) deposit at the hillfort entrance: a
piece of sheet in the form of an elongated S, perhaps
part of a buckle; a fragmentary penannular brooch
lacking terminals and therefore not capable of typologi-
cal analysis; and a pierced diamond-shaped plate, tenta-
tively identified as the quillon of a dagger, but perhaps
more likely to be a washer or hold-fast of some sort.
Roman levels at the hillfort entrance produced a small
strip of iron (O’Neil 1937, 121, no 10), and an object
found near Buckbean Pond is described variously as a
nail or perhaps part of a knife (O’Neil 1937, 113, 126,
fig 8, no 1).

Thirteen of the more recent objects came from un-
stratified or largely uninformative contexts in the
interior of the hillfort (of which only No 197 came from
the excavations near Buckbean Pond, and the remain-
der from Area B3-4-5); 34 objects were found from
contexts behind the rampart.

The objects illustrated in Figure 58 include those
from the rampart cuttings which were found in Iron
Age deposits, or were probably derived from them,
together with ones from the interior which can be attri-
buted to the Iron Age on typological or other grounds.
Radiocarbon dating suggests that a 3rd-2nd century bc
date is most likely.

The remaining objects, illustrated in Figure 59,
include five from Romano-British levels behind the
rampart (Nos 202–206). Many of the objects in this
illustration might be residual from the Iron Age oc-

cupation, but Nos 221-222 and probably No 201 can be
assigned to the Roman period on typological grounds.

Various crafts are represented by the assemblage,
leather-working in the case of knife No 177 and the
suspected punch No 206, and smithing in the case of
tongs No 220. Linch-pin No 194 is unusual, and the
hinged arm-ring or neck-ring No 197 appears to have
no direct parallel in the British pre-Roman Iron Age, to
which it presumably belongs. Two studs or hobnails
from the core of the Iron Age rampart (Nos 210–211)
would be of greater interest if their stratification were
more secure.

The assemblage includes five or possibly six Iron Age
bow-brooches (Nos 183–188), which appear to have a
predominantly western and northern distribution in
Britain (I M Stead pers comm). Similar examples are
known from Croft Ambrey, Hereford and Worcester
(Stanford 1974a, 162–5), and Twyn-y-Gaer, Gwent
(Probert 1976, 115–6). A further example may be re-
presented in the material from Dinorben, Clwyd
(Gardner and Savory 1964, 131, fig 19, no 2).

The Breiddin brooches seem to be characterised by a
small spring of two coils with an external chord and a
slightly ‘incurved’ rod bow. It seems probable that at
least one, No 184, had a spring which was no longer
functional, but shielded a hinge mechanism. This is the
most diagnostic brooch, and enough survives to show
that the foot was not joined to the bow but belonged to
the unattached La Tène I form. On this criterion it can
be placed in Phase Ic of the classification put forward
by Fox (1927). The shortcomings of Fox’s classifica-
tions, however, are well illustrated by the fact that
Stanford, in his discussion of similar brooches from
Croft Ambrey, prefers to place them in La Tène IIc, to
which Fox assigns ‘involuted’ brooches generally.

For the moment, it may be better to use the term
‘incurved’ for brooches like those from the Breiddin,
leaving ‘involuted’ as a descriptive term for brooches
with a much deeper curvature in the bow. At all events,
it is clear that the time for a complete review of clas-
sification and terminology in British La Tène brooches
is overdue. The relationship of British brooches to their
Continental counterparts also needs re-assessing.
Pending these wider studies, a short discussion in
relation to the Breiddin brooches may be in order.
[Reference should also be made to the discussion by Dent
of brooches from Wetwang Slack, Yorkshire (Dent 1982,
439–44) which has appeared since this report was
drafted. Ed]

Two trends seem apparent in the development of
British La Tène I brooches: a move towards the produc-
tion of a flattened bow, and the development of alter-
natives to a simple spring mechanism.

Hodson has drawn attention to a group of insular La
Tène I brooches which have a short catchplate and low
bow comparable with the Swiss Münsingen Ib form,
and a near-horizontal foot of Münsingen Ia form
(Hodson 1971, 56). These seem to mark an early stage
in the ‘flattening’ process seen in a more developed form
in the brooches of ‘Swallowcliffe Down’ type (Fowler
1953, 93). A typologically later form is known in iron
from Meon Hill, Hampshire (Liddell 1935, 35, pl 129, no
M21), and from Danes Graves, Yorkshire (Stead 1965);
whereas that from Meon Hill has an unattached foot of



142 Chapter 7.10

La Tène I form, like one fron Cold Kitchen Hill, Wilt-
shire, for example (Fox 1927, fig 23A), the complete
brooch from Danes Graves represents a type which has
the foot joined to the bow in the La Tène II manner.

Brooches of insular form with hinged pins were being
produced in Britain as early as the 5th century BC
(Hodson 1971, 50), and the insular brooches of Mün-
singen Ia/Ib form noted above have a false spring
within which the pin is fixed by means of a rod passed
through the coils. A later development was to make the
spring and pin in one piece, and to fix this to the bow
by means of a cylinder around which the coils of the
false spring revolved. It is this kind of device which is
suspected in the best preserved of the Breiddin brooches
(No 184). This method was used on an iron brooch with
a large disc foot, comparable to Swiss La Tène Ib or Ic
brooches, in a cist burial at Trevone, Cornwall (Dudley
and Jope 1965, fig 7) associated with a bronze in-
voluted brooch which had a similar type of hinge. The
same kind of hinge was also used on a flattened-bow
brooch with La Tène II foot from Sawdon, Yorkshire
(Watson 1947, figs 1–2).

The ‘incurved’ rod bows of the Breiddin brooches
may suggest some relationship to the specifically British
‘involuted’ brooches, with their strongly incurved bows
and curved pins. The involuted brooch in bronze from
Trevone has an unattached foot of La Tène I form, but
most have attached feet in the La Tène II manner, with
the pin attached by various forms of hinge or pivot. The
involuted brooch appears to begin at around the La
Tène I–II transition; the example from Beckley with its
Waldalgesheim decoration (Hawkes and Jacobsthal
1945; Fox 1958, fig 9b, pl 12a) suggests a fairly early
date for some of these brooches, but the type appears to
have had a very long life.

In the case of the Breiddin brooches it is clear that the
most diagnostic example belongs to the end of the
British La Tène I series, and that the other fragments
came from generally similar brooches. As seen above,
the drum-swivel which is suspected on No 184 can be
paralleled on a late La Tène I brooch, on an early
involuted brooch, and on a flattened-bow brooch. The
circular terminal of the foot on this brooch may
perhaps have held some ornamental fitting, which could
suggest a link with disc-footed La Tène Ib/Ic brooches,
as well as with Sawdon and other flattened-bow
brooches which have disc feet; like Beckley, or examples
with ornamental settings like that from Eastburn.
Yorkshire (Stead 1965, fig 26, no 4), the incurved bows
of the Breiddin brooches might invite their classifica-
tions as ‘proto-involuted’, but it seems reasonable to
suggest (on the meagre evidence available) that the
immediately obvious typological sequence ‘flattened-
bow La Tène I brooches ... flattened-bow brooches with
La Tène II feet ...  involuted brooches’ is too simple a
formulation. The very mixed stratification of the Croft
Ambrey brooches suggests as much (Stanford 1974,
162–5), though scrap survival may be something of a
hindrance to interpretation there.

Until more brooches of the relevant types have been
published from stratified contexts, the exact position of
the Breiddin brooches must remain uncertain; it is un-
fortunate, in this respect, that their condition makes
any discussion so tentative. Nevertheless, a date around

the end of the 3rd century BC would seem reasonable
on typological grounds. In a general sense this is con-
firmed by the late 3rd/early 2nd century bc radiocarbon
dates for the deposits from which the majority of the
Breiddin brooches were derived. Only a small caution is
necessary, in that the dates apply strictly to the deposits
in B04, while all of the brooches except for No 183 came
from the other side of the quarry road, about 20 m
away. But the relative stratification of the two deposits,
their similarity of colour and general character and
their otherwise identical associated finds leave little
doubt that they were one and the same. The radiocar-
bon dates, therefore, can reasonably be transferred to
the ironwork, saving only for the possibility that the
brooches were obsolete objects in process of re-work-
ing.

Objects attributable to the Iron Age
occupation (Figure 58)

Nos 176–194 came from Iron Age deposits behind the
rampart, or were clearly derived from them (see
Chapter 2.6). Nos 195–197 came from the interior of
the hillfort and are assigned to the Iron Age on strati-
graphical or typological grounds; No 197 is associated
with a radiocarbon date of the 3rd century bc.
176 Small length of square-sectioned rod, pointed at
one end; perhaps the point of a nail or the fragmentary
tang of a small implement. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B045902).
177 Curving knife with wide thin blade and broken
rectangular tang; the cutting edge is on the convex side
and the object is probably a leather-worker’s knife.
From lron Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B041118). For a general parallel from Glastonbury,
Somerset, see Bulleid and Gray 1917, pl lx, no 148.
178 Flat plate, waisted and slightly thickened at the
centre and with a rivet hole at either end, one of them
retaining the shaft of the rivet. Probably a fitting or
strengthening plate of some sort. From Iron Age oc-
cupation soil behind the rampart (B041126).
179 Short strip of metal, narrower at one end; function
indeterminate. From Iron Age occupation soil behind
rampart (B041005).
180 Flat piece of metal, probably a fragmentary knife
blade. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B040911).
181 Short length of square-sectioned rod, constricted at
one end and bound round with a narrow strip of
copper; function indeterminate. From Iron Age oc-
cupation soil behind the rampart (B040918).
182 Fragmentary ring made from rectangular-
sectioned rod; round much of the circuit the ring has
lost part of its thickness through lamination; the lower
end in the drawing is broken, but the upper end is
perhaps a genuine terminal. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B040825).
183 Fragmentary brooch with incurved bow and pin,
lacking most of the foot and the whole of the spring; the
foot terminated in a plain flat disc touching but ap-
parently not fixed to the junction of the bow and foot.
Found with a sherd of vesicular pottery in a post-pipe
first seen in the floor-surface of roundhouse R4 behind
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Fig 58 Iron objects of Iron Age date. Scale 1:2
Nos 176-194 came from Iron Age deposits behind the rampart, or were clearly derived from them: Nos 195-6 came
from the interior (B3-4-5) and No 197 from Area B7, in a pit with a radiocarbon date of 220±60 bc (CAR-998). Many
of the objects in Fig 59 may be of Iron Age date.
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the rampart, but possibly penetrating down from a
higher level (B046201).
184 Almost complete bow-brooch; lacking only part of
the foot. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B105311). The bow has a slight incurve, as has
the pin, and it still retains part of the catchplate; the
very end of the foot, which terminates in a ring or
perforated disc with no sign of a tongue, is turned back
to touch the angle of the bow and the foot, but does not
appear to be attached to it in any way. The spring has
two coils joined by an external chord which runs (in its
corroded state) over the top of the spring. Radiographs
fail to reveal whether this is a functional spring or, as
appears very likely, a false spring shielding a drum
swivel.
185 Distorted spring from a brooch, and a piece of
curved rod found with it, probably the pin of the same
brooch. From the same deposit as No 184 (B105310).
186 Fragmentary brooch with incurved bow, lacking
the foot and pin; the spring or hinge is badly obscured
by corrosion but seems to have had two coils joined by
an external chord. From a posthole of conjectural four-
poster F9, cut through the deposit which produced Nos
184–5 (B105701).
187 Spring of a brooch, and part of its apparently
incurved bow; the spring has two coils and an external
chord. From the Romano-British accumulation above
the deposit which produced Nos 184–5 (B144515).
188 Badly corroded fragments which, to judge from a
drawing made at the time of recovery, may have been
the pin of an incurved bow-brooch. From the same
deposit as Nos 184–5 (B105307).
189 Tip of a small knife with curving edges. From the
same deposit as Nos 184–5 and 187 (B105306). Iron
Age knives commonly have curved blades, though this
fragment is too small for useful comparison with
examples from other sites.
190 Short length of binding, broken at both ends and
formed from a strip bent double. From the same
deposit as Nos 184–5, 187 and 189 (B105309).
191 Large ring made from a rod of circular cross-
section, with no visible join. From the surface of the
Iron Age occupation soil behind the rampart, im-
mediately below the Romano-British accumulation
(Bl45901). Rings of this sort could have many uses.
This one could possibly be the side-ring of a snaffle-bit,
the point of attachment of the mouthpiece being re-
presented by the corroded area at the top of the ring;
this identification, however, is speculative.
192 Small length of rod, rectangular in section at the
centre but tapering and becoming circular in section
towards either end, perhaps as a result of corrosion.
From a posthole of four-poster F11, cutting through
the Iron Age occupation deposits behind the rampart
(Bl47701).
193 Fragmentary implement consisting of the lower
part of a blade with socketed handle attachment. From
a point of very compressed stratification behind the
rampart, where no clear distinction could be drawn
between the Iron Age and Romano-British deposits
(B144103). The socket is of the ‘split’ form and has been
manufactured by turning over two flanges. There is a
rivet hole in the lower part of the socket, but the
apparent hole at the top of the drawing is the result of

corrosion. The object is probably part of an angular
reaping hook or bill-hook, though not enough survives
for certain identification. The pronounced shoulders at
the back and front of the blade at its junction with the
socket are characteristic of bill-hooks, but the socket is
of smaller diameter than those of bill-hooks generally
and is more comparable with those found on angular
reaping hooks. For some examples of bill-hooks from
Glastonbury, Somerset see Bulleid and Gray 1917, fig
138.
194 Heavy linch-pin with ring-head and curved shank.
From quarry disturbance behind the rampart, im-
mediately overlying the Iron Age occupation soil
(B115101). Immediately below the head a hole has been
punched through the shank, forcing the metal into a
raised loop; part of the curved tip is missing. The linch-
pin belongs to a type discussed by Fox (1946) when
considering an example from the Llyn Cerrig Bach
deposit, Anglesey. Fox listed three other examples,
from Worthy Down, Hampshire, Bigbury, Kent, and
from the Polden Hills hoard, Somerset. Of these, the
third should be removed from the list as it lacks the
characteristic loop below the ring-head and seems to
have served some other function than that of a linch-
pin. As well as the Breiddin example another linch-pin
of this form can now be added; it was found in an
unpublished hoard of iron objects from Waltham
Abbey, Essex, and is now in the British Museum. As
regards date, the Worthy Down linch-pin came from a
hoard of ironwork of the 1st century AD. The Waltham
Abbey linch-pin was not in a closely datable context,
and the one from Llyn Cerrig Bach can only be dated
within the probable range of the other objects from the
site, from the 2nd century BC to the first half of the 1st
century AD. The type has not been found in a secure
Roman context, and a date between the 1st century BC
and the middle of the 1st century AD therefore seems
likely on external evidence; the Breiddin linch-pin was
not intelligibly stratified, and the radiocarbon dates for
the Iron Age deposit from which it was probably derived
cannot therefore be used as secure dating evidence for
the type.
195 Bar of square cross-section, tapering to a point at
one end, the other being incomplete; probably the tang
of a large knife, reaping hook or similar implement.
From the edge of a posthole belonging to conjectural
four-poster F27 in the interior (B355104).
196 Dagger, lacking most of the tang; the blade is of
rounded lozenge section and the tang rectangular.
From an un-phased posthole in the interior, standing
upright in what appeared to be the deliberately re-filled
post-pipe (B529001). The dagger is a well-established
Iron Age type with parallels, for instance, at Hunsbury,
Northamptonshire and Ham Hill, Dorset (Jope 1961).
197 Torc or arm-ring formed from two lengths of
hollow tube, with a simple lap-joint or hinge at the
back. Found in fragments in the bottom of a pit near
Buckbean Pond (see Chapter 4.1); it may perhaps have
been a ritual deposit (B708701). Charcoal from the pit
has been dated to 220 ± 60 bc (CAR-998). One terminal
is missing but the other has a slightly expanded and
carefully rounded end. The details of the possible hinge
mechanism are obscured by corrosion, but radiographs
appear to show some kind of pivot-pin or rivet, which
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is indicated diagrammatically in the drawing. Radio-
graphs also show the longitudinal seam on the hollow
tubes from which the ring was made, as well as a hint
of decoration at one point, though nothing similar
could be found on the rest of the ring, which is smoothly
patinated.
Objects of Roman or uncertain date (Figure 59)

Nos 22l–222 and probably No 201 can be attributed to
the Romano-British occupation on typological
grounds. The remainder of this group could be derived
from either the Iron Age or the Romano-British oc-
cupations.
198 Badly corroded object, perhaps a nail. From
topsoil behind the rampart (B010103).
199 Two fragments, probably from the same object,
perhaps a nail (but lost before drawing and therefore
not illustrated). From an undated posthole behind the
rampart (B021203/04).
200 Badly corroded ring of rectangular cross-section,
with no visible join. From an undated context behind
the rampart (B040302).
201 Large nail with slightly domed circular head and
square-sectioned shaft, clinched over at the end. From
the surface of the Iron Age deposits immediately below
the Romano-British levels behind the rampart
(B049508). Nails of this sort are not known in well-
authenticated Iron Age contexts, and a Roman date
seems more likely.
202 Fragmentary spearhead blade of lozenge section;
the edges have suffered badly from corrosion, so that
the original profile is uncertain. From the Romano-
British accumulation behind the rampart (B049706).
203 Short length of rectangular-sectioned bar. From
the Romano-British accumulation behind the rampart
(B115202).
204 Two small lengths of rod, found together in the
Romano-British accumulation behind the rampart
(B144513).
205 Ring made from heavy rod of rounded rectangular
cross-section, with the ends butted together but not
welded. From a Romano-British hearth behind the
rampart (B144701).
206 Part of a tanged tool. From soil and stones behind
the rampart, probably attributable to the Romano-
British occupation (B165301). The pointed tip of the
tang is now missing, but from its end the tang expands
to a point of maximum width about one third of the
way along the length of the object. To this point it is of
square cross-section, but it then becomes rounded and
tapers slightly to the point. The point is fairly blunt and
rounded, and this appears to have been its original
form. The absence of a sharp point suggest that this was
not an awl, while the original presence of a handle,
attested by the tang, suggest that it was not a metal-
worker’s tool. The most likely identification is a leather-
worker’s punch, Similar tools of pre-Roman date are
known from Bredon Hill, Gloucestershire (Hencken
1938, 83, fig 10, no 9). The type, however, is not closely
datable and the Breiddin example could equally well
belong to the Romano-British occupation.
207 Short length of square-sectioned rod. From a
superficial level behind the rampart (B144401).

208 Short length of tapering bar, of rectangular cross-
section; probably too thin to be the broken tip of linch-
pin No 194. From topsoil behind the rampart
(Bl53102).
209 Short length of iron bar, narrowed at one end;
probably the tang of a small knife. From the Iron Age
rampart, but too close to the late intrusion described in
Chapter 2.8 to be considered securely stratified
(B156202).
210–214 Five complete or fragmentary studs or
hobnails. Nos 210 and 211 were from the Iron Age
rampart, but too close to the late intrusion described in
Chapter 2.8 to be considered securely stratified
(B156201/04); No 212 was from the Romano-British
accumulation behind the rampart (B144506); Nos 213–
4 were unstratified in the interior (B375740/65). Iron
Age hobnails are unlikely, and although a single
example was found towards the beginning of the
century at Dinorben (Gardner and Savory 1964, 27 and
161) the stratification was not secure. Similar objects
are common in Roman contexts and may have been
used for studding leather as well as hobnails for shoes.
The existence of similar studs in the Iron Age is not
intrinsically unlikely, but securely stratified examples
are unknown.
215 Ring made from heavy rod of rounded rectangular
cross-section, with the ends butted together but not
welded. Unstratified in the interior (B320910).
216 Small indeterminate piece of iron. Unstratified in
the interior (B321005).
217 Badly corroded lump of iron, perhaps waste metal.
From topsoil in the interior (B365106).
218 Small length of pointed rod. From topsoil in the
interior (B310103).
219 Bar of square cross-section, tapering to a point at
one end, the other end being incomplete; probably the
tang of a large implement, but not dagger No 196,
which was found nearby but which has a tang of thinner
rectangular cross-section. Unstratified in the interior
(B520301).
220 Blacksmith’s tongs, lacking the greater part of both
handles. From a group of stones just below turf level in
the interior (B529901). The original length of the tongs
would probably have been between 400–550mm. The
jaws are of bowed form with simple parallel gripping
faces; they are held together by a dome-headed rivet,
the undrawn head being considerably smaller than the
drawn one. There are good Iron Age parallels from
Llyn Cerrig Bach, Anglesey (Fox 1946), Garton Slack,
Yorkshire, and Waltham Abbey, Essex (unpublished),
and equally acceptable Roman parallels at Silchester,
Hampshire (Evans 1881, 146, fig 10) and Newstead,
Melrose (Curle 1911, pl xxxiii).
221-222 Two heavy iron bars, both with paired nail
holes; one bar is incomplete and perhaps originally
shorter than the other, though it is too corroded for
certainty. The broken bar (No 222, B375520) was un-
stratified in the interior; the complete one (No 221,
B400214) was found 9 m away, against the base of a
conjecturally Romano-British or later wall-footing,
4057 (Figure 35). Professor W H Manning has kindly
provided the following description and comments:

‘The bars both have tapering ends. The sections differ
slightly but in essence the back of each bar is flat with
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Fig 59 (opposite) Iron objects of uncertain or Romano-
British date, and lead (Nos 223–4). Scale 1:2
The forms of Nos 221–2 and probably No 201 suggest a
Romano-British date; the rest could alternatively belong
to the Iron Age. Both pieces of lead came from Iron Age
contexts but may have been residual from the Bronze
Age. Nos 213–23 came from B3-4-5 in the interior, the
rest from the rampart cuttings.

square edges, while the edges of the faces are markedly
rounded, especially towards either end. Both bars are
now arched, but this is probably the result of corrosion
subsequent to their original use. Each bar has a pair of
rectangular nail holes with deep, elongated counter-
sinkings, set together slightly nearer one end than the
other. The bars can be assigned with a fair degree of
confidence to the Romano-British occupation. Nail
holes with elongated countersinkings of this type are
known on other pieces of Romano-British ironwork (eg
a bar from Dorchester on Thames, Oxfordshire, in the
Ashmolean Museum, Oxford) and were intended to
receive nails with short T-shaped heads of a type known
from various sites but most fully published by Pitt-
Rivers in the account of his excavations in Cranborne
Chase, Dorset (1887, 93, pl xxx; 1888, 133, pl civ, ii;
1892, 127, pl clxxxi, 17). Although not perhaps identi-
cal. these bars clearly belong together; they may, of
course, have been part of a larger series. Their function
is not self-evident and no exact parallel has been
located. The close spacing of the nail holes shows that
they are not bindings of the usual type. More probably
they were fixed to a central wooden post or beam and
supported detachable boards, but whether on a cart, in
3 structure or on some other kind of object is a matter
of conjecture’.

7.11 Lead
Two pieces of lead found at the southern end of the hill
may derive from either the late Bronze Age or the Iron
Age occupation. Both pieces are illustrated in Figure
58, as Nos 223–4.
223 Folded, wedge-shaped strip. From a posthole be-
longing to Iron Age roundhouse R9 in the interior
(B351502).
224 Small broken lump retaining one curved and three
flat faces. From iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B115301).
Two pieces of galena were found during the excavation,
one unstratified in the interior (B510514), the other in
Iron Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B145912). They may perhaps have been intended for
metallurgical use.

7.12 Metal-working evidence

By R F Tylecote and L Biek
The fabric ascriptions in the following schedule are taken
 from the analyses of refractory ceramic fabrics by Hilary
Howard in microfiche Chapter 13.5, where further details

of colouration and texture will also be found. For illustra-
ions see Figure 60.

225 About one third of a large crucible with well-
developed pouring lip; the butt and one whole side are
missing. From a ‘scoop’ (?bowl-hearth) in the interior
and from spits of soil in the same general area
(B370310, B370501–04 from the ?bowl-hearth;
B363722, B3701B, B370304/20, B520202, B520307/10
from nearby; see Chapter 3.3). Coarse gritty fabric,
dolerite-tempered (Fabric RC1). Red, copper-rich fuel-
slag on the inside of the rim attests to the crucible’s use,
heated from ?above (Tylecote 1986, 97). Two recon-
structions seem possible, and both are shown in Figure
60; the larger is perhaps the more likely (c 250 cc,
capable of holding some 1.5 kg of molten metal). The
crucible is not an Iron Age type, crucibles of that date
generally being smaller and triangular in plan. There
are few parallels of Bronze Age date from north-west
Europe, eg Oldeburg 1943, II, 127, no 244, with well-
defined lip; others, without lip, are known from El
Argar, Spain, and Nubia (Gowland 1912, pl xxxvi).
Comparable examples have recently been recovered
from Rathgall, Ireland (Raftery pers comm) and a
three-legged one from Dainton, Devon (Needham
1980, 184–91, figs 4–5).
226 Sherd from a similar crucible with a sharper rim
than No 225. Unstratified, but close to undisturbed
subsoil behind the rampart (B040722). The fragment is
too small to suggest the true shape; possibly from a
much larger crucible than the drawing shows. The
fabric differs from No 225, being sandstone-tempered
(Fabric RC2). There is a trace of red copper slag, again,
on the inside of the rim.
227 Small rim-sherd from a thick-walled crucible.
From an area of dark soil in B70, near Buckbean Pond
(7097A in Figure 39A, B and Chapter 4.1; B709701).
Same fabric as No 226 (Fabric RC2). Much continuous
red copper slag on and below the rim. Re-lined (micro-
fiche Chapter 13.5).
228 Base of small hemispherical crucible. c 20 mm or
less in diameter and some ?15 mm high. From the Rom-
ano-British accumulation behind the rampart
(B144503). Fine sandy fabric, quartz-tempered (Fabric
RC3). Typical of precious metal working from the
Roman period onwards (and perhaps before). Alterna-
tively identified by Howard in-microfiche Chapter 13.5
as part of a cire perdue mould.
229 Tiny rim-sherd from a crucible of indeterminate
size and shape. From the interior, possibly from edge of
?metal-working complex 5149A/B (Chapter 3.3 and
Figure 32; B510807). Contains charcoal flakes (Fabric
RC4), suggesting type of use similar to No 228. Thin
red copper slag on rim and inside wall.
230 Three pieces from one or more crucibles of indeter-
minate shape, too fragmentary for illustration. From
Iron Age occupation soil behind the rampart (B145908,
B105320). Sandy fabric, as No 228 (Fabric RC3).
231 Seventeen pieces of ungritted clay fired to vitrifica-
tion on the concave surfaces but soft and powdery on
the other sides. Some form of hearth-lining? From
Bronze Age occupation soil (B115901) and from soil
and stones which were either in, on, or above the
Bronze Age rampart (B118001/02); a further piece came
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Fig 60 Metal-working debris. Scale 1:2
Nos 225-9 are crucibles, No 228 alternatively a piece of cire perdue mould; the larger reconstruction of No 225 seems
the more likely; the correct angle, and hence crucible-size, for No 226 is difficult to determine. No 231 is hearth-lining
or perhaps tuyere, No 232 a piece of clay mould, perhaps from the base of a spearhead. Nos 226, 228 and 231 come
from the rampart cuttings; No 227 from near Buckbean Pond (B7); the rest from B3-4-5, in-the interior. See also Nos
170-1 (bronze-casting waste), Nos 223-4 (lead), and No 334 (possible core from mould).
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from an Iron Age context nearby (B105320). Fabric 7 in
microfiche Chapter 13.5, where Howard suggests some
of the material may be tuyere fragments.
232 Fragment of fired clay mould, found unstratified in
the interior, about 3m from No 225 (B360106). The
fabric is similar to No 225 (Fabric RC1, dolerite-grit-
ted), but much finer. Soft and very worn, but slightly
smoother concave face bearing traces of three parallel
ridges raised slightly above the general surface. David
Coombs provides the following comment:

‘The fragment is too small for certain identification
of the object being cast; it could have had a circular or
semi-circular socket, but might alternatively have been
part of a more complex casting. It is possible to say,
however, that the object would have had three parallel,
slightly recessed grooves on its outer surface. With such
a socket the most likely candidate would be a spear-
head, rather than a gouge or ferrule. Such spearheads
are known from a number of Late Bronze Age hoards,
including those from Wilburton Fen and Isleham in
Cambridgeshire’.
233 Fragments of copper alloy melting slag (not illu-
strated). One piece came from in or very close to a pit
in the interior (5125), possibly associated with the
metal-working area illustrated in Figure 32 and
Chapter 3.3 (B510802); other small fragments came
from Buckbean Pond.
234 Two pieces of iron-smithing slag, one from Iron
Age occupation soil behind the rampart (B146801) the
other from an unstratified context nearby (B152101).
Similar slag came from (a) beneath the road metalling
at the hillfort entrance and (b) against the rear revet-
ment of the Iron Age rampart some distance to the
north, in earlier excavations (O’Neil 1937, 114).

Discussion
There was no evidence of copper being smelted on the
site. Suitable clays and tempering materials were clearly
available – and used (microfiche Chapter 13.5) – on the
spot to produce ‘hearths’ (which need have been no
more than shallow scoops) and the crucibles and
moulds. All the bronzes found could have been cast on
site; the metal would have come as scrap and/or traded
cast ingots or wrought billets. Although only one piece
is clear enough for illustration (No 232) Howard has
recognized a possible core (No 334) and approximately
50 other pieces of fired clay which are certain or possible
mould-fragments (cf Hodges 1954), including one for
casting a pin, another perhaps for a knife or spearhead,
and a third possibly for a sword (the first from a Bronze
Age context, the others effectively unstratified, micro-
fiche Chapter 13.5). Some form of blast would have
been essential to reach the required temperature, and
Howard has suggested that (at least some of) the
fragments assembled under No 231 could be parts of
tuyeres. All this metal-working evidence clearly needs
to be seen with the analytical results and discussions of
Craddock and Werner, and Northover, relating to the
metal objects and, particularly, waste (microfiche
Chapters 13.3 and 13.4). The stratified items are all
typical of cast metal from the late Bronze Age in having
lead contents of 5–15%, characteristic of finds in the
south of England and, from recent evidence, in Wales

also. The minor and trace elements would seem to
suggest that the metal had in many cases been remelted
many times with the addition of scrap, as would be
normal by this period. The very slight remains of iron-
smithing need indicate no more than casual repair of
small artefacts.

7.13 Querns and other stone tools
All of the querns and utilised stones from the recent
excavations were examined geologically by the late Dr F
W Anderson for the Ancient Monuments Laboratory of
the Department of the Environment; a list of his iden-
tifications has been deposited with the excavation
records.

Querns (Figure 61)

Altogether, 49 whole or fragmentary quern stones were
found during the excavations, only one of them a rotary
quern; a representative sample is illustrated. Of the 25
quern stones from the rampart cuttings, five came from
Bronze Age contexts, three from the floor levels of Iron
Age roundhouses, three from other Iron Age deposits,
eleven (including the rotary quern) from certain or
probable Romano-British levels, and three were unstra-
tified. Of the 23 stones from the interior of the hillfort,
two came from Bronze Age features, three from the
wall-gully and entrance posts of an Iron Age round-
house, and two from the postholes of Iron Age four-
posters; the other sixteen were unstratified. Querns were
found in all areas of excavation, except Buckbean Pond
(B6).

The materials used could all have been found within
a few kilometres of the Breiddin. They include dolerite
(once), andesite, various kinds of tuff, sandstone and
gritstone, and the volcanic conglomerate of Mid-
dletown Hill (only once, for the rotary quern). There is
too little information to show whether the various rocks
changed in popularity throughout the life of the hillfort,
though there is a hint that andesite and andesitic tuff
were more common in the Bronze Age, and purple grit
in the later part of Iron Age.

Curwen (1937) described the saddle-quern as ‘... a
bolster-shaped upper stone lying athwart an elongated
lower stone. The latter has a grinding face which is
more or less concave longitudinally while from side to
side it may be flat or else slightly concave or even
convex. In the last case the stone is saddle-shaped,
whence the type is named’. This is a useful and fairly
comprehensive description, though some of the
Breiddin querns (perhaps those in the early stages of
use) are practically flat in both directions. The only
shape which seems excluded is the rather unlikely one of
convex in both directions, and all combinations apart
from this are found at the Breiddin.

The very variety of shapes leads to difficulty in
dividing lower stones from upper stones, and neither
the degree of curvature nor size are necessarily decisive.
In some cases a distinction can be made on the basis of
the direction of wear on the grinding surface (longitudi-
nal on the lower stones, lateral on the upper stones),
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Fig 61 Querns, and fan-shaped whetstone (No 252). Scale 1:1O
Seventeen of the 49 querns are illustrated, No 242 being the only rotary quern recovered. Querns came from all areas
and levels, including seven from late Bronze Age contexts (none complete enough for illustration).
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and in others it may be suggested by the general shape
of the stone: a stone which is very thick at one end and
thin in the other, for instance, would be unbalanced as
a rubber and is more likely to be a lower stone. The
method of use (rubbing back and forth from the user’s
knees) sometimes appears to have produced an uneven-
ness of wear which allows upper and lower stones to be
distinguished. Close to the knees, where the pressure is
applied more vertically (and perhaps more heavily), the
quern becomes more steeply curved or hollowed, while
the rest of the surface may be fairly gently dished, or
even show a reverse curvature where the rubbing stone
has begun to ride beyond the tail of the quern. This is
seen very clearly in No 237 and is the reason for classify-
ing No 243 and (less certainly) No 245 as lower stones
rather than upper stones. Upper stones are unlikely to
show this unevenness of curvature, but broken or less
heavily used stones will often be difficult to allocate
with any certainty. On these criteria it appears that
about 29 of the saddle-querns were probably lower
stones, and only about 18 were upper stones.

Viewed from above, the shape of the Breiddin saddle-
querns varies quite widely. One is ‘slug-shaped’ (No
243), others are more or less rectangular (Nos 235 and
236); there is also a range from square at the butt end
with a rounded tail (No 237) to rounded at both ends,
giving an almost oval shape (No 239); several are made
from irregular pieces of stone (Nos 240–1) and there are
one or two which utilise large pebbles (No 244). The
lower stones are usually chipped into shape from larger
pieces of material, but the upper stones are equally
often made from suitably-shaped pebbles.

The largest lower stone (No 237) is about 420 mm by
300 mm across, and the smallest certain lower stone (No
235) would have been about 260 mm by 175 mm across.
The average is about 370 mm by 250 mm across.

No distinction can be made, as regards shape,
between the various phases of occupation. Two of the
Bronze Age querns are relatively small lower stones, not
much bigger than No 243, but both are too fragmentary
for illustration and there is also one fragment which
could belong to a much larger quern.

235 Small lower stones on a block of yellow sandstone,
partly natural, partly shaped. The square tail is conjec-
tural. Used as packing in the wall-gully of Iron Age
roundhouse R8 in the interior, and therefore Iron Age
or earlier in date (B409301).
236 Almost rectangular lower stone on a roughly
shaped block of coarse pebbly grit, illustrated with its
matching upper stone, chipped from the same material.
Wear on the broken end of the upper stone shows that
it continued in use for some while after it was broken.
The stones were found inverted in the floor level of Iron
Age roundhouse R5 behind the rampart (B145002/03).
237 Heavy lower stone, shaped from a thick block of
purple grit; butt end damaged but probably more or less
rectangular. The grinding face falls away at the tail.
From the Romano-British accumulation behind the
rampart (B115205). Other fragments from this or
similar querns of purple grit were found in the underly-
ing Iron Age levels.
238 Lower stone, chipped from a block of yellow sand-
stone; deeply hollowed, like several other sandstone
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fragments from the site. Unstratified in the interior
(B321218).
239 Heavy oval lower stone, shaped from a keel-like
block of coarse pebbly grit; slightly concave on each
axis. Used as packing in a posthole behind the rampart,
belonging to conjectured Iron Age four-poster F11
(B147401).
240 Irregular lower stone on a slab of coarse purple
grit, flat on the short axis, slightly concave on the long
one. From a similar context to No 237 (B145301).
241 Damaged lower stone, perhaps originally trian-
gular, on a natural slab of andesite. Fractionally
concave on the long axis, slightly convex on the short
one. From an insecurely-dated area of dark soil in the
interior (Chapter 3.4 ‘Other Iron Age features’ and
Figure 34; B407602).
242 Lower stone from a heavy rotary quern, on a poly-
gonal block of pebbly volcanic conglomerate. Rotary
querns are unknown from Wales in secure Iron Age
contexts, and also seem to be absent from Hereford-
shire and Shropshire in the pre-Roman period (S C
Stanford pers comm); this example was found behind
the rampart in a stony layer which probably corres-
ponds with the Romano-British accumulation in the
adjacent trenches, and a Romano-British date seems
likely (B016403).
243 ‘Slug-shaped’ quern chipped from a piece of Old
Red Sandstone; small enough to be an upper stone, but
with the curvature more pronounced at one end and
falling away slightly at the other; almost certainly,
therefore, a lower stone. Unstratified in the interior
(B700101).
244 Pebble of andesitic tuff used as a quern and also,
perhaps, as a grinder on both ends. It is almost flat and
could perhaps be an upper stone rather than a lower
stone as shown. From a posthole of Iron Age four-
poster F42 in the interior (B702602).
245 Narrow, almost square-sectioned block of fine-
grained tuff, with the grinding surface stopping short of
either end. The irregular shape and the slightly uneven
curvature of the grinding surface suggest it may be a
lower stone, despite its small size. Unstratified in the
interior (B710001).
246 Upper stone on a pebble of coarse gritstone. From
stones in or against the back of the Iron Age rampart
(B140401).
247 Upper stone chipped from a block of yellow sand-
stone. From a Roman or later disturbance behind the
rampart (Chapter 2.8; B165004).
248 Upper stone on a long pebble of basaltic tuff, flat
on the long axis and slightly convex on the short one.
Unstratified in the interior (B311405).
249 Upper stone on a pebble of grey-green grit. Unstra-
tified in the interior (B410432).
250 Small upper stone on a pebble of grey-green grit,
broken and reused as a pounder at the sharp end.
Unstratified in the interior (B410410).
251 Narrow, rather irregular block of andesite with the
double-convex grinding face restricted to the middle
two-thirds of the stone. Upper stones at the Breiddin
are usually made on pebbles or on more carefully
chipped blocks than this, and the stone may perhaps
have had some other use. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B145914).
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Other utilised stones (Figures 62-63)

About 84 certain stone tools, and a further 38 possible
tools were found during the excavation, of which a
representative sample is illustrated. It is interesting to
note the absence of the fire-cracked ‘potboilers’ known
from some other prehistoric sites, and the presence of
less than half a dozen pebbles suitable for use as sling-
stones.

Only 46 of the certain and possible tools came from
reasonably stratified deposits in the rampart cuttings,
about equal numbers being recovered from Bronze
Age, Iron Age and Romano-British levels. Only those
from the Bronze Age levels can be taken as securely
dated; all the others could have been derived from
earlier deposits. The uncertainty about phasing,
combined with the relatively small numbers involved,
makes a more detailed analysis of the assemblage fairly
meaningless.

Examination of the tools suggests that a wide variety
of domestic, industrial and craft industries are most
probably represented. Probable functions are described
below, and summarised in the following table. Re-
presentative examples of each type are illustrated.

Table 4: Summary of stone tool types other than querns

Type Certain Possible Total
Whetstones 20 21 41
Rubbing stones 3 2 5
Polishing stones 6 5 11
Grinders 29 2 31
Pounders 8 7 15
Pounder-grinders 11 – 11
Miscellaneous 7 1 8
Total 84 38 122

Whetstones (Nos 252–264, Figures 61–62)

These normally have working faces which differ only
slightly from the unused surfaces, being smoother in
some cases but rather rougher in others (many water-
worn pebbles have a naturally glossy surface which is
destroyed by use for whetting, so that the used face
actually appears duller and rougher than the rest). In
most cases the whetting surfaces are only slightly
dished, although the oddly shaped No 252 is more
deeply hollowed. The majority are natural pebbles from
glacial or riverine deposits and are mostly fine-grained.
The term ‘metal-gloss’ is used in some of the descrip-
tions for a distinctive silvery sheen visible when the
stones are held at an oblique angle to the light. It often
occurs on surfaces which are quite rough or granular,
and in this sense is quite distinct from the much
smoother gloss on the surface of the stones classified as
polishers.

252 Large fan-shaped slab of yellow sandstone, deeply
hollowed on the top, on one of the narrow sides and on
both main faces. One of the faces has a fossil-cast more
or less at its centre; the uneven dishing of the surface

shows how implements were sharpened to avoid this
obstruction. The other side is evenly dished over the
whole surface except at the bottom, where five roughly
tooled grooves may show where the slab was wedged
into a wooden base or holding bracket. If so, this clearly
did not apply for the whole of the object’s life, since the
other face is smoothed to the very bottom of the stone.
Found 20 cm below the present surface in the interior,
close to an undated stone-slab hearth, 5099 (B500206).
253 Fairly fine quartzitic sandstone pebble. The flat
face on the drawing is irregularly dished, with slight
signs of ‘metal-gloss’ in places. The other face is almost
flat, with a fair amount of ‘metal-gloss’. Part of the
narrow edges have been used for pounding or rough
grinding. Unstratified in the interior (B400228).
254 Glacial pebble of fairly fine gritstone. One broad
face is smooth and distinctly dished, with slight signs of
‘metal-gloss’, and rust-coloured limonite stains down
one side. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B105314).
255 Hard but fairly fine-grained muddy flagstone
pebble. The upper face is irregularly dished, with slight
‘metal-gloss’ in places and rust-coloured limonite stains
down the left-hand side. The lower face is smoother,
with more ‘metal-gloss’, but a large part has been
removed by a percussion flake. At the narrow end on
both main faces the surface is hollowed to a tongue-like
profile, as if used to smooth or sharpen something
narrower than the full face of the stone. From the
junction of the Iron Age rampart core with the underly-
ing Bronze Age occupation deposits (B140625).
256 Hard muddy flagstone river pebble, quite fine in
texture. Both flat faces are smooth, with slight ‘metal-
gloss’, and one is faceted along part of its junction with
the unused narrow edge. The upper end on the drawing
has been used for pounding. From a Romano-British or
post-Roman disturbance behind the rampart (Chapter
2.8; B165002).
257 Fairly coarse local gritstone pebble, with slight
‘metal-gloss’ on its flat face; the surface is slightly but
rather irregularly dished. One corner and the sharper of
the two ends have been used for grinding and perhaps
for pounding. Unstratified in the interior (B350310).
258 Possible whetstone on rather coarse muddy flag-
stone. Both main faces are dished in places but there is
no very obvious ‘metal-gloss’. One of the arrises is
faceted and roughened, and the stone has been battered
at the butt end and on one corner. From topsoil behind
the rampart (B010101).
259 Triangular river pebble of hard fine-grained muddy
flagstone. Both flat faces are smoothed and slightly
dished, with distinct signs of ‘metal-gloss’. One of the
narrow edges may also have been used for whetting.
Unstratified in the interior (B410221).
260 Probable whetstone on a block of hard micaceous
flagstone, shattered by burning. The preserved main
face is smooth but has no detectable ‘metal-gloss’; it is
slightly convex on both axes. The texture of the stone
makes it ideal as a whetstone and its discovery along-
side three bronze rings (Nos 160–162) and fragments of
baked clay loomweights (No 314) supports its inter-
pretation as a deliberately used stone. From burning on
the wall-line of Iron Age roundhouse R1 behind the
rampart (Chapter 2.6, Trench B01; B010609).
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Fig 62  Utilized stones. Scale 1:4
Of the 122 certain or possible utilized stones, from all levels and areas of excavation, 40 are illustrated here and in Fig
63. Nos 252-64 are whetstones and Nos 26.5-73 rubbing stones and polishers. For derivations see schedule entries.

261 Possible whetstone on a pebble of brown quartzitic
sandstone. Both broad faces are smooth, though glacial
scratches are still present in places; there is little or no
‘metal-gloss’. The unused narrow edges have a natural
gloss, whereas the broad and potentially utilised faces
do not. Definitely a utilised stone, since the narrow end
is bruised along one edge by pounding or coarse
grinding. From a pit of uncertain date in the interior
(B408401).

262 Possible whetstone on a pebble of hard, fairly fine-
grained muddy flagstone. There are glacial scratches on
the main face; the other face is smoother, with less sign
of glacial scratching and a suggestion of ‘metal-gloss’.
From topsoil behind the rampart (B153104).
263 Tongue-shaped slab of very fine and hard silicified
tuff, hollowed at the centre of the main faces, presum-
ably by whetting; the end is worn to an almost axe-like
edge, perhaps by rubbing rather than whetting. From
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Fig 63  Utilized stones. Scale 1:4
See also Fig 62 and its caption. Nos 274-84 are grinders, Nos 285-90 pounders and Nos 291-3 pounder-grinders; No
294 is a 'shaft-straightener’ from an early (perhaps late Neolithic) context. For derivations see schedule entries.

I ron  Age  occupa t i on  so i l  beh ind  t he  r ampa r t
(B049128).
264 Hard muddy flagstone pebble, hollowed on one
face by whetting and slightly faceted at the thinner end
by grinding or rubbing; the other main face is smooth
and slightly convex in either direction, as if it may have
been used for rubbing or polishing. From Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the rampart (B041131).

Rubbing stones and polishers (Nos 265-273,
Figure 62)

Stones classed as polishers have very smooth flat or
convex surfaces (Nos 269-273), whilst those classed as

rubbing stones have a lesser degree of smoothing (Nos
265-268). A number of quartzite pebbles which have a
naturally glossy surface could have been used as
polishers without appreciably changing their appear-
ance. The polishing stones could have been used for a
variety of purposes, principally the finishing of leather,
but also the smoothing of woollen material. One of the
smaller stones at the Breiddin (No 271) has a ‘waxy’
polish which might possibly have been caused in this
way. In addition, the tiny utilised pebble, No 289
(Figure 63), shows that there may have been functions
involving both pounding and polishing; the size of the
tool suggests some fairly delicate craft. A pendant
which may also have been used as a rubbing stone is
illustrated in Figure 65 as No 330.
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265 Triangular pebble of fine muddy flagstone, with
additional smoothing on one naturally flat face, as if it
had been used for rubbing. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B040935).
266 Small slab of volcanic ash worn flat, but not
smooth or polished, on both main faces. Probably a
rubbing stone of some sort, rather than the upper stone
of a saddle-quern. From topsoil in the interior
(B700102; not illustrated).
267 Heavy pebble of fine gritstone with the slightly
convex main face additionally smoothed by rubbing of
some sort. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B049122).
268 Probable rubbing stone on a rather irregular
natural pebble. One of its main faces (left on the
drawing) is much smoother than the rest, but still
convex and with no real sign of ‘metal-gloss’. At its
broad end the arris is slightly faceted and there are two
grooves which look rather deep to be glacial scratches.
The narrow end has possibly been used for pounding.
Such a stone could probably be formed by natural
agencies, but the differential smoothing of the faces, the
slight faceting at one end, the grooves and the possible
pounding of the narrow end could all result from
human use. It has a fresh break and two small limonite
stains on the underside which may also suggest human
agency. From the Romano-British accumulation
behind the rampart (B115204).
269 Thin river pebble of hard muddy flagstone. The
main face is extremely smooth, with a touch of high
gloss at one point; it is very slightly convex. Unstratified
in the interior (B320709).
270 Smooth elongated pebble of clay ironstone, almost
certainly used as a polisher. The narrow end is slightly
bruised, perhaps by pounding. Unstratified in the
interior (B321414).
271 Small pebble of brown tuff with a thick ‘waxy’ gloss
which fills the glacial scratches and continues onto some
of the broken parts round the edges of the stone.
Perhaps used for polishing some greasy material such as
leather or woollen textile? Unstratified in the interior
(B375530).
272 Small pebble of clay ironstone. The main faces are
very smooth, and have probably been used for polish-
ing. The sharper end and part of one side have been
used for pounding. Unstratified in the interior
(B375529).
273 Small rounded pebble with a high gloss on its one
flat face, suggesting use as a polisher. Unstratified in the
interior (B700406).

Grinders (Nos 274–284, Figure 63)

The stones described here as grinders have fairly even,
fine-ground facets. They range from elongated pebbles
worked at one end only to polyhedrons of stone in
which the faceted grinding faces have extended over the
whole of the surface. Some of the stones have been
worn by a back-and-forward motion using one side of
the stone at a time, rather than by a rotary action;
although some of the stones may have been used as
pestles in food preparation, it seems unlikely that they
were used for milling grain on saddle-querns, since their
grinding faces are too small and their use would
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probably not have resulted in the even curvature seen
on most of the Breiddin querns. There may well be a
difference in function between tools with the grinding
faces placed across the narrow axis of the stone, like No
284, and those with long narrow facets placed along the
length of the stone, like Nos 279 or 280. The grinding
face on the small end-grinder No 274 seems too small to
have been used for preparing food, and the pounding
surface at the narrow end is also very small; the smooth-
ing on one of the broader faces and the small sunken
area at the centre of the other suggest strongly that it is
not a household implement but a craft tool, possibly
used in the working of some material like wood, bone
or leather. The same might apply to No 282, which
again shows evidence of contact with a sharp tool on
one of its smooth faces, as does the pounder-grinder
illustrated as No 293. The combined pounder-grinder-
polisher, No 291, also seems more like a craft tool than
a household implement, and the deep flake scars on the
butt end of No 292 are unlikely to have resulted from
domestic use.
274 Pebble of fine brown gritstone, included here as a
grinder because it is the only complete example
amongst four or five pebbles of about this size showing
grinding on one end. In practice it is a multi-purpose
tool and would be more correctly classified as a poun-
der-grinder. It is ground to a single convex facet at the
blunt end; the broad face on the drawing has been
pitted over a small area at the centre, presumably by
contact with a relatively pointed object (see also Nos
282 and 293); the opposite face, not drawn, has been
pounded at the narrow end and smoothed and black-
ened at the other. Unstratified in the interior (B351001).
275 Irregular pebble of brown quartzite; the narrow
grinding facets are set parallel to the main faces of the
stone. From the Romano-British accumulation behind
the rampart (B144518).
276 Almost cylindrical pebble of brown quartzite. The
grinding surfaces are slightly faceted, rather than evenly
curved as they probably would be if the tool had been
used in a cup-shaped mortar. From the core of the Iron
Age rampart (B156205).
277 Rectangular-sectioned pebble of quartzitic sand-
stone, also showing signs of rubbing on both main
faces. From one of a group of Bronze Age working-
hollows, pits and furnaces in the interior (Figure 32 and
Chapter 3.3; B516418).
278 Heavy pebble of fine gritstone; the grinding end
may have been prepared by the removal of percussion
flakes round most of the circumference. Unstratified in
the interior (B520401).
279 Quartzite pebble; the facets on the end of the
pebble are long and narrow, 15–20 mm wide by 50–
60 mm long, and parallel to the flat faces of the stone.
Unstratified in the interior (B350401).
280 Quartzite pebble, with the grinding facets spread-
ing along the sides of the stone as well as across both
ends. Unstratified in the interior (B321019).
281 Small multi-faceted grinder of coarse grey grit-
stone. The more or less circular facets are very distinct
and almost flat in a number of cases. Found on the
hilltop by a quarryman (B00000l).
282 Heavy glacial pebble of hornfelsed muddy flag-
stone. The broad sides of the stone are untouched apart
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from a small area of pounding at the centre of one face,
but the whole of the circumference is ground to curving
facets merging imperceptibly into one another. The
apparent string-hole is the cast of a fossil, now gone.
From a posthole of Iron Age four-poster F10 behind
the rampart (B115701).
283 Grinder in the form of a large polyhedron of coarse
vein quartz. The facets are more distinct than on No
282 and a small piece of flat unground face is preserved
on one side, suggesting that the stone may have started
as a large rectangular block similar to No 286 among
the pounders (below). Unstratified in the interior
(B410412).
284 Small broken pebble of white quartzite. The
rounded end has been ground to two almost flat facets
set across the breadth of the stone, The pebble may
have been complete when the grinding was done, or
may already have been broken; though small, it can be
gripped firmly between the fingers and would be an
efficient tool in its present state. The edges round the
broken end have been bruised through use for
pounding or to blunt them after it was broken. Unstra-
tified in the interior (B365601).

Pounders (Nos 285–290, Figure 63)

The implements grouped together as pounders show
coarse pitting or bruising, usually on a blunt or pointed
end but sometimes, as in the case of No 285, on one of
the long sides also. They vary from minute examples
like No 289, through those like Nos 287 or 288, which
could have many household purposes such as the
pounding of roots, grain or other foodstuffs, to heavier
tools like Nos 285 and 286, which seem more likely to
have had an ‘industrial’ function, perhaps as hammers
or as pounders for working stone or crushing rock for
pottery-filler or the like.
285 Large irregular pebble of hard muddy flagstone,
possibly chosen for its weight and variety of pounding
surfaces. Unstratified behind the rampart (B150001).
286 Heavy block of vein quartz, bruised on at least one
corner by pounding and faceted on one of its edges by
pounding or rough grinding. Unstratified in the interior
(B375338).
287 Rectangular-sectioned pebble of grey-brown tuff.
Unstratified in the interior (B500210).
288 Burnt pebble of coarse grey sandstone. Pebbles of
this kind, with one end rather blunter than the other,
would be obvious candidates for use as pounders.
Picked up by a quarryman on the line of the inner
rampart (Bl0000l).
289 Pounder or hammerstone on a tiny pebble of hard
muddy flagstone. One face is very smooth, as if used for
polishing, but the main function of the stone is revealed
by bruising on the sharp end. From a position of
confused stratification in the interior (B417702).
290 Heavy pebble of fine gritstone, with large percus-
sion flakes removed from one end; the main pounding
surface, at the blunter end of the stone, shows slight
facets which suggest that the tool may originally have
been used as a grinder. One of the broad faces is a little
smoother than the other and has slight limonite stains;
it may have been used for rubbing of some kind. From
the core of the Iron Age rampart (B035313).
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Pounder-grinders (Nos 29l–293, Figure 63)

The tools identified as pounder-grinders show about
equal quantities of ground and pounded surfaces. In
most cases the stones were probably used for both
purposes at the same time, but some may be grinders in
the process of becoming pounders, or vice versa.
291 Hard, fine-grained muddy flagstone pebble, One of
the flat faces is smooth and slightly convex, almost
certainly through use for polishing. The narrower faces,
the corners and most of the edges are pounded or
ground, the faces varying from quite rough to almost
polished. Unstratified behind the rampart (B0l0001).
292 Felspathic grit pebble, ground to two small facets
at the narrow end, and pounded at two points to the
stage where large flakes have been detached. The
narrow end was probably used for pounding before the
ground facets were made. From a Romano-British or
later disturbance behind the rampart (Chapter 2.8;
Bl53516).
293 Faceted pebble of muddy flagstone, found in two
pieces, one of them burnt. Probably a polyhedral
grinder used at the end of its life for pounding, since the
facets are half-hidden beneath an overall pitting typical
of pounders. At the centre of the two main faces the
surface has been hollowed out through contact with
some relatively sharp object; see also Nos 276 and 282.
From a pit tentatively associated with Iron Age round-
house R9 in the interior (B350520).

Possible ‘shaft-straightener’ (No 294, Figure 63)

294 Gently tapering truncated cone of light brown tuff,
with a V-shaped indentation in one side at the narrower
end. The indentation has slight striations along its
length. Perhaps a smoother or straightener for wooden
or bone objects. From stony material in or below the
bottom of the Bronze Age rampart, but perhaps derived
from the Neolithic occupation, since the main con-
centration of Peterborough pottery lay only 2 m to the
north (B160401).

7.14 Spindle-whorls
Nineteen stone spindle-whorls were found during the
excavation; they are illustrated in Figure 64 as Nos
295–313. In addition an unpierced disc was perhaps an
uncompleted spindle-whorl, and a fragmentary stone
disc may have been part of another (Figure 65, Nos
33l–2). Two of the spindle-whorls came from late
Bronze Age deposits (Nos 295–6), six from Iron Age
contexts (Nos 297–302), and two from Romano-British
or later levels (Nos 303–4). Apart from a single example
from Buckbean Pond (No 313), the rest were unstrati-
fied or came from contexts of unknown or uncertain
date at the southern end of the hill. In only one case is
there any sign of decoration – some incomplete con-
centric lines on No 308. Most of the whorls have per-
forations which are conical (drilled from one side) or
biconical (drilled from both sides). The exceptions are
the decorated whorl, No 308 (unstratified), where the
perforation hints at lathe-turning, and No 304 (from a
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Fig 64 Stone spindle-whorls and clay loomweight. Scale 1:4
All 19 whorls are illustrated. Contexts as follows: Nos 295-6 late Bronze Age, Nos 297-302 Iron Age, Nos 303-4
Romano-British or later, the rest w-dated or unstratified; Nos 295-6, 298-304 and 306 from the rampart cuttings, the
rest from the interior (B3-4-5 except No 311 unlocated and No 313 from Buckbean Pond).
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Romano-British or later context) where the perforation
is cylindrical.

Three other whorls with cylindrical perforations were
found at the hillfort entrance in the 1930s, as well as one
other spindle-whorl and two unperforated stone discs,
all of which were unstratified but were attributed to the
Romano-British occupation by O’Neil (1937, 123, fig
8).

311 Irregular bun-shaped spindle-whorl, 68 g. Chance
find picked up on the hilltop and presented to the
excavators by Dr John Gask (B000003).
312 Fragmentary spindle-whorl, original weight c
120g. Unstratified in the interior (B400305).
313 Irregular spindle-whorl, with very small perfora-
tion, 30g. From an uncertainly dated context in
Buckbean Pond (B644706).

All of the spindle-whorls are made from a black-spot-
ted volcanic ash, or from a fine-grained micaceous
sandstone, both of which could be obtained fairly
locally. They vary considerably in size and weight, from
as little as 18 g to as much as 120 g; there is a hint of
concentrations around 20–25 g, 60–70 g and 90 g, but a
larger sample would be necessary before this could be
shown to be other than coincidental.

7.15 Clay loomweights

295 Irregular spindle-whorl, 18 g. From Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the rampart (B148301).
296 Irregular, fragmentary spindle-whorl, original
weight c 20g. From the same deposit as No 295
(B148302).
297 Very irregular, fragmentary spindle-whorl, with
perforation obscured by a fossil-cast, original weight
c 60 g. From the entrance posthole of an Iron Age
roundhouse R9 in the interior (B351501).
298 Spindle-whorl, 92 g. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B016902).
299 Very irregular spindle-whorl, with poorly aligned
biconical perforation, 23 g. From Iron Age occupation
soil behind the rampart (B045909).
300 Irregular spindle-whorl, 28 g. From Iron Age oc-
cupation soil behind the rampart (B040910).
301 Large spindle-whorl, original weight c 110 g. An
apparent lateral perforation, not reaching the outside of
the whorl at the wider end, is probably the cast of a
fossil. Found in two pieces in Iron Age occupation soil
behind the rampart (B105301/05).
302 Fragmentary spindle-whorl, original weight c 84 g.
From a post-pipe of Iron Age four-poster F7 behind the
rampart (B047306).
303 Fragmentary spindle-whorl, original weight c 24 g.
From the Romano-British accumulation behind the
rampart (B144516).
304 Well-made spindle-whorl, 67 g. From a Romano-
British or later intrusion behind the rampart (Chapter
2.8; B153508).
305 Very irregular spindle-whorl, 32 g. From an
undated posthole in the interior (B327602).
306 Slightly chipped spindle-whorl, original weight
c 67 g. Flatter on one side than the other. Unstratified
behind the rampart (B040703).
307 Fragmentary spindle-whorl, original weight c 95 g.
Unstratified in the interior (B321036).
308 Spindle-whorl, decorated with incomplete con-
centric lines on one face only. The profile of the perfora-
tion suggests lathe-turning, though the whorl is ir-
regular and not particularly well made; 45 g. Unstrati-
fied in the interior (B350704).
309 Fragmentary spindle-whorl; ill-formed, but
perhaps intended to be bun-shaped like No 311;
original weight c c 20 g. Unstratified in the interior
(B321031).
310 Fragmentary spindle-whorl, original weight c 20 g.

Parts of three or more pottery loomweights were found
along with other objects in a charcoaly deposit on the
wall-line of the Iron Age roundhouse R1 behind the
rampart; the most complete of the loomweights is illu-
strated in Figure 64 as No 314.
314 Half of a clay loomweight, found with fragments of
at least two others. From burning on the wall-line of
Iron Age roundhouse R1 behind the rampart (Chapter
2.6, Trench B01). The illustrated example (B010603)
contains a fair amount of crushed stone; it appears to
be roughly rectangular in plan, with a section that
narrows slightly in both aspects towards the top, which
is fairly well rounded. There is a single horizontal per-
foration along what was probably the longer axis. The
original weight would probably have been about
1300 g. One of the more fragmentary examples
(B010604; Fabric FC2 in microfiche Chapter 13.2) was
probably bigger, and appears to have been pierced
along the shorter axis. Only parts of the loomweights
seem to have been fired. Several other fragments of fired
clay from the excavation, usually with a brown surface
and dark brown or greyish-brown core, may have been
pieces of loomweight; they came from a variety of Iron
Age and undated contexts.

Triangular clay loomweights are familiar from a
variety of Iron Age sites in southern and central
England. The Breiddin weights are of a less common
form, with parallels – for example – at Croft Ambrey
and Sutton Walls, Hereford and Worcester (Stanford
1974, 182, fig 86; Kenyon 1954, pl xvi, c), and Glaston-
bury, Somerset (Bulleid and Gray 1917, fig 171, nos 16
and 18). Loomweights are rare in Wales; an example
possibly from an early Roman context at Prestatyn
(Blockley 1989, fig 71) appears to be the only other
example that has been published from the Principality.

7.16 Beads
Six beads of glass and four of other materials were
found during the excavations. Comments from Mrs C
M Guido on the glass beads have been incorporated in
the following schedule. For illustrations see Figure 65,
Nos 315–24.

Unstratified in the interior (B400103).

315 Part of a large bead in dark blue glass with white
decoration raised on slight protruberances. From
topsoil behind the rampart (Bl53101). The bead is
typical of a class with raised spiral decoration, imported
from the Continent from the middle of the 1st century
BC and into the 1st century AD (Guido 1978, class 6).
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Fig 65 Beads and miscellaneous objects of stone and fired clay. Scale 1:1 (beads), 1:3 (the rest)
Beads: Nos 315-20 glass, No 321 blue faience, No 322 amber, No 323 jet, No 324 fired clay. Of the other objects Nos
326-7 are Kimmeridge shale, Nos 331-2 stone discs (unfinished spindle-whorls?), No 333 a stone vessel or lamp, No
334 probably the core of a bronze-casting mould, and No 335 a fired clay ‘doodle’, or perhaps a gaming piece? For
derivations see schedule en tries.

316 Very small and rather ill-formed bead in clear blue
glass. From Iron Age occupation soil behind the
rampart (B166706). Strictly undatable, but perhaps
Iron Age in view of its context.
317 Small annular bead of opaque yellow glass, with a
large perforation and flattened upper and lower
surfaces. From topsoil behind the rampart (B105102).
The bead is typical of a class of small annular beads in
opaque glass with flattened upper and lower surfaces
which first appear at Meare, Somerset, perhaps in the
3rd or 2nd centuries BC (Guido 1978, class 8, 73-6;
Henderson 1987, 170); they persist occasionally into the
Roman period, dying out in the late 1st century or
thereabouts. There do not appear to be any Continental
parallels, and the type appears to have been manufac-
tured at Meare.
318 Small rather irregular annular bead of almost co-
lourless glass, cut or worn flat on one side. Unstratified
in the interior (B365317). No exact parallel has been
located but the flattened surface suggests that the bead
may be Iron Age.

319 Segmented bead in translucent turquoise glass.
From quarry spoil behind the rampart (B040001). A
well-known type from the late Roman period onwards.
320 Very ill-formed globular bead in crackled turquoise
glass, perhaps burnt. From topsoil in the interior
(B365106). Almost certainly late Roman or later.
321 Six-pointed faience star-bead; the bluish glaze is
rougher and less well preserved on one side than the
other, and the whitish-grey core in exposed in places.
Found about 1 m from the amber bead described as No
322, in the body of the Bronze Age rampart (B168404).

Traditionally, such beads have been taken as charac-
teristic of the early Bronze Age in Scotland and of the
Southern British Wessex Culture, with an assumed
date, from East Mediterranean parallels, of around
1400 BC. More recently, the supposed dating and
Mycenean connections of the Wessex Culture have
come under review (Renfrew 1968; McKerrell 1972)
and differences in typology and chemical composition
between beads from Britain, various parts of Europe
and the Mediterranean have led to doubts about the



160 Chapter 7.16–7.17

suggested Egyptian or East Mediterranean origins
(Newton and Renfrew 1970; Aspinall and Warren
1973a, b). It now seems possible that faience beads were
manufactured in a variety of places at a variety of times,
and the inferences that can be drawn from individual
examples are thereby reduced. In any case, the dating
significance of the Breiddin bead can be challenged on
several grounds. It was found in the core of the Bronze
Age rampart, close to an amber bead (No 322) which
would be equally acceptable in a late Bronze Age
context or in a Wessex Culture barrow. If the two beads
belonged together and were dropped during the con-
struction of the rampart they were presumably still in
use in about the 8th century bc. This could apply
whatever their original date and place of manufacture;
they could perhaps have survived in use for several
centuries as heirlooms or treasured personal posses-
sions. On the other hand, it is equally possible that they
were dropped on the site in the middle of the 2nd
millennium, and reached their eventual position con-
siderably later when material was being scraped
together to form the rampart. (Thanks are due to Mr
Stanley Warren, of the University of Bradford, for
advice about this bead.)
322 Opaque amber bead with narrow perforation and
slightly wedge-shaped section, Found about 1 m from
No 321, in the body of the Bronze Age rampart
(B157603). Another shattered fragment of amber,
perhaps from a bead with a sharper junction between
the side faces and the circumference, came from Bronze
Age occupation soil behind the rampart, but is too
fragmentary for illustration (B041515). Amber beads
like No 322 can be found in both early and late Bronze
Age contexts; of the early Bronze Age examples illu-
strated in the Devizes Museum Catalogue (Annable and
Simpson 1964) the majority are flatter than No 322, but
there are some which approach it more closely in form,
eg no 342, from Upton Lovell GL and no 412, from
Wimbourne St Giles G8. On the other hand, there are
late Bronze Age beads of similar form from Llangwyl-
log and Ty Mawr, Anglesey ( cf Lynch 1970, figs 68–9).
(Comment and parallels kindly provided by Frances
Lynch .)
323 Small disc-bead of jet with an eccentrically-placed
perforation. The bead is cut or worn slightly thinner at
the top; the surfaces are very smooth and the main faces
are dished over the whole or part of their area, perhaps
through rubbing against globular beads placed on
either side in a composite necklace. From the weathered
hillslope behind the rampart (B024305). Disc-beads of
jet are known from a number of Beaker/early Bronze
Age barrows, eg Weaverthorpe XLIV, Yorkshire
(Greenwell 1877, fig 49) and Llong, Clwyd (Hayes,
unpublished). The Breiddin bead is rather larger than
seems to be standard in these Beaker necklaces, but a
late Neolithic/early Bronze Age date nevertheless seems
quite probable. (Comment and parallels kindly
provided by Frances Lynch.)
324 Part of a fired clay bead, with slightly raised rim
round the edge of the perforation. From a posthole of
Iron Age four-poster F33 in the interior (B319301).
Baked clay beads are known from a variety of Bronze
Age and Iron Age contexts in Britain ( cf Gardner and
Savory 1964, 186); this one could belong to the Iron
Age occupation, in keeping with its find-context, or
could be from one of the earlier occupations.

7.17 Miscellaneous objects of stone
and fired clay
Miscellaneous objects of stone, pottery and fired clay
have been brought together in Figure 65 as Nos 325–
339. The stone pendant or rubbing stone, No 330, is an
interesting if inexplicable object. The stone bowl or
lamp, No 333, is made from a mudstone concretion of
a kind found fairly frequently on low land along the
Upper Severn Valley. The clay ‘plug’ illustrated as No
334 has been identified by Hilary Howard as the core
from a bronze-casting mould.

Shale bangles and possible pendants
325 Curving length of Kimmeridge shale, presumably
part of a bangle or pendant; destroyed by frost before
it had been drawn, and therefore not illustrated. From
the Romano-British accumulation behind the rampart
(B144520).
326 Curving piece of Kimmeridge shale, perhaps from
a pendant rather than a bangle in view of its flattened
D-section. From the core of the Bronze Age rampart
(Bl68105).
327 Part of an unequal-sided ring of Kimmeridge shale,
more probably a pendant than a finger ring in view of
its section. From loose stone forming the upper part of
the Iron Age rampart (B045101).

Stone pendants
328 Part of a clay-ironstone nodule, with a hole at the
centre; a natural object, but humanly smoothed,
presumably for use as a pendant. From Bronze Age
occupation soil behind the rampart (B041463).
329 Naturally-pierced stone disc, similar to No 328,
with a geological feather-like pattern on the surface.
Too irregular to be a spindle-whorl, and more likely to
have been used as a pendant. From the very bottom of
the Iron Age rampart (B156603).
330 D-shaped pebble of fine-grained andesitic tuff, with
a biconical perforation at one end and a V-sectioned
groove on one of the main faces, close to but not quite
parallel with the straight edge; both of the main faces
are rather smooth. On balance the object seems more
likely to be a pendant than a rubbing stone; it hangs
naturally from the perforation, with the straight edge
absolutely vertical. Unstratified in the interior
(B520201).

Stone discs
331 Thick and carefully shaped disc of volcanic ash,
perhaps an uncompleted spindle-whorl; weight 94 g.
From Bronze Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(B149102).
332 Fragment of a thin stone disc of sandy shale,
perhaps part of a spindle-whorl; original weight in the
region of 20 g. Unstratified in the interior (B375531).

Stone vessel or lamp

333 Part of a mudstone concretion, halved and with the
soft central area hollowed out, possibly to form a small
vessel or lamp. From the junction of the Iron Age and
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Romano-British levels behind the rampart (B153504).
There is a slight chamfer on the rim, with irregular
striations probably made by a saw or file. The outside
surface is smooth, but the inside is rough, as if pecked
out with some sharp implement. A hole near the rim in
the upper part of the drawing is probably a fossil-cast.

Miscellaneous objects of fired clay
334 Ill-formed ‘plug’ of fired clay, roughly pointed at
one end and squeezed out to a flange on one side at the
other; the top is flat, and set at a slight angle to the
shaft. It has been identified by Hilary Howard as the
core from a bronze-mould for casting a knife or razor
(microfiche Chapter 13.5; Fabric RC6). From a gully
encircling Iron Age roundhouse R13 in the interior
(B329802).
335 Small ovoid lump of fired clay, roughly made but
with the surface decorated with a number of impressed
rings. More likely a ‘doodle’ than an attempt to make
a decorative object like a dice or sling bullet. Unstrati-
lied in the interior (B410218). Another flattened ball of
fired clay, undecorated and about half the size of No
335 came from the lower part of the Iron Age rampart
(B140202).
336 Four pieces of very soft fired clay, whitish through-
out and with multi-coloured inclusions, some of them
perhaps grog. The pieces are too irregular for illustra-
tion, though two of them have projections which could
perhaps belong to raised cordons, rims or foot-rings;
there is no certainty, however, that the fragments are in
pact pottery, and they may equally well be some kind of
daub or by-product of a process involving the used of
fired clay. Three pieces came from unstratified positions
in the interior (B320108/33; B500212) and a fourth
from Iron Age occupation soil behind the rampart
(Bl459C).

Medieval pottery
337 Rim-sherd of medieval cooking-pot, of ?12th–14th
century date; the only medieval sherd recovered during
the excavations. Unstratified in the interior (B375528,
not illustrated).

Post-medieval clay pipes
338 Provincial type of c 1780–1820 (cf Atkinson and
Oswald 1969, type 27, fig 2). From a superficial deposit
behind the rampart (B020201).
339 William Southern and Son, Brosely, Shropshire.
From near the surface of Buckbean Pond (B640101, not
illustrated).

7.18 Roman coins
By P J Casey
Two Roman coins were recovered from insecurely stra-
tified contexts behind the rampart. The coins are
unlikely to be from a dispersed hoard, since the earlier
one would have been demonetised before the later one
was issued.

340 Antoninus Pius; dupondius; obverse and reverse
both illegible; date of issue, AD 138-161; condition,
corroded. From recent quarry road spoil (B040014).
341 Claudius II ‘Gothicus’; antoninianus; obverse,
IMP C CLAUDIUS AUG; reverse, GENIUS
EXERCI; date of issue, AD 268–70; mint, Rome; con-
dition, worn/slightly worn; reference, RIC 48. From the
line of the Iron Age rampart at a place where it had
been disturbed by the line of a recent quarry road
(B045302).

7.19 Wooden artefacts and other
worked wood from Buckbean Pond
By W J Britnell and C Earwood
The excavations produced a considerable number of
wooden finds including complete artefacts and other
worked wood. All came from Buckbean Pond, the only
area with contexts conducive to the preservation of
organic remains. These can be divided into three main
groups. Firstly layer D of the natural pond sequence
(Figure 66, Nos 342–346); secondly pit 6252, cut
through the natural pond sequence (Figure 66, No 347);
thirdly various layers of infilling in the cistern (Figures
67–71, Nos 348–371). Additional finds from each of
these broad contexts (principally cut sticks) are cat-
alogued and illustrated in the site archive. A number of
the wooden finds are also illustrated in Plates 15 and 16.

Wood species identification was not carried out prior
to conservation and in the majority of cases positive
identifications are not now possible. In a few cases
microscopic identification has been carried out; in a
small number of other cases identification has been
possible from the appearance of the wood. The quoted
dimensions are normally from measurements taken
before conservation, during which shrinkage has
occurred in some instances.

Wooden finds from Layer D in the natural
pond sequence (Figure 66)

The relatively little wood which came from the natural
pond deposits, like other organic remains from these
contexts, was generally not well preserved. This sparsity
of organic finds may reflect a comparatively low level of
human activity in the immediate vicinity of the pond
during the deposition of the earlier pond deposits. Po-
tentially the earliest wooden artefacts and other worked
wood are attributed to layer D of the natural pond
sequence, which is shown by a consistent series of radio-
carbon dates taken from the deepest sequence towards
the centre of the pond to have been deposited between
about 3000 bc and 1200 bc (see Chapter 6.4). Most of
the artefacts attributed to this layer came from towards
the margins of the pond, however, and two preliminary
dates for samples apparently from the base of this layer
at the margins are much later in date – 570 ± 80 bc and
30 ± 70 bc (HAR-1538, HAR-1292). These suggest that
unobserved intrusions were made into the lower pond
deposits subsequent to their deposition. It is therefore
not possible to be certain of the precise dating of finds
from these layers.
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Fig 66 Wooden artefacts from the natural pond. Scale 1:3
Nos 242-6 are from layer D (c 1200-300 bc). No 347 is from a composite vessel, shown with alternative reconstructions
of the sides either as bentwood or carved from solid timber; it has an associated date of 430±60 bc.
(Figure 67, Nos 348-52)
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342 Short section of radially split timber, possibly with
sapwood remaining on the outer sides. Length 63 mm,
breadth 75 mm, thickness 43 mm. Diameter of timber
before working at least 220 mm; the surviving section
represents approximately one sixteenth of the original
circumference of the outer part of the tree, with thirteen
growth rings visible. One end has been trimmed with an
axe, leaving up to six cut marks; the other, flatter, end
may possibly have been sawn in at least two directions.
Quercus sp. From trial section B62 (B624007).
343 Possible wedge or offcut 133 mm long, 40 mm wide
and 20 mm thick. Split from a larger timber. Three faces
and both ends have been shaped, leaving a series of
downwardly cut axe marks; on the fourth face only the
bark has been removed. Fraxinus excelsior? From trial
section B62 (B624006).
344 Length of roundwood 283 mm long by 13 mm
diameter. The side twigs have been removed but bark
still adheres in places. Two annual growth rings are
visible. One end has been trimmed with a series of
downward cuts, probably with a knife, the other end is
broken. Corylus avellana? From trial section B62
(B624024–25).
345 Length of roundwood 525 mm long by 24 mm
diameter. Bark still adheres over most of the surface
except at one end which has been trimmed to a wedge-
shaped point with a series of downward cuts. Corylus
avellana? From area B64 (B644008).
346 Implement consisting of a blade or head, sub-
rectangular in section (15 mm by 24 mm), with a series
of nine grooves (2 mm across and up to 2.5 mm deep)
cut across one face, and tapering to a handle which is
round in cross-section and possibly broken. Total
length of tool 129 mm, length of handle 44 mm. Made
from a length of fast-growing roundwood with 3-4
rings visible, original diameter of wood c 25 mm. When
found there was still bark adhering at one point. Wood
poorly preserved, probably Quercus sp. From B64
(B644016).

The function of this implement is unclear. It bears
some resemblance to wooden beaters used in the early
stages of the hand preparation of flax (de Wilde 1984;
Schoneweg 1923, pl 6) but it is considerably smaller
than such tools recorded from the 19th and early 20th
century. Another possibility is that it was used for
beating clothes during washing in the manner of the
very much larger washing bats with cross-ribbed faces
used in the 18th and 19th centuries (Pinto 1969, 149 and
pl 149).

No exact parallels are known from contemporary
sites in southern Britain but a similar implement was
recorded from the crannog at Lochlee, Ayrshire
(Munro 1882, fig 108). This tool was however consider-
ably larger, being c 380 mm in length.

Wooden finds from pit 6252 (Figure 66)

This pit was dug through the natural pond deposits and
associated with a radiocarbon date of 430 ± 60 bc
(CAR-135). Only one wooden artefact was recovered,
part of the base of a wooden container.
347 A fragment of the base of a composite wooden
container. The base, which was originally circular, with

an external diameter of c 160 mm, was flat-bottomed (c
8 mm thick), with vertical sides rising to a height of
38 mm. The sides, which are between 7 mm and 12 mm
thick, have been shaped to form a horizontal lip into
which a slight vertical groove has been cut about 4mm
wide and 3 mm deep. The sides of the original container
would have rested in this groove, being secured to the
base with a number of wooden pins which passed
through horizontally bored holes in the vertical sides of
the base. These holes are countersunk on the outer
surface and between 3 mm and 5 mm in diameter. The
condition of the wood is too poor to determine the
original size of timber used, but the base was clearly
transverse to the diameter of the original timber. The
base was carved, not turned. (B625210).

Nothing has survived from the sides of the container.
It is therefore not possible to be certain whether the
sides would have been made from bentwood or carved
from a solid piece of wood. Alternative methods of
reconstruction are shown (Figure 66). The tradition of
pinning the sides and bases of composite wooden con-
tainers can be traced back to the Neolithic period, with
an example from Robenhausen, Switzerland (Clark
1952, 211). It became an increasingly common techni-
que during the 2nd and early 1st millennium bc, when
the most common arrangement was for the sides of the
container to sit on a slight horizontal flange cut around
the edge of the base (Wyss 1981, fig 9). This method of
jointing was also used from the early 1st millennium bc
in making containers, the cylindrical sides of which
were hollowed out of a tree trunk. Like the bentwood
container from the late Bronze Age site at Zurich-
Alpenquai, Switzerland (Clark 1952, 2.11–2, fig 114) the
8th century bc cylindrical container from Lough
Eskragh, Co Tyrone has a dish-shaped base (Williams
1978, fig 7).

Although the jointing technique used in the Breiddin
container is clearly in the same tradition as those des-
cribed, the base differs in having a more elaborately
carved shape. It is closely paralleled by a similar object
from the Glastonbury Lake Village, Somerset, which
was identified as a lid (Bulleid and Gray 1911, 322, X26,
fig 87), probably owing to its strong similarity to a
pottery lid from the site (see Bulleid and Gray 1917, pl
Ixxvii, p 158). No holes were however recorded in the
vertical flange of the wooden ‘lid’; this was perhaps due
to the fragmentary nature of the object.

Finds from the cistern (Figures 67-71)

The bulk of the wooden finds came from the cistern,
which formed a securely closed context. Good preserva-
tion conditions appear to have been provided by the
rapidity with which the cistern became filled with depo-
sited material, and by the persistent waterlogging due to
its greater depth than the natural pond. Radiocarbon
dates from the base of the cistern and low down in the
filling are respectively 310 ± 70 bc and 225 ± 60 bc
(HAR-1291, CAR-134); these results indicate that the
finds from the cistern are contemporary with timber
structures on the margins of the pond (in Area B7)
belonging to the Iron Age occupation of the hillfort.

The location of individual finds within the cistern is
shown on various spit plans in microfiche Figure 84A–
D .
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Finds from the cistern are representative of a diverse
range of activities and include artefacts possibly lost
whilst taking water from the cistern (eg bowls Nos 354
and 368). Other wooden artefacts would have been
employed in a variety of domestic industries and may
have either been discarded when broken or temporarily
immersed in the water to soak (eg mallet head No 356),
and subsequently became lost or forgotten. Various
fragments and off-cuts of cut and split timber from the
cistern may indicate that woodworking was taking
place in the immediate vicinity.

Twisted wood ties (Figure 67, Nos 348–52)

A variety of wooden ties, made from hazel or willow
rods with diameters ranging from 5-12 mm, were
found. The ends of these show that they were often
snapped or cut away from the parent tree at a fork.
Parts of the entire lengths of stem had been tightly
twisted in order to make them more pliable, enabling
them to be plaited or knotted together without
snapping. Some of the rods appear to have been wholly
or partially stripped of their bark, a process which had
impaired their structural strength so that upon excava-
tion these were often found to consist of groups of split
fibres loosely held together. Individual objects could
only be lifted with difficulty, particularly when they lay
at an angle in the ground, and attempts at conservation
have all proved unsuccessful. The illustrations and des-
criptions provided here are based on notes, sketches
and photographs made after only superficial cleaning
during the course of excavation.

Seven twisted ties were identified, all coming from
various levels within the Iron Age cistern. Two of these
were only small fragments, but the remaining five
examples are all illustrated. At least two of the objects
appear to be ‘ropes’ made from individual lengths of
rod knotted together (Nos 348 and 350); in another case
rods were wound back on themselves to form a circle,
possibly used to hold something in place (No 351, Plate
15B); the object illustrated as No 352 may have formed
the handle of a bucket. There were also numerous other
smaller fragments of indeterminate function.

Twisted wooden ties and bindings of this type may
have served a great variety of tasks, taking the place of
hide or fibre ropes when these were unavailable.
Wooden ropes would have been less flexible and
durable, although this was probably not of importance
where they were used as temporary bindings, as were
similar ties from the Neolithic trackway on Walton
Heath, Somerset (Coles and Orme 1977, 24–29).
Wooden ropes are also recorded from Bronze Age
contexts at the North Ferriby boat, Humberside
(Wright 1978, 195–8, fig 5b, pl 14) and from the
Wilsford Shaft, Wiltshire, where they have been inter-
preted as the handles for wooden stave-built and cylin-
drical buckets (Ashbee et al 1989). Their continued use
into the Iron Age is attested by the use of wood rope to
replace a missing ladder step at Glastonbury (Bulleid
and Gray 1911, 341, fig 115 and 332, pl li). A hoop
similar to No 351 has recently been recorded from an
Iron Age context within one of the ditches of the nearby
hillslope enclosure at Collfryn (Britnell 1989, fig 34, no
3). The widespread use of wood rope is demonstrated

by finds of similar twisted ties from sites as far apart as
the Roman Iron Age settlement at Feddersen Wierde,
Germany (Haarnagel 1979, pl 45) and the Early Chris-
tian waterlogged rath at Deer Park Farms, Co Antrim
(Earwood forthcoming).
348 Wood rope made from a rod 5-10 mm thick and
about 430 mm long, stripped of bark and tightly twisted
together. One end was looped through a second rod
which had been tied into a knot, and appears to have
formed part of a rope made from several similar lengths
knotted together to form a chain (see reconstruction).
Found at a depth of 208 cm in the secondary silting of
the cistern (B643222).
349 Two lengths of rod 5–10 mm in diameter, stripped
of bark and twisted. The object was found in several
fragments, but in the relative positions shown in the
sketch drawing made on site (not to scale). One
fragment is illustrated in detail and the whole con-
figuration suggests part of a chained rope similar to No
348. Found at a depth of 193 cm in the secondary silting
of the cistern (B643213).
350 Wood rope made from twisted rods 5–10 mm
diameter, with some bark adhering. Full details of the
method of tying are uncertain due to the fragmentary
nature of the object and limitations of cleaning on site,
but it apparently represents one rod twisted about itself
and originally knotted to other similar lengths. Found
at a depth of 265 cm in the secondary silting of the
cistern (B643232).
351 Single twisted rod with some bark still adhering,
twisted into a circular shape, originally c 100 mm in
diameter (Plate 15B). Found at a depth of 175 cm in the
silting on the western side of the cistern (B643708).
352 Fragmentary length of rod twisted upon itself to
form a short length of double-thickness rope. This is
now bent into a half-circle. Possibly part of the handle
of a small container. Recorded only in a sketch
drawing. Found at a depth of 236 cm in the secondary
silting of the cistern (B643226).

Other wooden finds from the cistern (Figures
67–71, Nos 353–71)
353 Wooden sword, 408 mm long, with perhaps about
50 mm missing from the tip of the blade (Plate 16A).
The leaf-shaped blade is 22-45 mm wide, with a len-
ticular cross-section 5–13 mm thick. The handle is
57 mm long, roughly circular in cross-section. and 12–
15 mm in diameter, with a flattened pommel (partly
broken away on one side) 34 mm across, 25 mm high
and 10 mm thick. There is a small original notch in the
side of the blade near the hilt, opposite a small perfora-
tion about 2 mm in diameter, which when found con-
tained a thin bark-covered twig (possibly hazel) 17 mm
long and the same diameter as the hole. The surface of
the blade is well finished, with little or no trace of tool
facets, but the handle and pommel are faceted and
slightly rougher. It is possible that this less finely
finished portion was originally covered by leather,
fabric or string, secured at either end by the notch in the
hilt and the peg in the centre.

Found in several fragments within the upper secon-
dary silting of the cistern, between depths of 150–170
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Fig 67 Wooden artefacts from the Iron Age cistern. Scale 1:3
Twisted wood ties (Nos 348-52) and wooden sword (No 353).

cm. The disposition of the fragments suggested that the
sword may have been smashed in situ by forcing it into
the cistern deposits. Microscopic identification of the
wood species was not carried out prior to preservation
and is not now possible. Surface appearance suggests
either Fraxinus excelsior or Ulmus sp (B643206).

Wooden swords of Bronze Age date are recorded
from Ireland and Scotland. The form of a number of
these indicates that they were used as patterns for
casting bronze swords. This function has been con-
firmed by the identif icat ion of  wood grains on

fragments of clay mould from Jarlshof, Shetland (Curle
1933-4, 279) and by fragments of the wooden swords
themselves in moulds from Lough Eskragh, h-eland
(Hodges 1954). Other wooden swords of the late Bronze
Age have been considered unsuitable as patterns for
moulds. A yew-wood sword, 815 mm in length, from
Grotsetter, Orkney (Stevenson 1958) may have formed
‘an effective if rather blunt instrument’ (Coles et al
1978, 12, fig 3.1). Short wooden swords of Roman date
are considered to have been used as training weapons
(Capelle 1982, 283-284, fig 18).
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Sword-shaped implements have also been used as
beaters for compacting the weft on horizontal looms.
Such tools are known to have been made in wood, iron
and bone and several are known from continental
European sites. Although a number of possible weaving
swords have been recorded, including an early Bronze
Age example from Robenhausen, Switzerland (Johl
1917, fig 81; Munro 1890, 114, fig 24, no 15) and a
comparable bone dagger (330mm long) from Randers
Fjord, Denmark (Brønsted 1958, 121), their positive
identification for this purpose is not entirely secure.
These and other supposed iron sword-beaters from the
north European Iron Age fall within a range of 200-500
mm in length (Hoffmann 1964, 279), which is appre-
ciably shorter than Viking examples (eg Graham-
Campbell 1980, 21 and 207, no 76) and those used on
Scandinavian looms in the more recent past (Hoffmann
1964, 40, 282). Weaving swords differ also from some of
the other wooden swords recorded in that they have a
more simple shape, with no protrusions which would
catch in the warp threads during use. No wooden sword
beaters have been identified from prehistoric or early
historic contexts in Britain or Ireland.

The remaining possibilities for the function of
wooden swords are as toys or votive models. The pre-
history of childhood is poorly researched, but there are
several candidates for toy weapons, including a Neo-
lithic model axe from the Sweet Track, Somerset (Coles
and Orme 1979, 49, fig 35). A miniature copy of a
Hallstatt sword from Cappagh, Co Kerry (Lucas 1960,
24 and fig 12) is only 345 mm long, with a hilt too small
to accommodate an adult hand, and may also have
functioned as a toy. The handle of the Breiddin sword,
like the swords from Cappagh and one of hazel from
Köln, Germany (Pauli 1980, 306–307), is most appro-
priate to a child’s grasp.

The extent to which the Breiddin sword attempted to
copy a contemporary weapon is open to doubt,
however; it bears little resemblance to the main series of
British iron long-swords of a date comparable with the
radiocarbon evidence for the deposition of the Breiddin
sword, although there is some similarity with the
slender leaf-shaped iron blades of the Thames daggers
of late Hallstatt/La Tène I date (Jope 1961, 312ff). It
may not have been necessary for a toy, particularly one
perhaps fashioned by the user, to bear a close resem-
blance to an actual weapon of the period, the idea of a
sword being sufficient. It is not possible to know
whether a votive model need be especially close in form
to the original for it to serve its ‘ritual’ purpose.
354 Approximately half of a large shallow bowl about
470 mm in diameter and 120 mm high, with protruding
rim 8–20 mm wide and 15–19 mm thick (Plate 16C). The
vessel has shrunk slightly in an axis at right-angles to
the fracture during the course of conservation. The
walls of the bowl range from c 24 mm thick immediately
below the rim to about 35 mm thick at the base, which
varies in thickness from 19–21 mm. The internal
diameter is c 390 mm, with an internal depth of 95 mm.

The bowl has been cut with the base at a tangent to
the circumference of the tree. At least 45 annual growth
rings are visible in the side of the vessel. Although badly
distorted during conservation sufficient toolmarks can
still be seen to establish that the bowl was carved by
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hand and not turned. The external surface has been
finished off well and has few signs of toolmarks apart
from long cut lines immediately up against the under-
side of the rim. Traces of narrow-bladed chisel marks
are more in evidence on the internal surfaces of the
vessel. One complete cylindrical hole ( c 6 mm diameter)
drilled through the body wall just below the rim, and
traces of a second hole drilled vertically through the
rim, probably represent an attempt to stem a radial
crack. No form of fastening survives. There is a patch
of burning on the interior of the bowl, but it is uncertain
whether this occurred before or after it was discarded.
Alnus sp. From a depth of 19l–200 cm towards the base
of the shallower north-east corner of the cistern
(B643622, B643253).

Although the use of wooden vessels is known in Iron
Age Britain, with examples of carved and turned bowls
from contemporary sites such as Glastonbury Lake
Village (Earwood 1988) and Wookey Hole, Somerset
(Balch 1914, 133 and pl 24), no direct parallels are
recorded for the shape of this bowl. However, in
contrast to the vast quantity of excavated Iron Age
pottery the recorded number of wooden containers is
few. Some of the surviving wooden vessel forms
indicate that parallels should perhaps be sought in
other mediums such as metal or pottery wares.
However, studies of larger groups of wooden vessels
from Neolithic sites in Switzerland have shown that in
some cases the forms of wooden vessels were com-
plementary to pottery ones rather than imitating them
or vice versa (Winiger 1981). This is likely to be true of
this large shallow bowl from the Breiddin, a form which
would not be easy to imitate in pottery.

The function of broad, shallow bowls of this type.
based upon more recent usage, could include the sepa-
ration of cream from milk, preparation of solid foods,
kneading of bread dough or for washing. The lack of
wear inside the bowl indicates that it was not used as a
receptacle in which to pound food or other material.
355 Pestle formed of a carefully rounded and smoothed
length of split timber (Plate 16B). It is 328 mm long,
narrowing from 65-68 mm diameter at the broader end
to 31–46 mm diameter at the narrower and flattened
end. Ten annual growth rings are visible, the implement
being split from a timber of > 210 mm. The ends are cut
across the grain. The narrower end is battered and
slightly splintered, although the face of the broader end
is slightly rounded and appears to be lightly abraded, as
through used for pounding or crushing. Few toolmarks
survive except on the sides of the narrow ‘handle’ end.
Ulmus sp? Found at a depth of 266 cm in the secondary
silting of the cistern (B643228).

No similar implements are known from contempor-
ary Iron Age contexts but it is clearly a tool which was
used for crushing and pounding. Similar implements
were used in conjunction with wooden or stone mortars
during the 17th and 18th centuries in food preparation
(Pinto 1969, pl 177). There is no direct evidence to
indicate whether the Breiddin pestle was used for
crushing and pounding food or some other materials.
The heavy wear on the lower face suggests a greater
degree of abrasion than would be the case if it has been
used to beat fabric during washing. However, similarly
shaped pounding implements were used at Haithabu in
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Scale 1:3
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Fig 69 Wooden artefacts from Iron Age cistern. Scale 1:3
Pestle (No 355), mallet (No 356), bung or peg (No 357), pegs (Nos 358-60)) D-sectioned rod (No 361).
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the Viking period for beating the flax during the prepa-
ration of the fibres (Graham-Campbell 1980, 22 and
208, no 87) and similar beaters were used in the process
until recent times (Schoneweg 1923). Beating of the flax
plants would perhaps create the same degree of wear as
that visible on the Breiddin pestle.
356 Mallet head, 204 mm long by 90 mm diameter with
a circular hole 30 mm diameter cut through from side to
side (Plate 16B). The hole contained a fragment of a
handle with a circular cross-section. The fragment,
which distorted during conservation, was when found
100 mm long by 30 mm diameter and faceted on one
side with distinct knifemarks. The surface of the mallet
head, which is in excellent condition, has few toolmarks
but the ends are worn and crushed with use. One end of
the head had small chips of dolerite impressed into it;
similar chips were also found in the top end of the
handle. It was made from a piece of split timber repre-
senting approximately one eighth of the complete tree
diameter. Twenty-two annual growth rings are visible.
The handle was also made from splitwood in which five
annual growth rings are visible. The toolmarks inside
the hole show that it was cut out using a gouge; this has
left a series of distinct curved marks c 10 mm across, c
1 mm deeper in the centre than at the edges. The top of
the handle had been battered, presumably in an attempt
to secure the head and prevent it slipping downwards.
This would add weight to the theory that the mallet was
left to soak in the cistern when for some reason it was
lost or abandoned. Ulmus sp. From a depth of 175 cm
in the silting on the western side of the cistern
(B643701).

Although the record for wooden tools is poor for the
prehistoric period in Britain, the use of two-piece
mallets of Iron Age date is recorded elsewhere. The only
published examples are two examples from Glaston-
bury, Somerset (Bulleid and Gray 1911, 322, fig 88, X27
and X42) both of which are of similar size and shape to
the Breiddin example. Another near-contemporary
unpublished mallet of this type was found on the
crannog at Milton Loch, Scotland (Dumfries Museum
1969.136.3). This was found in 1969 during underwater
investigations of the submerged levels of the crannog.
As it is not known from exactly what context it was
recovered it must fall into a fairly wide date range from
5th century bc to the 1st or 2nd century AD (Guido
1974; Piggott 1953). In form it is very close to the
Breiddin mallet, being c 200 m in length by c 70 mm
in diameter with a circular hole through its thickness for
the handle, which was missing.

As the Breiddin mallet is close in size to the complete
example from Glastonbury (X42), it is likely to have
had a handle of similar length ( c 11 in/28 cm). It is not
possible, however, to accurately compare the weights of
these tools as the wood species are not known and this
could make a significant difference. Such mallets are
most likely to have been used in woodworking, perhaps
both for large-scale construction work and the man-
ufacture of smaller artefacts.
357 Bung or peg, 93 mm long by 25 by 30 mm across.
Made from a short length of splitwood with a D-shaped
section. Well smoothed on one side but rougher with a
torn texture on the flatter side where split away from the
larger timber. Elsewhere the surfaces are rounded and

have probably been fashioned with a knife. The narrow
end appears to have been cut off by a knife and then
snapped. Both ends have been heavily bruised with
slight splaying on the thicker end as though by force.
Possibly used as a peg in a mortise joint (B643624).
358 Dowel or peg with rounded end and smoothed
surfaces, 130 mm long (broken at one end) with a
diameter of 28mm. It has been split from a larger
timber with a diameter of > 80 mm; six annual growth
rings are visible (B643705).
359 Peg with tip missing, 195 mm long and tapering
from 32 mm to 24 mm in diameter. Split from a larger
timber; thirteen annual growth rings visible. Quercus sp
(B643605).
360 Peg, 300 mm long with oval cross-section c 39 by
27 mm across at the top end. The peg tapers to a blunt
point, with lines of toolmarks from end to end. Near the
top end are two near-horizontal cuts possibly made
with a saw blade about 4 mm thick. The top end may
also have been squared off with a saw blade. The wood
at both ends is bruised as though from being driven into
the ground and a small fragment of dolerite was im-
pressed into the wood at the pointed end (B643404).
361 Numerous fragments of finely cut D-sectioned rods
between 5–13 mm across, of which only a sample is
illustrated. The total length of the material amounts to
c 3.13 m, although it is probable that not all of it was
recovered during excavation. No original ends were
identified but it seems possible from the nature of the
workmanship that the remains could represent up to
four rods, each of approximately 1 m in length. The
distribution of widths of the surviving fragments given
in the table below suggests that these were probably
thicker in the middle and tapered towards each end. No
indications of any fastenings could be identified.

Table 5: Dimensions of D-shaped wooden rod fragments

Total length of
fragments (mm)

Width of fragments (mm)

76 5–6
168 6–7
362 7–8
852 8–9
1212 9–10
370 10–11

45 11–12
45 12–13

One of the possible functions of these split rods may
have been in basketwork. Osier rods of this kind,
known as ‘skeins’, are split from a whole rod using a
small knife-like tool; up to four such rods can be
produced from the whole roundwood (Edlin 1974, 108).
If these fragments were from such basketry rods it is
likely that they were being soaked in the cistern prior to
weaving. Illustrated fragment from the upper filling of
the Iron Age cistern (B643211).
362 Offcut of squared timber, 104 mm long by 46–
56 mm thick, with one part of a possible lap joint. This
piece has been split from a larger timber and represents
about one quarter of a tree/branch which has been
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tic components of ‘waste’ from the final stages of grain
cleaning.

Like No 354, this bowl has no direct parallels in
wood from this period. However, this is probably only
a reflection of the scarcity of finds of wooden containers
from Britain for this period. For the smaller wooden
vessels, such as bowls, which were either carved or
turned from one piece of wood, parallels are more easily
seen among ceramics. There is little evidence of a signifi-
cant ceramic tradition in the Upper Severn Valley
during the Iron Age, and although a small amount of
pottery was clearly imported to the Breiddin from the
Herefordshire area ( cf Nos 93–102; Chapter 7.4) there
is little similarity between the wooden bowl and ceramic
forms from that region. There are, however, a number
of striking parallels with open hemispherical bowls with
beaded lips of the 3rd to 1st centuries from further
afield, in the South and East Midlands and South-West
England (cf Cunliffe 1978, 50, 53, figs A:20–1, A:26).
Due to the lack of manufacturing debris from the
Breiddin it is not possible to say whether production of
wooden vessels took place within the hillfort. The
wooden bowl may have been made on site as a copy of
an imported ceramic form; alternatively it could itself
have come as an item of trade.
369 Half of a perforated disc, originally about 145 mm
in diameter and between 6-12 mm thick. There is an
original irregularly shaped hole about 20 mm in
diameter, positioned slightly off-centre. The disc tapers
slightly from the middle to the edges, which are
rounded. Toolmarks on both flat faces of the disc show
that it was turned; the hole was cut with a chisel or
gouge rather than being drilled (B643223).

The most likely function of this disc was as a lid of a
dash churn. The churn may have been stave-built or a
cylindrical two-piece container made from a hollowed
tree. A possible example was identified from Glaston-
bury (Earwood 1988, fig 87, X29) but there remains
some doubt over the positive identification of these
containers as dash churns since no plungers dating to
the late prehistoric period have been found. The use of
the dash churn became common during the later 1st
millennium AD (Myrdal 1988). The disc from the
Breiddin is closely comparable to early 20th century
dash churn lids from Ireland (O’Neil 1977, fig 42) and
Germany (Bomann 1933, fig 139).
370-1 Fragments probably representing two long, flat,
straight-sided laths, found scattered throughout a
depth of about 0.5 m in the central and marginal filling
of the cistern, at depths of between 1.54 m and 2.07 m
below site datum. The wood species was not microscop-
ically identified before conservation but subsequent ex-
amination of the broken ends and smoothed surfaces
suggests it is probably ash (Fraximus excelsior). The
laths have been produced by splitting a larger piece of
timber along the grain of the wood. Owing to the
thinness of the laths this may have been carried out with
a specialized tool, perhaps similar to the lath-axe used
in recent times to split thin lengths of oak which were
woven into spelk baskets (Edlin 1974, 86 and pls 85–
86). The laths have also been further worked on both
the flat faces, leaving traces of shallow and slightly
concave facets up to 18 mm across. One edge was

further trimmed to produce an approximate rectangle;
about 32 annual growth rings are visible and the
original timber would have been about 500-600 mm in
diameter. One end of the piece is broken. The possible
lap joint appears to have been started by a transverse
saw cut, made with a blade c 3.5 mm thick. The face of
the timber below this has been chopped and split up to
the saw cut. Quercus sp (B644102).
363 Fragment of a squared, radially split timber,
194 mm long, 39–47 mm across and 16-23 mm thick,
with additional axe or knife trimming visible on the
narrowest face and occasional knife marks on other
faces. The upper end is very square and may have been
sawn. At least 13 annual growth rings are visible; the
diameter of the original timber is uncertain but would
probably have been > 240 mm. Quercus sp (B643237).
364 Square timber, 120 mm long, 55 by > 45 mm thick,
with mortise holes. Possibly part of a framework of a
building or other structure. The diameter of the original
timber is uncertain, but appears to have been greater
than 250 mm. Two fragmentary mortise holes were cut
through the timber in opposing directions. The upper
one would have been > 20 mm by > 38mm; the lower
one c 20 mm by > 10 mm. The sides and surviving ends
have been shaped with an axe or knife. Quercus sp
(B643601).
365 Small block of squared timber 58 mm long, 26–
40 mm across, cut from slightly more than half of a
piece of roundwood. The sides have been squared, and
show signs of tooling. One end has been chopped off at
an oblique angle, the other has been cut nearly at
right-angles to the sides. Nine annual growth rings are
visible; the original timber would have been > 58 mm in
diameter. Quercus sp (B643259).
366 Wedge or offcut made from radially split timber,
121 mm long by 54 mm wide and 15–20 mm thick, with
traces of axe trimming on all faces. One end is broken,
the other bevelled on two faces. About 24 annual rings
are visible; the original timber was probably at least
240 mm in diameter. Quercus sp (B643239).
367 Piece of squared, radially split timber, 133 mm long
by 37 mm wide and up to 18 mm thick, with traces of
axe trimming on all surfaces. Both ends are squared and
possibly cut with a saw. Quercus sp (B643611).
368 Bowl, much distorted during conservation (Plate
16A). Original dimensions can be estimated as follows:
external diameter at rim 135 mm, external diameter at
shoulder 175 mm, external diameter of base 105 mm
(internal dimensions respectively 120 mm, 150 mm,
110 mm) with a wall thickness of respectively 6 mm,
13 mm and 20 mm. The vessel was manufactured from
a piece of timber so that the base was at right-angles to
the diameter of the tree/branch, which would have been
> 170 mm. The bowl as conserved is so desiccated that
no clear toolmarks can be seen and it is not possibly to
say conclusively whether it was turned or carved. From
the base of the cistern, for which there is a radiocarbon
date of 310 ± 70 bc (HAR-1291) (B643909).

Samples were taken from the filling of the bowl for
the analysis of both insect and plant macro-remains
(microfiche Chapters 11.3, 11.4). It appears to be sig-
nificant that the plant remains included two spikelet
forks of Spelt wheat Triticum spelta, which are diagnos-
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Fig 70 Wooden artefacts from the Iron Age cistern. Scale 1:3
Squared and jointed timber (Nos 362-7), bowl (No 368), and perforated disc (No 369, possibly the lid of a dash
churn).
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Fig 71 Wooden artefacts from the Iron Age cistern.
Scale 1:3
Laths with dowel and ?nail holes.

rounded off, the other left square. The end of No 370
appears to have been squared off, although this shows
signs of abrasion.

No 370, was probably originally greater than 900 mm
in length and No 371 greater than 830 mm. The widths
range between 50-65 mm, and the thickness between
7-9mm. Both laths have cylindrical holes 5-6mm in
diameter which lie slightly closer to the squared edge,
and which in the case of No 371 appear to be spaced at
regular intervals of 330 mm. Towards the end of No 370
there are fourteen smaller holes 2-3 mm across which
have the appearance of nail holes but which do not all
completely pierce the lath. (No 370 = B643210,
B640504, B643240, B643248; No 371 = B643205,
B643711, B643216).

The function of these pieces is unclear. Possibilities
might include part of a framework with widely spaced
upright rods, or a fragment from some sort of light-
weight furniture. The carefully finished appearance of
the flat surfaces and the neatly rounded edge on the one
side make it unlikely that this could have been part of
the structure of a building that was hidden from view.
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CHAPTER 8  DISCUSSION

8.1 Introduction
The following chapter owes much to discussion with
professional colleagues, notably William Britnell for all
of the prehistoric period, Alan Smith for the environ-
mental evidence, Frances Lynch and Alex Gibson for
the earlier prehistoric, and Jeffrey Davies for the Rom-
ano-British occupation. The Iron Age discussion, in
particular, is very much a joint production with William
Britnell. Errors of fact or interpretation, however,
remain entirely my own.

A distinctive feature of the Breiddin evidence is the
opportunity to present a linked picture for most of the
earlier prehistoric period through the environmental
evidence and radiocarbon sequence from Buckbean
Pond. Without this evidence, and the unusual chance
which it gives to integrate dry-land and wet-land arch-
aeology in a hilltop situation, the ‘traditional’ arch-
aeological finds would have provided only the sketch-
iest idea of developments between the last glaciation
and the foundation of the late Bronze Age hillfort
around 800 bc.

Uncalibrated radiocarbon dates are used exclusively
in the following narrative, though for convenience the
calibrated range of dates from the Breiddin are given at
1 sigma and 2 sigma levels of probability in Table 6 at
the end of this chapter.

8.2 The earlier prehistoric sequence
The distribution of earlier prehistoric occupation-
evidence in Wales, as for most of Britain, is largely one
of chance finds and material recovered from sites of
later date or different character, whether in hilltop,
hillslope or lowland situations. The evidence is often
poorly observed and heavily damaged by later periods
of occupation, and overall patterns have been pre-
dictably slow to emerge. In this context the evidence
from the Breiddin – for all its uncertainties – is a
welcome addition to a disparate and intractable body of
material.
Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic
The earliest environmental evidence comes from a silt-
deposit near the base of the Buckbean Pond sequence
(layer H); this dates to the earlier part of the Windemere
Interstadial, up to about the mid 13th millennium bc,
and indicates an open landscape with grassland,
possibly some alpine species and a certain amount of
broken ground still allowing a degree of wind-blown
silt-accumulation. The only human artefact possibly
assignable to this period is a backed flint blade from the
rampart cuttings (No 2), of Upper Palaeolithic or
Mesolithic type.

After this, the sequence is seemingly interrupted by a
period of erosion (layer G) which obscures or removes
evidence for the later part of the interstadial, the subse-

quent glaciation and the early part of the post-glacial
succession (presumably beginning here, as elsewhere,
about 8000 bc).

Around 6500 bc, however, in the early Mesolithic,
organic silts again begin to accumulate in the pond
basin and we have perhaps the first indications of
human presence in the form of charcoal fragments
throughout a deposit (layer F) which continues to accu-
mulate until about 5000 bc. On the top of this layer are
the first securely-stratified artefacts, two flint blades,
one of them illustrated as No 1; in addition, a bi-polar
blade-core of Mesolithic type came from a later context
nearby (No 3). Throughout this period the pond and its
marshy margins existed within fairly dense birch
woodland, with a strong shrub element of hazel and
willow. There is evidence of some broken ground,
however, again perhaps indicating human disturbance
in the vicinity of the pond. Towards the end of the
period alder begins to increase in density in the run-up
to the classical Boreal-Atlantic transition.

Thereafter, from about 5000 bc, in the later Mesolith-
ic, alder rises rapidly to dominance in an environment
which continues to be thickly wooded, though with
more positive evidence now of human disturbance in
the occurrence early in the period (base of layer E) of
several spreads of inverted turves within the pond
deposits. The pond itself has a quite rich aquatic and
marshland flora, while plants such as stinging nettles,
poppy and other inhabitants of broken ground may
give further indications of human disturbance in the
vicinity.

Neolithic and earlier Bronze Age
There is no positive evidence at the Breiddin for early
Neolithic forest clearance around 3100–3000 bc, when
it is seen in other pollen diagrams at the time of the
classical elm decline. A little later, however, there are
hints of some opening of the forest canopy, in the
presence of charcoal from c 3000 bc onwards, and in a
decrease in pine and re-appearance of bracken and
ferns between about 2750 and 2500 bc. In the pond
deposits, however, a really strong impact of man is not
seen until about 2400 bc, after which there is quite
convincing evidence of pastoralism, though little clear
indication of arable cultivation or of the true extent of
forest clearance. At this time dung beetles appear for
the first time alongside open-ground plants, insects and
beetles, giving clear signs of substantial openings in the
forest cover and of continuous grazing as distinct from
occasional visits by forest mammals. The pond itself
continues to be surrounded by alder woodland but
forest trees reduce in the late 3rd/early 2nd millennia bc
to the stage where elm, pine and lime seem to have been
quite sparse on the hilltop between about 1800 and 1650
bc. There may have been some woodland regeneration
in the following centuries, though the evidence is
equivocal.
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The first indications of substantial forest clearance,
around 2400 bc, coincide – in the broadest possible
terms – with the appearance of dry-land archaeological
features, a group of mainly oval pits, of unknown
purpose, close to Buckbean Pond in Area B7. One of
them contained charcoal dated to 2270 ± 90 bc (no 1 in
Table 6). In B7 and Buckbean Pond – mostly unstrati-
fied or in later contexts – there is also a general scatter
of mainly undiagnostic flintwork (Figure 50). Also
broadly attributable to the 3rd millennium bc are four
small sherds from the Grimston-Lyles Hill tradition
(No 36a, from the rampart cuttings).

From the later 3rd/earlier 2nd millennia bc there is a
certain amount of dry-land evidence from the south-
western end of the hill, about 300 m from Buckbean
Pond. In Area B3-4-5 a single fire-pit or bowl-hearth
produced a radiocarbon date of 1876 ± 106 bc (no 2 in
Table 6) and there was a general scatter of broadly late
Neolithic/early Bronze Age flintwork (Figure 50), along
with sherds from a decorated Food Vessel Urn and
undecorated vessels in the Beaker or Food Vessel tradi-
tions (No 38; Nos 41–2). From the rampart cuttings, in
stratigraphically early contexts or as rubbish-survival in
later deposits, came fragments of a decorated Peter-
borough bowl (No 37), four tiny pieces of incised
pottery of late Neolithic/early Bronze Age character
(No 39), two body-sherds of combed Beaker and some
undecorated pottery (No 40; Nos 43–4), a possible
‘shaft-straightener’ (No 294), a disc-bead of jet (No
323), and a scatter of flint implements and waste flakes
(Figure 50), the flakes fewer proportionately than
would be expected on an occupation site where the
material was being worked in situ. Also present were
two fragmentary polished stone axes, one from Graig
Lwyd (No 35), the other from the Great Langdale
group of factories (No 36, found battered and ap-
parently burned in an Iron Age deposit and therefore
perhaps brought to the site as a ‘curio’). Another
polished axe, a greenstone axe-hammer, and several
barbed-and-tanged arrowheads are reported from the
Breiddin as casual finds (O’Neil 1937).

Some of these finds could date from as early as the
later 3rd millennium bc, others as late as the mid 2nd
millennium. Equal uncertainty applies to two beads
found in the core of the late Bronze Age rampart, one
of amber (No 322), the other of blue faience (No 321).
Elsewhere, such beads have been found in contexts
which range from the Wessex Culture to the later part
of the Bronze Age. A nail-headed pin of bronze with a
swollen shank (No 148), found in collapsed rampart
core, could also date from either the middle or later
Bronze Age.

The only structural evidence from the 2nd millenn-
ium bc was a roughly rectangular ‘floor-area’ about 4 m
by 3 m in extent (Figure 9), seen at the level of natural
subsoil beneath the Bronze Age rampart and containing
within its area (though not securely stratified with it) a
group of shallow bowl-hearths, well-sealed portions of
which produced a radiocarbon date of 1550 ± 100 bc
(no 3 in Table 6). No wall-lines were detected, leaving
turf as perhaps the most likely walling material, if
indeed we are dealing with a roofed building and not
simply an open activity-area (the apparently tight con-
striction of the hearths within the ‘floor-area’ might

argue against the latter). It may be noted, in passing,
that part of an apparently rectangular area of discol-
oured soil, set on a slight terrace and perhaps measuring
rather more than the Breiddin ‘floor-area’, was found
beneath the hillfort rampart at Moel y Gaer, Rhoses-
mor, in Clwyd, where it was associated with a radiocar-
bon date of 1660 ± 40 bc (SRR-495; Guilbert 1975c and
pers comm).

There are so few well-documented, or well-dated,
buildings in the British late Neolithic/early Bronze Age
that is perhaps best to present this evidence without
further comment; reference may be made, however, to
summaries of the evidence then available by Simpson
(1971) and McInness (1971). and to a find of more
recent date about 10 km south of the Breiddin, on Long
Mountain. Here, beneath a pair of round barrows at
Trelystan, two stake-walled sub-rectangular buildings,
up to 4.5 x 4.0 m across and with rounded corners and
central slab-lined hearths, were associated with
Grooved Ware pottery and radiocarbon dates which
ranged from 2310 ± 70 bc to 2005 ± 70 bc (CAR-272,
CAR-276; Britnell 1982).

Later 2nd millenium bc
Returning, finally, to Buckbean Pond we see a further
important horizon at around 1200 bc, or shortly there-
after, when a wide-spreading stone hard-standing is laid
round the margins of the now-reducing pond, presum-
ably to provide easier access to it both for domestic
animals and for man. At the same time there is a drastic
change in the accumulating pond deposits, from the
highly organic dark brown mud of layer D to the dark
grey silt of layer C, in which tree species continue to
decline and marsh-plants progressively replace those of
open water. Pits, dug into the earlier pond-deposits,
presumably as water-holes, are recorded in some
numbers from this stage on.

In the pond deposits which accumulate between now
and the construction of the Bronze Age hillfort in about
800 bc there is strong but not conclusive evidence of
arable cultivation on the hilltop – or at least of substan-
tial areas of broken ground. This comes both from the
higher mineral content of layer C and from macro-plant
remains contained within it. Analysis of the soils in
Area B7, to the east of the pond, suggests moreover that
the rapid accumulation of a new soil horizon there
began at this time, above a discontinuous stone layer
which probably corresponds with the stone hard-stand-
ing round Buckbean Pond. The only feasible source for
this new soil accumulation – up to 50 cm or so deep in
places (see analysis by Susan Limbrey in microfiche
Chapter 11.5) – would seem to be either arable cultiva-
tion or very intensive stock-rearing on the rising slopes
to the east of the pond, below the highest part of the
hill. These suggestions of major changes in the use of
the hill (and perhaps of the pond also, to judge by the
deliberate character of the stone pavement round its
margins) are made all the more tantalizing by the total
absence of ‘traditional’ archaeological evidence or finds
to which these environmental pointers might be related.
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Summary of the earlier prehistoric evidence
To summarize the earlier prehistoric evidence, there is
slight but wholly predictable use of the hilltop in the
Mesolithic period, followed by some indications of
limited early Neolithic clearance from about 2750 bc.
True opening of the tree-cover begins in about 2400 bc
and continues progressively thereafter, with only slight
or temporary intermissions. Pits and a scatter of pottery
and stone implements can be attributed to the later
3rd/early-to-middle 2nd millennia bc, with one possible
rectangular building dated c 1550 bc, and a laid hard-
standing to the now-drying Buckbean Pond from about
1200 bc or a little later. Peterborough, Beaker and Food
Vessel traditions are all represented in the small collec-
tion of pottery, as might be expected within this general
date-range (Gibson and Kinnes forthcoming). All of
this evidence, however, would be consistent with fluc-
tuating and perhaps quite small-scale exploitation of
the hilltop by various groups over a long period of time,
at first for hunting and later for grazing and stock-rear-
ing; arable cultivation, however, may play a part from
about 1200 bc, for at least a period.

Early activity of the kind identified at the Breiddin
has frequently been found on later hilltop defended
settlements. as for example at Ffridd Faldwyn, above
Montgomery, 19 km to the south (O’Neil 1942).
Although in some instances it has been claimed that this
may represent earlier defence ( cf Mercer 1981, 195;
Arnold 1987) there is no evidence that this might have
been the case at the Breiddin.

Nevertheless, the material from the hilltop joins a
growing body of evidence for activity during the later
3rd and earlier 2nd millennia in the Upper Severn area,
including sepulchral and ritual sites on the valley floor
(Figure 72). Grooved Ware domestic structures beneath
the Trelystan barrows have already been mentioned
(Britnell 1982). On the valley floor at Four Crosses,
4 km north-west of the Breiddin, ring-ditch barrows
were associated with Peterborough, Beaker, Food
Vessel and urn forms (Warrilow et al 1986) while
domestic activity of some kind is probably represented
by a pit with comb-decorated Beaker and a date of
1835 ± 85 bc (CAR-572) at the Collfryn hillslope en-
closure, about 7 km to the north-west (Britnell 1989,
104). To these may be added three groups of cropmarks
displaying various combinations of ring-ditches, penan-
nular or hengiform ditches and pit-circles; these lie at
Llanrhaeadr-Llangedwyn, 18 km to the north-west in
the Tanat Valley, and at Welshpool and Berriew in the
Severn Valley (8 and 14 km to the south-west respec-
tively), the latter with a large pit or ritual shaft, the
former with a short cursus and the promise of imminent
rescue excavations in response to trunk-road improve-
ments.

8.3 The later Bronze Age
The late 2nd/early 1st millennium
environmental sequence
The above account of the earlier prehistoric phases has
relied heavily on the environmental evidence from

Buckbean Pond, and this continues as the hilltop’s
history moves from the late 2nd to early 1st millennium
bc. As noted above, a stone hard-standing is laid round
Buckbean Pond some time after 1200 bc and the en-
vironmental samples at this level show a rapid increase
in grass pollen, followed by a decline in birch, elm and
oak, which by c 1100 bc had reached very low values.
Together, these changes – and the dramatically lower
organic/higher silt-content of the accumulating pond
deposit (layer C) – suggest another phase of tree-clear-
ance, possibly with intensive use of timber resources,
though for what purpose remains a mystery, since no
archaeological evidence – apart from the Buckbean
Pond ‘pavement’ – can be firmly allocated to this
period. Arable cultivation may well have been under
way at this time. There may thereafter have been some
slight recovery in the woodland, though tree-pollen
continues to fall proportionately over the following
centuries, perhaps because of continued grazing on the
hilltop. Another dramatic change takes place in the
pond deposits, however, at about 750 bc with a sharp
rise in the plantain curve and even greater reduction in
tree-pollen, especially oak. Since this is the timber iden-
tified in almost all the structural samples from the
Bronze Age rampart, which is independently dated to
about 800 bc, there can be little doubt that we are seeing
here a direct reflection of the hillfort’s construction and
subsequent occupation. It is to the dry-land evidence
for the hillfort that attention must now be turned.

Pre-hillfort occupation
The presence of igneous-tempered pottery and other
finds within and (in a few cases) beneath the Bronze Age
rampart (Chapter 2.2), points to a period of open or
perhaps palisaded settlement shortly before the rampart
was constructed. The character, date and duration of
this activity remains uncertain, however. A single radio-
carbon result of 1074 ± 62 bc (no 4 in Table 6), rejected
as dating evidence for the late Neolithic/early Bronze
Age activity because of possible contamination from
later deposits, is equally unsatisfactory as a guide to this
immediately pre-hillfort activity, since it could clearly
contain charcoal from the earlier prehistoric phases.
The similarity between the pre-rampart pottery and
that from the succeeding hillfort suggests that the pre-
rampart settlement may have been short-lived and
superseded fairly quickly by the construction of the first
embanked defence. Indeed, this is the assumption made
– if only for convenience – throughout the whole of the
text up to this point. The rarity and stylistic poverty of
domestic ceramics from the early 1st millennium,
however, reduces the reliability of this assumption.
Bearing in mind the apparently local derivation of the
tempering (microfiche Chapter 13.2) it would undeni-
ably be possible for the pottery in the rampart core (and
hence some of that in later and unstratified contexts) to
belong to the whole or any part of the otherwise materi-
ally blank period from the laying of the Buckbean Pond
‘pavement’ to the construction of the Bronze Age
rampart several centuries later.

The pre-rampart settlement, whatever its date or
longevity, may have been undefended but may alterna-
tively have been enclosed by some kind of palisade.
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Though no remains of such a structure were found, they
could have lain downslope from the rampart, beyond
the limited compass of the recent excavations. The
Breiddin would then join a broad group of early settle-
ments enclosed by one form or another of single or
double palisade; in Wales and the Borderland one
might cite Dinorben and Moel y Gaer, Rhosesmor, in
Clwyd (Guilbert 1979; 1973; 1975a), along with Castle
Hill, Eddisbury, in Cheshire (Varley 1950), and – on
more meagre or reinterpreted evidence – Old Oswestry
in Shropshire (Varley 1948) and Ffridd Faldwyn in
north Powys (O’Neil 1942; Stanford 1974a; Guilbert
1981a). In the broader context there are such sites as
Blewburton, Oxfordshire (Harding 1976), Hollingbury
in Sussex (Curwen 1932) and a whole range of palisad-
ed enclosures in Northern Britain, known from both
fieldwork and excavation (see, for instance, Jobey 1965
and Cunliffe 1978, esp 220–30).

Dating of the late Bronze Age hillfort
The construction of the first, timber-reinforced,
rampart at the Breiddin is securely dated to about 800
bc, or a little later, by a series of five radiocarbon results
from charcoal found in and immediately above the
original postholes of the rampart timbering, and from
a gully which may represent later repair to its front
facing (or alternatively, perhaps, a stratigraphically
misinterpreted remnant of the conjectured palisaded
defence?). The dates are listed in Table 6 and microfiche
Chapter 12 as nos 6–8 and 10–l1; they range from
828 ± 71 bc (from the gully) to 740 ± 80 bc (for the
paired postholes). These dates do not differ significantly
from one another, nor from two results from the
interior (nos 5 and 9 in Table 6) – 868 ± 64 bc for
charcoal alongside a hearth against the back of the
rampart, and 754 ± 50 bc for the carbonized haft of a
socketed axe (No 138). Other broadly-associated dates
from the interior are 710 ± 80 bc and 610 ± 90 bc (nos
12–13 in Table 6).

While establishing the broad dating of the timbered
defence and subsequent occupation these results
provide no basis, statistically, for speculation about the
relative dating of elements within the late Bronze Age
pattern, or the length of occupation involved.

The form of the late Bronze Age rampart
Details of the early rampart were best represented in
Trench B04 (Figure 10 and Chapter 2.3). The following
account, however, draws on evidence from the full
length of the rampart cuttings, including the trenches
south-west of the quarry road (Figure 15). The rampart
consisted, in essence, of a core of stones and earth on
average about 3 m wide, with a rough ‘kerb’ at the rear
and an original height on the downhill side of between
0.8 m and 1.3 m, depending on the steepness of the
underlying hillslope, The core material was retained at
the front by a double row of paired posts, set about 80
cm apart front-to-rear. The timbers were for the most
part 12–l5 cm across and were spaced between 1.1 m
and 2 m apart along the line of the defence. Some of the
gaps between the front line of posts were filled by single
large stones, others by lines of rather smaller boulders

or scree-stones. Refurbishment of the rampart at some
later stage is suggested (subject to the caveat already
expressed) by the presence, slightly forward of this line,
of a foundation-gully with spaced posts in B01, and by
a series of shallow and not altogether reliable ‘post-
sockets’ further to the south-west.

The rampart appears to follow a slightly wandering
line along the hillslope (Figure 8B) but because of inter-
ruptions by the quarry road and further north-east by
a tree in B03 it is difficult to assess whether this is a
deliberate and repeating pattern like that conjectured
for Moel y Gaer, Rhosesmor, in Clwyd (Guilbert 1973).
At the Breiddin the ‘scallops’ are so shallow that they
could have contributed little to the structural or strateg-
ic strength of the rampart, and the variations in align-
ment seem more likely to have resulted from the
method of laying out (see letter from R Moody in
Current Archaeol, 38, May 1973, 94) or from some
pattern of construction-lengths or gang-working. A
marked discontinuity, which could certainly be inter-
preted in this way, can be seen in B04, where the spacing
of the paired postholes, and to a certain extent the
character of the rampart core and its rear kerb, all
change fairly sharply about 6m north of the quarry
road (Figure 10).

In general terms the rampart can be viewed as a
variation of the timber-framed box-rampart of the
long-lived ‘Ivinghoe’ or ‘Hollingbury’ types known
from other early defended settlements (Cunliffe 1978.
243–7). These type of structure are distinguished by two
lines of posts tied together with cross-beams, the
rampart core being retained by timbering or hurdles set
between the uprights on the outer face.

The precise form of timbering used at the Breiddin is
open to question. No evidence survived for lateral ties
between the two lines of posts and there were only
dubious indications of longitudinal timbers in the form
of charcoal and burned stones within or immediately in
front of the rampart core. It is reasonable to assume,
however, that the relatively slender and shallow-set
posts would have been linked by cross-ties and perhaps
diagonal braces to form a stronger ‘framed’ structure;
some means of retaining the core material would also be
expected at the front, particularly where smaller stone-
work or greater amounts of soil had been used in the
core (as in B01, B03 and B10). Timbering or hurdles
may therefore have been set up between the front line of
posts, though alternatively use may have been made of
stone walling like that employed in the front face of the
Iron Age rampart; timbering or hurdles would then
only have been necessary at a higher level, to form a
breastwork and walkway.

Turning to parallels elsewhere, we may note that at
Dinorben, in Clwyd (after phases of apparently palisad-
ed defence) the rampart dated on radiocarbon evidence
to about the 5th century bc was both timber-laced and
revetted with stone (Savory 1971 a, b; Guilbert 1979 and
1980). The earliest rampart at Moel y Gaer, Rhoses-
mor, radiocarbon-dated to about the 7th century bc
and again preceded by a palisaded enclosure, was also
timber-laced, with dry-stone walling between the (much
stouter) timber uprights at the front (Guilbert 1975a;
1976); in this respect it resembled the early rampart at
Cadbury Castle, Somerset (Alcock 1972). Similar con-
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structions are also known at such sites as Blewburton
Hill (Harding 1976) and Ravensburgh Castle (Dyer
1976), the excavators in these two instances offering
notional dates of the 6th–5th and 4th–3rd centuries
respectively.

The size and longevity of the late Bronze Age
hillfort
The extent of the late Bronze Age hillfort is uncertain.
There is no obvious place where the rampart might have
turned back across the ridge to create a small enclosure
at the south-western end of the hill. It seems likely,
therefore, that the defensive line coincided fairly closely
with the inner rampart of the Iron Age hillfort, which
altogether encloses an area of about 28 hectares. This
appears to be confirmed by the discovery at the Iron
Age entrance of a pre-rampart occupation soil and of
Bronze Age metalwork and pottery (Chapter 1.4 above)
and in the recent excavations near Buckbean Pond of at
least a thin scatter of igneous-tempered pottery and a
fragment of heavy-rimmed crucible (No 227) which
typologically seems more at home in the later Bronze
Age than in the Iron Age.

A defended enclosure of this size is far in excess of
others known from Britain at this period, but we have
no realistic means of knowing what proportion of the
interior might have been used for domestic or other
buildings, and hence the number of people likely to
have been involved. It seems clear, however, that an
enclosure of very considerable dimensions was
intended, since the higher, north-eastern half of the hill
(Plate 13A) provides perfectly suitable ground for a
smaller enclosure, with good land for buildings and
grazing, and with strong natural protection by way of
cliffs and steep hillslopes.

The apparent repairs to the front of the rampart
suggest that the settlement endured for some period of
time, though this might have been quite short. Posts of
only 12–15 cm scantling – even of oak, as was the case
here – could well need repair within a generation or less,
though good maintenance might give them a lifetime of
several times this length. Along much of the excavated
area there was evidence that the timbering eventually
succumbed to fire, which in places was intense enough
to penetrate the depth of the postholes and to redden
packing stones and parts of the rampart core. This fire
could have been accidental but such widespread
burning at least hints at an attack upon the hillfort, or
at deliberate destruction once the site had been
captured by some other means. Whatever the cause, it
appears that once the rampart had suffered this damage
it was not replaced for several centuries, the next
evidence of fortification being located in or about the
3rd century bc.

Occupation deposits within the Bronze Age
hillfort
Within the hillfort an ‘occupation soil’ up to 45 cm
thick (perhaps including some post-abandonment
hillwash) had built up behind the Bronze Age rampart.
Up to three of the four-post settings in B04, with sides

between 1.6 m and 2.55 m across, might also belong to
this period of occupation, though there is some uncer-
tainty about their precise phasing (Fl–F3 in Figures 8B,
10). A cobbled area in B14–B16 (Figures 8B, 15), up to
about 2.7m square, seems to be a structure of some
kind, though evidence of wall or roofing materials was
lacking. Otherwise, the settlement evidence behind the
rampart consisted of scattered hearths, a possible
furnace (Figure 13), and small postholes forming no
obvious structural pattern, along with a general spread
of pottery, metalwork and other occupation debris.

Further evidence came from Area B3-4-5, on the
central ridge. Some fairly discrete concentrations of
finds (Figure 31) appear to represent either buildings,
activity-areas or midden-deposits, though again there
was no interpretable evidence of any structures that
might have been involved. A possible timber building or
enclosure about 6 m in diameter (R6) is represented by
a partial ring of mainly square-cut postholes; but this
would seem, if anything, to be associated with a
complex of metal-working features, rather than with
domestic activity (see below).

In Area B7, near Buckbean Pond, two or perhaps
three six-posted buildings (S1–S3; Figures 39, 41, 42)
belonged either to the late Bronze Age occupation or
(perhaps more probably) to the earlier part of the Iron
Age sequence. The problems of dating are set out fully
at the beginning of Chapter 4.4 and will not be repeated
here.

Almost 2000 sherds of potentially Bronze Age
pottery were recovered during the excavations (Figures
52-3). The bulk of the assemblage is assumed to belong
with the first defended settlement but, as noted above.
similar sherds came from in and beneath the rampart
core (and hence presumably belong to pre-rampart oc-
cupation) while other sherds, including any of the un-
stratified material, could in principle belong to a period
after the destruction and decay of the Bronze Age
defences. Sherds were widely distributed across the ex-
cavated areas – about half the total representing strati-
fied material from the rampart cuttings and the remain-
der coming from less secure contexts in the interior.
Only a small amount came from the relatively shallow
soils around Buckbean Pond, though this might owe
something to centuries of decay through frost and wat-
erlogging – pottery was noticeably sparse elsewhere
wherever the soil was less than c 30 cm in depth.

Judging from the fabrics (microfiche Chapter 13.2)
almost all of the pottery was of relatively local man-
ufacture, though a few sherds – and perhaps a little
briquetage – may have been brought from the Cheshire
Plain area. Bucket and barrel-shaped forms are re-
presented, along with slack-shouldered jars and some
wider-mouthed vessels. There is little sign of decoration
– one vessel with a cordon, one with ‘cabling’ on the
rim, and a few others with possible finger-print or im-
pressed decoration; a stab-marked vessel in an anoma-
lous fabric may belong to this phase of occupation (No
105). There are no comparable assemblages in the im-
mediate vicinity and the forms are so unspecific that it
seems best to let the Breiddin material stand as a ‘type-
collection’ in the local context, without trying to draw
too specific conclusions from comparisons with
domestic pottery of the 9th–7th century date in other
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parts of Britain. Antecedents in the local context might
perhaps be seen in dolerite-tempered fabrics and
bucket-shaped forms, probably of middle Bronze Age
date, found in late contexts in the recently-excavated
barrow-cemetery at Four Crosses, 4 km north-west of
the Breiddin (Figure 72; Warrilow et al 1986, 73–4).

The assemblage of Bronze Age metalwork illustrated
in Figure 56 (Nos 139–l59, and less certainly Nos 168,
172 and 175) was similarly scattered in the occupation
deposits behind the rampart, in the interior (B3-4-5),
and in O’Neil’s excavations at the hillfort entrance,
much of the material being attributable to the Bronze
Age hillfort on stratigraphical grounds. While the finds
cannot be considered as a closed group, almost all of
the objects can be placed with some confidence within
the 8th–7th centuries on typological grounds, the
majority within the Broadward complex (Coombs in
Chapter 7.9). A reasonably wide range of objects is
represented, including weapons, tools and personal
ornaments; a few pieces are probably scrap awaiting
re-working (see below), but the range of pins,
ornaments and tools is entirely in keeping with losses on
a domestic site.

Other finds worthy of at least passing mention are
two stone spindle-whorls, for spinning (Nos 295–6), a
number of stone tools for sharpening, grinding,
pounding and polishing ( cf Nos 264, 277, possibly 255,
and others too fragmentary for illustration), and seven
pieces of saddle-quern for the preparation of foodstuffs
or other materials, including presumably cultivated
grain. In the virtual absence of burned bone or of
related evidence from contemporary occupation sites or
field systems, these are the only hints available to us for
the lifestyle or subsistence economy of the Bronze Age
occupants of the hillfort.

Late Bronze Age metal-working

Evidence of metal-working on the hilltop comes both
from behind the rampart and from parts of the interior,
in the form of crucible and clay mould fragments, slag,
furnaces and working-hollows, and some items of
bronzework which probably represent scrap or raw
material (especially Nos 140, 142–3 and 175). A
possible furnace behind the rampart in B01 is illustrated
in Figure 18, and fragments of clay mould or other
metal-working debris were also found in all of the other
rampart cuttings. In B3-4-5, on the summit ridge (Figs
31–2, Chapter 3.3), a complex of pits, furnaces and
working-hollows, mainly concentrated ‘within’ the con-
jectured circular enclosure or building mentioned above
(R6), appears to have been associated with the working
of bronze as represented by small fragments of clay
mould, microscopic slag and traces of metal (Fig 33 and
caption) and possibly with fragments of crucible, in-
crucible, including No 229 (though this piece, on typ-
ological grounds, might be of later date). Two of the
features in this group contained charcoal dated to
710 ± 80 bc and 610 ± 90 bc (nos 12 and 13 in Table 6).
Amongst other fragments of metal-working debris
from B3-4-5 (see distribution in Figure 31) were pieces
of a large open crucible (No 225) which, like another
fragment from near Buckbean Pond (No 227), has good
typological parallels in the Bronze Age; this large

crucible came from several metres west of the main
complex of metal-working features, in a ‘scoop’ which
is best interpreted in retrospect as another bowl-hearth
or furnace, Nearby was a mould-fragment possibly for
the casting of a socketed spearhead (No 232). Other
groups of features in B3-4-5 may possibly have been
associated with metal-working though not recognized
as such during excavation. There was no evidence – by
way of the large amounts of slag that would have been
produced – that primary smelting was being undertaken
at the Breiddin. Rather it appears that the small
furnaces, which may originally have had clay super-
structures (Figure 33) were being used for the remelting
of bronze or bronze scrap for casting into objects.

Metallurgical analysis (microfiche Chapter 13.4)
suggests that the majority of the late Bronze Age items
found at the site were cast from scrap metal ultimately
derived from Ireland (or perhaps France). It is notable
that relatively local supplies of copper ore, such as the
zinc- and lead-rich sources implied by Iron Age
material from Llanymynech Hill and Llwyn Bryn-
dinas, are not represented at this stage. There is no
proof that any of the objects were manufactured at the
site itself, though this certainly could have been the case
(as pointed out by Tylecote and Biek in Chapter 7.12
and by Northover on the basis of metal analyses in
microfiche Chapter 13.4).

The material from the Breiddin forms part of an
expanding corpus of evidence for later prehistoric
bronze-working in the Upper Severn region; though
this is primarily of Iron Age date (see discussion in
Musson et al forthcoming), it is interesting to note in
passing that the Guilsfield hoard – a late Wilburton
deposit of slightly earlier date and one of the few large
late Bronze Age ‘founder’s hoards’ from Wales – came
from the immediate vicinity of Crowther’s Camp, a
small defended settlement about 5 km south-west of the
Breiddin (Figure 72; Savory 1980, 117–8). The range of
evidence from the Breiddin is similar to the much larger
assemblage from Dainton, Devon (Needham 1980), one
of the few other sites of the later Bronze Age to have
produced metal-working material found in situ. There is
clear evidence that workshops existed at both of these
sites; indeed bronze-working probably took place at
several different locations within the Breiddin, but the
site evidence from elsewhere in Britain is so sparse that
it remains uncertain whether the industry was under-
taken in the late Bronze Age by resident smiths working
within more-or-less permanent workshops, or was
carried out by specialist itinerant craftsmen (cf Megaw
and Simpson 1979, 29; Burgess 1980, 274).

The late Bronze Age hillfort in its regional
context
There is evidence for very early Iron Age or even late
Bronze Age beginnings at many defended sites along
the Welsh Borderland, as noted at various points in the
preceding discussion, but too little excavation has been
undertaken in the immediate vicinity to say whether the
early defensive sequence at the Breiddin is unusual in a
local context. There are, however, hints of early origins
at Old Oswestry (a pre-rampart palisade and a box-
rampart associated with a fragment of furrowed cari-
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Fig 72 Archaeological sites in the vicinity of the
Breiddin hillfort. Scale: 1:250,000

nated bowl; Varley 1948), and reinterpretation of
O’Neil’s excavations at Ffridd Faldwyn, Montgomery,
has suggested that the hillfort there may have begun as
a double-palisaded enclosure some time in the 9th–7th
centuries (Stanford 1974; Guilbert 1981a). More
recently a narrow rescue excavation across the rampart
at Llwyn Bryn-dinas hillfort, about 16 km to the north-
west in the Tanat Valley (Figure 72), showed the
primary stone-faced rampart to have been built on a
dump of stones and soil containing charcoal dated to
760 ± 60 bc (CAR-802); this in turn sealed an old
ground surface upon which were deposits of apparently
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fresh charcoal dated to 800 ± 70 bc (CAR-803; Musson
1983). By strange chance, at this site too, the rescue
excavations uncovered evidence of in situ metal-work-
ing, though this time of Iron Age date (Musson et al
forthcoming). It is the Iron Age phases of the Breiddin
hillfort that must now come under discussion.

8.4 The Iron Age hillfort (CRM/WJB)

Regrettably, environmental information for the Iron
Age ends with the construction and natural silting,
around 300 bc, of a large artificial cistern in the now
rapidly drying deposits of Buckbean Pond. We
therefore have no worthwhile environmental informa-
tion for the later part of the Iron Age (including the
lifetime of the refortified hillfort) or for the succeeding
centuries, until deposition in the pond basin begins
again in the 9th or 10th centuries ad.

Information from the natural pond deposits (within
layer C) suggests that the period after the presumed
abandonment of the Bronze Age hillfort, around 600 bc
or even earlier, was one of reasonable stability, with
continued grazing but little reliable sign of arable cul-
tivation. Tree-pollen continues its gradual decline,
though there may have been some return of haze1 scrub
in the 6th and 5th centuries bc.

At about 300 bc, however, deposition in the natural
pond – by now little more than an occasional marsh –
ceases abruptly with the digging of the artificial cistern
described in Chapter 5.4; samples from near its base
produced dates of 310 ± 70 bc and 225 ± 60 bc (nos 38
and 39 in Table 6). The digging of the cistern – within
the limits of inference from radiocarbon dating – coin-
cides with the construction of the Iron Age rampart. the
rear metre of which contained charcoal dated to
270 ± 90 bc (no 22 in Table 6). Against this background
it is not surprising to find within the cistern evidence for
both open and broken ground, as might be expected
within a hillfort; there are also beetles indicative of
human habitation and indoor conditions, and direct
evidence of arable cultivation in the form of Spelt wheat
in the final stages of grain-processing.

Given the nature of radiocarbon dating, and the
usual cautions about the derivation and ‘age’ of the
samples, it is impossible to separate from this horizon
any radiocarbon date less than 100–150 years earlier (or
later) in its central date. As a result, a number of ex-
cavated structures or features with determinations
between 375 ± 63 bc and 294 ± 40 bc (nos 17–21 in
Table 6) can with every justification be allocated to the
lifetime of the Iron Age hillfort. In two other cases of
apparently ‘early’ dates the interpretation of the
samples is open to doubt: a roundhouse date of 479 ± 55
bc is contradicted by consistently later results for
similarly-stratified deposits behind the rampart nearby
(no 15 in Table 6. contra nos 26/28/29/31) and a date of
460 ± 100 bc from the porch structure of another round-
house is unsafe because the sample was drawn from
various parts of two posthole groupings, with an ack-
nowledged risk of including residual and ‘aged’ wood
(no 16 in Table 6). On the other hand a result of
430 ± 60 bc (no 37 in Table 6) for a water-hole in
Buckbean Pond (containing part of a composite
wooden vessel, No 347) can be taken at face value, since
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Fig 72 Archaeological sites in the vicinity of the
Breiddin hillfort. Scale 1:250,000

nated bowl; Varley 1948), and reinterpretation of
O’Neil’s excavations at Ffridd Faldwyn, Montgomery,
has suggested that the hillfort there may have begun as
a double-palisaded enclosure some time in the 9th-7th
centuries (Stanford 1974; Guilbert 1981a). More
recently a narrow rescue excavation across the rampart
at Llwyn Bryn-dinas hillfort, about 16 km to the north-
west in the Tanat Valley (Figure 72), showed the
primary stone-faced rampart to have been built on a
dump of stones and soil containing charcoal dated to
760±60 bc (CAR-802); this in turn sealed an old
ground surface upon which were deposits of apparently

fresh charcoal dated to 800±70 bc (CAR-803; Musson
1983). By strange chance, at this site too, the rescue
excavations uncovered evidence of in situ metal-work-
ing, though this time of Iron Age date (Musson et al
forthcoming). It is the Iron Age phases of the Breiddin
hillfort that must now come under discussion.

8.4 The Iron Age hillfort (CRM/WJB)

Regrettably, environmental information for the Iron
Age ends with the construction and natural silting,
around 300 bc, of a large artificial cistern in the now
rapidly drying deposits of Buckbean Pond. We
therefore have no worthwhile environmental informa-
tion for the later part of the Iron Age (including the
lifetime of the refortified hillfort) or for the succeeding
centuries, until deposition in the pond basin begins
again in the 9th or 10th centuries ad.

Information from the natural pond deposits (within
layer C) suggests that the period after the presumed
abandonment of the Bronze Age hillfort, around 600 bc
or even earlier, was one of reasonable stability, with
continued grazing but little reliable sign of arable cul-
tivation. Tree-pollen continues its gradual decline,
though there may have been some return of hazel scrub
in the 6th and 5th centuries bc.

At about 300 bc, however, deposition in the natural
pond - by now little more than an occasional marsh -
ceases abruptly with the digging of the artificial cistern
described in Chapter 5.4; samples from near its base
produced dates of 310±70 bc and 225±60 bc (nos 38
and 39 in Table 6). The digging of the cistern - within
the limits of inference from radiocarbon dating - coin-
cides with the construction of the Iron Age rampart, the
rear metre of which contained charcoal dated to
270±90 bc (no 22 in Table 6). Against this background
it is not surprising to find within the cistern evidence for
both open and broken ground, as might be expected
within a hillfort; there are also beetles indicative of
human habitation and indoor conditions, and direct
evidence of arable cultivation in the form of Spelt wheat
in the final stages of grain-processing.

Given the nature of radiocarbon dating, and the
usual cautions about the derivation and ‘age’ of the
samples, it is impossible to separate from this horizon
any radiocarbon date less than 100-150 years earlier (or
later) in its central date. As a result, a number of ex-
cavated structures or features with determinations
between 375±63 bc and 294±40 bc (nos 17-21 in
Table 6) can with every justification be allocated to the
lifetime of the Iron Age hillfort. In two other cases of
apparently ‘early’ dates the interpretation of the
samples is open to doubt: a roundhouse date of 479±55
bc is contradicted by consistently later results for
similarly-stratified deposits behind the rampart nearby
(no 15 in Table 6, contra nos 26/28/29/31) and a date of
460±100 bc from the porch structure of another round-
house is unsafe because the sample was drawn from
various parts of two posthole groupings, with an ack-
nowledged risk of including residual and ‘aged’ wood
(no 16 in Table 6). On the other hand a result of
430±60 bc (no 37 in Table 6) for a water-hole in
Buckbean Pond (containing part of a composite
wooden vessel, No 347) can be taken at face value, since
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it was based on twig material; this need not, however,
indicate more than continued stock-management on the
hilltop – and a degree of frustration for the loser of the
vessel.

There are no other artefacts which need predate the
Iron Age rampart on stratigraphical or typological
grounds. It seems quite probable, therefore, that in the
centuries between the end of the Bronze Age hillfort
and the construction of its Iron Age successor the
hilltop was used for grazing and little more. Had there
been substantial ‘occupation’ at this stage (say, by the
building and use of the strictly-undated roundhouses
and post-built structures away from the stratified
deposits behind the rampart) there would surely have
been more extensive evidence of broken ground and
other human disturbance in the upper part of the
natural pond, before the digging of the cistern brought
deposition to a temporary halt.

Whether occupation began again, in a more substan-
tial form, before the rebuilding of the rampart remains
unclear. Two, or perhaps three, four-posted buildings
in the rampart cuttings (Fl–F3 in Figure 8B) could have
been in use for a short while before the Iron Age
rampart was built, though on balance they are better
allocated to the late Bronze Age hillfort. An apparently
rectangular floor-area in B11, about 3.5 m by at least
4m in extent, with an associated hearth, might have
pre-dated the rebuilt rampart, but could more probably
have immediately followed its construction (1159 and
1161 in Figure 24A). There were no occupation deposits
with identifiably Iron Age pottery or other artefacts
beneath the line of the rampart.

Dating of the Iron Age hillfort

As already mentioned, a terminus post quem for the new
rampart is provided by a date of 270 ± 90 bc for
charcoal from the rear metre or so of its core (no 22 in
Table 6). The dating of the outer defences has not been
established by excavation; the second rampart, which is
similar in appearance to the first, may be part of the
same defensive scheme, but the outermost bank – the
only one with an external ditch – seems likely to have
been added at a later stage of development. Radiocar-
bon dates from behind the inner rampart (summarized
below) suggest that occupation continued in a substan-
tial form throughout the better part of the 2nd century,
if not longer. At the hillfort entrance, for instance,
O’Neil’s excavations demonstrated a rebuilding of the
northern inturn after the accumulation of deposits like
those which produced 2nd-century radiocarbon dates
at the south-western end of the hill (Chapter 1.4 and
O’Neil 1937). How late the occupation might have
continued remains less clear. There are no identifiably
‘late’ radiocarbon dates or Iron Age pottery, nor any
early Roman material to suggest continued occupation
in the 1st century AD. The latest Iron Age finds, typ-
ologically, are a bronze ring with raised La Tène deco-
ration (No 165) and a blue glass bead with spiral inlays
(No 315); both could take the occupation into the 1st
century BC or – in the case of the bead, at least – into
the 1st century AD (speaking now in ‘typological’
terms). A word of caution is necessary, however, the
bead being a potentially long-lived object which might

have been dropped much later, in keeping with its
find-spot above the Romano-British accumulation ( c f
early Roman bangles found in Anglo-Saxon graves –
J Price pers comm).
The Iron Age rampart (Figure 8C, 16–17, 21, 26)

The new rampart, up to 6 m wide and with near-vertical
stone faces at front and rear, was built with its forward
edge along the middle of the collapsed Bronze Age
rampart, from which it was separated by a thin but
discontinuous ground-surface. The rear facing, ap-
parently built – with the immediately adjacent parts of
the core – in ‘gang-work’ lengths of 2.2–2.4 m (Plate
7A), stood up to 1 m high along most of its length,
though its lower parts were quickly masked by material
pulled forward for building-platforms in the interior.
The front facing, reduced for the most part to its basal
stones, must originally have stood 1.4–2.2 m high, re-
taining a lower core of soil and stones and an upper core
of voided scree, neither showing convincing signs of
internal timbering or of regular ‘cell’ construction. The
interleaving of the structural elements made it clear that
only a single period of construction was involved.

It seems likely that there would have been a timber
breastwork – and perhaps walkway – set upon the
now-collapsed upper part of the rampart core; a limited
experiment in reconstruction, over a 1.5 m length in
1969, showing that there was insufficient collapsed
material in front of the rampart to carry the core and
front facing above the surface of the better-preserved
uphill parts of the rampart core.

Structures and finds behind the Iron Age
rampart

Construction of the Iron Age defences appears to have
been quickly followed by the building of several stake-
walled roundhouses, terraced into the hillslope on the
narrow strip of reasonably flat land immediately behind
the rampart. Five such roundhouses lay within the
excavated area (R1-R5 in Figure 8C), all of them with
signs of partial or total rebuilding during the course of
their life. Diameters ranged from 5 m to about 7 m.
There were ill-defined, apparently post-flanked, entran-
ces on the east or north-east sides (uphill, away from the
prevailing wind). Central hearths were present in three
of the structures and were suspected in the other two.

Two of the roundhouses (R1 and R2) may have
persisted throughout the whole of the Iron Age occupa-
tion, one having five phases of wall-line, the other at
least four, and neither being overlaid by identifiably
later structures. Another roundhouse (R5) was equi-
vocally stratified, while the remaining two (R3/R4, a
conjoined pair, one slightly smaller than the other) were
replaced after 2–3 periods of hearth or wall-construc-
tion by an ill-defined clay floor-surface and associated
hearth (0488/90 in Figure 22B), perhaps an incomplete-
ly recognized roundhouse, perhaps a structure of some
other kind, approaching 5 m across in either direction.
The stratigraphical sequence is completed, in the strip
immediately behind the rampart, by the construction of
a rough alignment of up to ten four-posted structures
(F4–F13 in Figure 8C), no more than eight being in use



Chapter 8.4 181

at any one time; they ranged from about 2.6 m to 3.2 m
in maximum dimension between the centres of posts
usually 30–40 cm across; there were no detectable
hearths or floor surfaces, nor other indications of
function; the structures are perhaps best seen as store-
houses or granaries. There was tenuous evidence for an
ill-formed roundhouse late in the sequence, largely cut
away by the quarry road and stratigraphically divorced
from the similarly late four-posters (see Figure 27 and
its caption).

Vesicular pottery and briquetage (Figure 54 top and
Figure 55 bottom) were present from the earliest levels
upwards, though both were more plentiful in the upper
parts of the accumulating ‘occupation soil’, briquetage
especially so. Various objects of metal were recovered,
including several incurved iron bow-brooches from
‘late’ contexts; one of the roundhouses had a complete
saddle-quern and matching upper stone inverted within
the make-up of its floor (No 236, in roundhouse R5). A
rubbish deposit outside the doorways of the ‘paired’
roundhouses, R3 and R4, contained large quantities of
carbonized wheat, already prepared for bulk storage
and with Emmer predominating over Spelt (microfiche
Chapter 13.6).

Dating evidence for the earlier parts of the sequence
was provided by radiocarbon samples, roundhouse R3
and its associated grain/rubbish deposit producing
dates of 158 ± 31 bc and 191 ± 28 bc (nos 32 and 29 in
Table 6), intermediate levels in the same area giving
results of 201 ± 31 bc and 192 ± 31 bc (nos 27 and 28 in
Table 6); there were no suitable samples from the up-
permost levels, but one of the four-posters – cut
through all the earlier deposits – yielded a date of
172 ± 45 bc for charcoal from its post-pipes, probably
but not certainly from structural timbers burnt in situ
(posts up to c 150 years old at the time of felling; no 30
in Table 6, from four-poster F33). A stratigraphically-
isolated roundhouse, R2, standing some distance back
from the rampart, had an associated date of 320 ± 80 bc
(no 20 in Table 6).

Although roundhouse R2 could be early in the
sequence – even perhaps pre-dating the rampart – the
balance of evidence suggests an active period of con-
struction and occupation (after the building of the
rampart) in the later 3rd and 2nd centuries bc, possibly
but not certainly continuing into the 1st century bc.
Roundhouses, in this part of the hillfort, begin early in
the sequence but may have been long-lived; four-
posters (save from the three tentatively attributed to the
late Bronze Age occupation, F1–F3 in Figure 8B)
appear to be late, but do not necessarily take over as the
only building form, roundhouses R1 and R2 being
capable of occupation throughout the Iron Age occupa-
tion, alongside the four-posters in the later part of the
sequence.

Iron Age occupation in the interior.
Area B3-4-5

Above the steep slopes which backed the rampart
cuttings, similar roundhouses and four-posters were
identified at the south-western end of the hillfort
interior, in Area B3-4-5 (Figure 34). As behind the
rampart, some building plots were used for both round-

houses and four-posters, though the general lack of
stratified deposits allowed only one structural intersec-
tion to be established, a posthole of four-poster F33
cutting the wall-gully of roundhouse R13. Up to eight
roundhouses (R7–R14, the first-named unusually large
at 8.5 m in diameter) and twenty four-posters (F14–
F33, between 2.3 and 3.2m in maximum dimension)
were identified within the excavated area, though dif-
ficulties in tracing roundhouse wall-lines, and the
presence on the excavation plan (Figure 36) of un-allo-
cated postholes suitable for roundhouse entrances or
porches, suggest that other buildings (whether circular
or of different shapes) may have eluded detection. It
seems likely that the Iron Age ground surface lay quite
close to the modern turf line, and none of the structures
had securely associated hearths, floor surfaces, internal
features or reliably stratified finds.

The range of identifiably Iron Age pottery and bri-
quetage was similar to that from behind the rampart,
though much smaller in quantity, the accumulating
deposits at the foot of the hillslope perhaps providing
better protection for finds, once lost, compared with the
relatively level ground of the interior. There was a fair
scatter of querns and other utilized stones, and three
notable finds amongst the metalwork – a bronze ring
with La Tine decoration (No 165) and a dagger and a
pair of blacksmith’s tongs in iron (Nos 196 and 220, the
latter alternatively of Romano-British date).

The earlier of two radiocarbon results from round-
house contexts (460 ± 100, no 16 in Table 6) has already
been rejected as reliable evidence for the structure con-
cerned, and the same applies to a slightly later date of
375 ± 63 bc (no 17 in Table 6) from a pit ‘within’ round-
house R9 but not reliably related to it stratigraphically.
The four-posters fared a little better, with four dates
between 294 ± 40 bc and 170 ± 70 bc (nos 21, 23, 24 and
31 in Table 6) the first and last apparently from posts
burned in situ, with approximately 100 and 200 years of
growth respectively. Despite the uncertainties of the
evidence, one might again envisage a period of con-
struction and rebuilding within the 3rd to early 1st
centuries bc, broadly matching the range seen behind
the rampart.

The layout and sequence of roundhouses and four-
posters in this part of the hillfort has been fully dis-
cussed in Chapter 3.4, and the arguments will not be
repeated here. Some of the four-posters could have
existed alongside and between the roundhouses, all of
which (with one possible exception) could have been in
occupation at the same time. The writer’s preference,
however, is for a pattern of seven or more roundhouses,
subsequently replaced by a fairly dense but ‘un-
regimented’ layout of up to sixteen so four-posters,
some of them later repaired or totally rebuilt on
adjacent sites.

Iron Age occupation in the interior: Buckbean
Pond area

Nearer the summit of the hill, in Area B7 (Figure 39),
there was evidence for up to seventeen four-posters
(F34–F50) and either two or three six-posters (S1–S3,
the last-named conjectural because falling only partly
within the excavated area). No roundhouses were iden-
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tified, and on balance it seems unlikely that any ever
existed within the area examined (see Chapter 4.1 In-
troduction). The four-posters here were more variable
in size, from as little as 2.3 m in maximum dimension
with posts less than 25 cm across (F47), to as much as
3.9 m (F41) with posts up to 55 cm across (F34). Some
rebuilding and replacement was evident, though never
more than two phases within any one structure. A fair
number of the posts had been deliberately dug out
(Figure 40), presumably for re-use of the timbers in
other structures. Dates of 370 ± 80 bc, 230 ± 80 bc and
100 ± 80 bc were obtained from digging-out pits asso-
ciated with three of the structures (F41, F39, F49; nos
19, 25 and 34 in Table 6); in each case the results
provide a terminus post quem for the dismantling of the
buildings concerned. Again, a period of construction
and rebuilding between the 3rd and (in this case more
firmly) 1st centuries bc seems appropriate.

The problematical dating of six-posters S1–S3 has
been described at the beginning of Chapter 4.4. The
slender-posted S2 was stratigraphically earlier than
four-poster F35; the slightly larger S1, still measuring
only 2.6 m on its longer side, had apparently late Bronze
Age igneous-tempered pottery in its postholes (No 107
in Figure 54), but charcoal from a mixture of timbers in
its post-pipes produced the unexpectedly late date of
370 ± 70 bc (no 18 in Table 6), leaving this building and
the other six-posters ‘in limbo’, chronologically. An
attribution to the early part of the Iron Age sequence
would not be unreasonable, however, the contentious
pottery being seen as residual late Bronze Age material,
matched by a heavy crucible-rim from nearby (No 227).

Iron Age finds from B7 were restricted – again,
perhaps, through post-depositional decay – to a few
pieces of possible briquetage, and parts of a single vesi-
cular jar (No 102) recovered from in and alongside the
digging-out pit of one of the four-poster postholes.
Saddle-querns and other utilized stones, all of them
strictly undatable, were present in small numbers.

On the fringes of Buckbean Pond (Area B6) there
were a few postholes and pits which could have
belonged to the Iron Age occupation, and a single
pot-base in a fabric recognized on other Iron Age sites
along the Borderland (No 104). Otherwise, evidence
from the pond, all of it probably from the early years of
the Iron Age hillfort, was restricted to finds from the
water-cistern, principally a few grains of Spelt wheat
and an important range of wooden objects which are
more fully discussed below and in Chapter 7.19
(Figures 67–71).

The roundhouses

The individual roundhouses are described in detail in
microfiche Chapter 10.1; for ease of comparison the
plans of all the structures have been brought together at
a relatively small scale in Figure 73.

With the exception of a post-built, and partly conjec-
tural, structure allocated to the late Bronze Age oc-
cupation (R6), the fourteen roundhouses identified
behind the rampart and in the interior of the fort were
broadly similar in plan, with diameters in all except two
cases ranging from 5 m to 7 m, one of the structures
(R1) covering this full range in its five phases of con-

struction and reconstruction; R12 was unusually small
at about 4.4 m, and R7 unusually large at 8.5 m. In the
better-preserved examples, behind the rampart, and in
R7 in the interior, it was clear that the walls were
constructed of 5–8 cm diameter stakes set at 20–30 cm
intervals, either driven into the soil or contained within
narrow wall-gullies which were usually detectable on
the upper sides of the buildings only. Above ground
level the walls are assumed to have consisted of hor-
izontally-woven wattles, with clay daub on one or both
sides. In the better-preserved examples (R1, R3, R8,
R9) it was clear that the entrances, which ranged from
1.4 m to 2.4 m across, were flanked by posts; in R9 one
of the flanking posts appeared to be elongated ( c 30 x
15 cm) and possibly rectangular; in R8 the equivalent
position was occupied by a pair of posts set alongside
one another at the end of the wall-gully; this may also
have been so in one or more phases of the much-rebuilt
roundhouse R1. Roundhouse R8 had multiple post-
holes forming a projecting porch (Plate 10C); ‘extra’
postholes hinted at a similar feature in one phase of R1;
R9 had additional posts within its floor-area, which
may have constituted an internal porch or lobby.
Roundhouses R8 and R9 had stone-packed features
across the entrances, which may have accommodated
some kind of sill or threshold (for similar features at
Danebury, Hampshire, and on a much smaller struc-
ture at Rathgall in Ireland, see Cunliffe 1984, 57–8 and
Raftery 1976, 348 and pl iii, iv).

Where partially preserved in the structures behind
the rampart, floors were of clay or beaten earth, with
central hearths of fire-reddened clay. In R3 and R4,
which had three and two phases of hearth-construction
respectively, some of the hearths were flanked by up-
standing stone kerbs on the north-east side, facing the
doorways: there were also a number of stakeholes
around the hearths and in one phase of R3 perhaps two
postholes; these may have served some function related
to the hearths, perhaps as spit-supports or the like (for
similar stakeholes in roundhouses at Moel y Gaer,
Rhosesmor, in Clwyd see Guilbert 1976, 309, fig 3).

Although postholes, pits and bowl-hearths (in R9)
were occasionally encountered within the floor-areas,
their phasing was in most cases open to question and no
consistent pattern of internal structures, fittings or sup-
plementary roof-supports was recognised. Internal
supports would in any case be unnecessary in structures
of this diameter, adequate strength being provided by
the external wall, linked at eaves level by a woven
ring-beam (Musson 1970b). Only one pit (3505 in R5)
had a respectable claim to association with the round-
house ‘within’ which it lay, though even here the rela-
tionship was not secure; the pit contained evidence of
burning, along with a locally-made pot, No 103, and
charcoal dated to 375 ± 63 bc (no 17 in Table 6).

All of the roundhouses are assumed to have been
roofed buildings, with the possible exception of the
post-built (and conjecturally earlier) R6. At least a
proportion were probably habitations, though even the
presence of a central hearth does not necessarily carry
this implication; workshops, weaving-huts, sleeping
huts or the like might also have required some form of
heating. The absence of detected hearths in R7–R14 is
not significant, since no floor levels were preserved in
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Fig 73   Summary plans of the Breiddin roundhouses. Scale 1:200

the interior of the site, where the Iron Age surface was
probably close to that of the present day. There were no
other indications, either behind the rampart or in the
interior, of the differing functions which might have
been served by individual buildings.

Lack of clarity and consistency in the site evidence
inhibits further discussion. Effective structural or func-
tional analysis of timber buildings - or building types -
depends on clear and repeating evidence about specific
elements within closely related or contrasting groups of
structures, through which repeating similarities or dif-
ferences can be identified and explained (as, for
instance, with the 33 roundhouses of two distinct
phases and designs at Moel y Gaer hillfort, Rhosesmor,
in Clwyd; Guilbert 1976). The Breiddin evidence does
not, as yet, meet these criteria, though limited com-
parisons with evidence from the nearby Collfryn hill-

slope enclosure will be attempted later in this discus-
sion.

Four-pos ters  and s ix-pos ters

The individual four-posters are described in microfiche
Chapter 10.2, where detailed tables of dimensions,
floor-areas and post-sizes will also be found, along with
some general observations on this simplest of building
forms. The six-posters are described in detail in micro-
fiche Chapter 10.3.

Fifty or so four-posters were identified behind the
rampart and in two major excavations in the interior
(Figure 74). Individual postholes varied from 50-
130 cm across (average 85 cm), and from 20-70 cm in
depth (average 40cm), the original posts varying from
20-55 cm in diameter, with an average of 35cm; in only
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two cases (neither fully convincing) was there any
evidence that the timbers might have been squared
(posthole 5066 of F16, posthole 3551 of F27). The sides
of the buildings, measured to the centres of the posts,
varied from 1.6 m to 3.9 m across, with an average of
2.5 m. ‘Floor’ areas again measured to the centres of the
posts, ranged from 4.1 m 2 to 11.7 m 2, with an average of
6.5m2. There were no consistent variations in these
dimensions from one part of the site to another. The
sizes of both posts and structures fall within the range
identified for four-posters elsewhere in Britain (Gent
1983). Like the similar structures from the Hereford-
shire forts of Credenhill, Croft Ambrey and Midsum-
mer Hill (Stanford 1971; 1974; 1981) but unlike those
from Danebury (Cunliffe 1984, 87–95), the Breiddin
examples were in the great majority of cases rectangular
rather than square. The proportions of length to
breadth varied between 1:1 and 1:1.4, with an average
of 1:1.17.

A few of the four-posters in B7 were uncharacteristic-
ally small, both in floor-area and post-size ( cf F37,
F46–F48 in Figure 42). The same area, however, also
had structures which were larger than average in their
floor area (F41) or in their post-size (F34).

Most of the Breiddin four-posters probably date to
the 3rd–1st centuries bc, but three behind the rampart
(F1–F3) have been isolated on stratigraphical
grounds as more probably belonging with the late
Bronze Age occupation. Like the earlier Iron Age
four-posters at Danebury, for example (Cunliffe 1984,
93), the dimensions of the posts, postholes and
floor-areas of these relatively early buildings at the
Breiddin were noticeably smaller than the average for
the identifiably Iron Age structures (F1, for instance,
which was stratified beneath the Iron Age rampart,
measured only 1.9 x 1.6 m between posts barely 20 cm
across).

A similar observation may be made about the
contentiously-dated six-posters, perhaps standing early
in the Iron Age sequence. S3 was too incomplete for
dimensional analysis, but S1 and S2 measured only 2.6
x 2.2 m and 2.3 x 2.1 m to the centres of posts respective-
ly about 25 cm and 15 cm across. Six-posters are much
less frequent on later prehistoric sites in Britain, though
they have been identified, for instance, at Danebury
(Cunliffe 1984, 89–93), at Cadbury Castle in Somerset
(Alcock 1972, fig 11D) and – nearer the Breiddin –
probably at Ffridd Faldwyn hillfort (O’Neil 1942, fig 8;
Guilbert 1975b, fig 2); also, perhaps, within the hillslope
enclosure at Collfryn (Britnell 1989, 101–2). Save for
one example at Danebury, only 2 m square, all of these
other structures however are substantially bigger than
the Breiddin six-posters, which also stand out by having
their ‘extra’ posts on the shorter sides.

No evidence of wall-lines, floor surfaces or hearths
was apparent in any of the post-built structures, nor
was anything else which might give a clue to their
function. Good arguments have been advanced by
Gent (1983) or identifying the bulk of such structuresf
on later prehistoric sites in Britain as specialized
store-buildings or granaries, with their floors probably
raised above ground level. Similar interpretations are
admissible on the evidence recovered from the
Breiddin.

Distribution and density of settlement within
the Iron Age hillfort
Behind the rampart four-posters replaced roundhouses
over at least part of the excavated area, and this may
also have been the case in the hillfort interior (Area
B3-4-5). As argued above, however, it cannot be
inferred that this represents a chronological sequence of
building styles, at least two of the roundhouses behind
the rampart (R1, R2) being capable of continued oc-
cupation alongside the four-posters. On evidence re-
covered from other hillforts and defended enclosures, in
Wales and elsewhere, it would seem more likely that a
range of contemporary building forms is represented,
each with a specialized range of functions, and that the
sequence seen behind the rampart represents a change
in the use of this particular area (or part of it) from one
exclusively devoted to housing, in the early part of the
Iron Age occupation, to one devoted largely to storage,
at a later period. In the case of Area B7, near Buckbean
Pond, there is no evidence that roundhouses ever
formed part of the sequence, the area being given over
entirely to four-posted (and six-posted) buildings. On
the limited evidence available it seems likely that at the
Breiddin. as in other British hillforts such as Danebury
and Moel y Gaer, certain areas were reserved for
storage and others for habitation or ‘industrial’ ac-
tivities. As the needs of each varied over time, so might
the ‘zoning’ of space within the hillfort interior, produc-
ing the apparent succession of building types seen
within the relatively small areas examined at the
Breiddin.

It is fair to say, however, that there is little trace of the
deliberate layout or regimentation of buildings, like
that dictated or facilitated by the internal ‘streets’ at
Danebury (Cunliffe and Poole in press) or created by
conscious ‘planning’ of the kind envisaged by the ex-
cavator at Moel y Gaer, Rhosesmor (Guilbert 1975b).
It seems likely, rather, that the settlement and building
layout within the Breiddin developed on an organic
basis in response to the local topography, without the
regular layout of building types seen at these and other
sites.

It seems reasonable to suppose, on the evidence avail-
able, that the Iron Age hillfort was fairly densely
occupied over much of its ‘buildable’ area, though there
is no secure means of confirming or quantifying this,
given the enormous size of the enclosure. It should be
remembered that the areas chosen for examination were
(as a deliberate matter of rescue strategy) those thought
most favourable for buildings within the threatened
area; moreover, it is easier – as discussions in Chapters
3.4 and 4.4 have shown – to arrive at a maximum
density of buildings than to establish the likely coverage
at any one time. In these circumstances the extrapola-
tion of population-estimates or storage-capacities for
the whole of the interior faces impossible difficulties. It
would not seem unreasonable, however, to suggest an
Iron Age population numbered in the thousands rather
than the hundreds; the hillfort, in the 3rd and 2nd
centuries bc may indeed have been a thriving ‘hill-
town’, whatever other functions it might have served as
defensive stronghold, seat of community power, or
store-house and redistribution-centre (Cunliffe 1978).
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Fig 74 Summary plans of the Breiddin four-posters and six-posters. Scale 1:200
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Economic and cultural evidence
Evidence of agricultural activities and food-processing
in and around the hillfort was sparse, the high soil
acidity leaving only a tiny assemblage of animal bone,
and few opportunities presenting themselves (outside
the waterlogged deposits of Buckbean Pond) for the
kind of microscopic examination of occupation
deposits which has proved fruitful on better-stratified
sites in more recent years. Arable and pastoral activities
can be inferred from the surviving evidence, but their
relative importance to the economic livelihood of the
settlement cannot be assessed. Storage of food and
perhaps seed-corn seems to be implied by the large
number of four-posters, perhaps in quantities larger
than would be necessary for the resident community
alone. As elsewhere in northern and western Britain,
pit-storage does not appear to have been used. There is
evidence of cereal cultivation within the catchment area
of the hillfort, with grains of Spelt wheat from the
cistern in Buckbean Pond, and mixed Emmer and Spelt
(the former predominating) from behind the rampart at
the southern end of the hill; in both cases the grain
appears to have reached the final stages of processing
for bulk storage or use as food (microfiche Chapters
11.4 and 13.6), though whether this had been achieved
within the hillfort or elsewhere could not be established.

Other evidence of agricultural activity may be re-
presented by the tang of an iron reaping-hook (No 193)
while the processing of grain and other foodstuffs no
doubt accounts for at least some of the saddle-querns
and other stone tools found in Iron Age contexts
(Chapter 7.13, Figures 61-3). Spindle-whorls of stone
(Figure 64) and fragments of clay loomweights ( cf No
314) point to spinning and weaving, presumably prin-
cipally of wool. Leather-working is represented by a
curving iron knife with the cutting edge on the convex
side of the blade (No 177) and possibly by an iron
punch (No 206).

Smithing appears in the form of a fragmentary pair
of blacksmith’s tongs (No 220, alternatively of Rom-
ano-British date) and there are a few pieces of iron slag,
both from the recent excavations and from O’Neil’s
earlier work in the 1930s ( cf No 234). There is little
other direct evidence of Iron Age metal-working,
though a few pieces of crucible and/or cire perdue
mould (the latter found in a Romano-British context)
may belong to this period. rather than being residual
from the underlying late Bronze Age occupation (Nos
228–30).

Horses and wheeled vehicles are evidenced by an iron
linch-pin from behind the rampart (No 194), though
this object was presumably not in use when lost on this
topographically inaccessible part of the hillfort. Horses
may also be implied by an apparent set of three bronze
rings from one of the Iron Age roundhouses (Nos
160–2) though precise parallels have not been located
amongst well-authenticated Iron Age horse-gear; ‘man-
gear’ or ‘machinery’ might provide alternative explana-
tions, perhaps even for a loom, in keeping with the
find-spot alongside the clay loomweight illustrated as
No 314.

The only possible weapon from the site is an iron
dagger (No 196), though a fragmentary iron spearhead

(No 202) might also be of Iron Age date. Stones of the
size that might be used in sling warfare were notably
absent.

Dress is represented by a number of iron brooches
(Nos 183–8) and ornamental items – at least some of
them traded to the site – by several glass beads (Nos
315–8, not all of them securely dated or clearly strati-
fied); there are also spiral toe- and finger-rings in bronze
(Nos 167 and 166, the former alternatively of Bronze
Age date) and other bronze rings, both plain and un-
equal-sided (Figure 56), one of the latter with a groove
for a decorative inset (No 163) another with raised La
Tène decoration (No 165).

Local pottery manufacture. so evident in the late
Bronze Age hillfort, appears to have more or less ceased
by the 3rd–2nd centuries bc, although a small amount
of pottery was still made locally ( cf jar No 103, with an
associated radiocarbon date of 375 ± 63 bc, no 17 in
Table 6). For the rest, the small collection of pottery
which survived the acid soil conditions – more effective-
ly behind the rampart than in the interior – had all been
traded to the site from the Herefordshire/Malverns area
(less than 200 sherds altogether, Nos 93–104). The only
other ceramic commonly present was briquetage/stony
VCP, representing salt traded southward from inland
production centres in or around the Cheshire Plain
(c 1000 sherds, cf Nos 131–7; Morris 1985). Although
most of the briquetage was probably of Iron Age date.
substantial quantities were also found in the overlying
Romano-British levels behind the rampart, and a post-
conquest continuation of the trade must be a realistic
possibility; a few pieces were also identified tentatively
(on petrological grounds) in the late Bronze Age assem-
blage.

The limited range of ceramic material is balanced to
some extent by the finds from the artificial cistern in
Buckbean Pond, where wooden artefacts from the early
years (or perhaps decades) of the 3rd century bc were
preserved by waterlogging.

Two wooden bowls (Nos 354 and 368; Plates 16C and
16A) show that at this time wood substituted for
pottery to some extent, though vessels of sheet metal
would presumably have been needed for cooking. The
wide-mouthed shape of No 354 is clearly not a copy of
a ceramic form, however; this vessel might have been
suitable for a variety of domestic activities, including
the preparation of dairy products, whose place in the
Iron Age diet is perhaps also demonstrated by a pierced
wooden disc, tentatively identified as the lid of a dash
churn (No 369). Vessel No 368, by contrast, is more
exotic; it clearly represents a copy of a ceramic form,
though its shape compares more closely with potting
traditions in the south and west of Britain, than with
those current in the adjacent areas of the Midlands and
Welsh Marches; if the bowl was made locally it implies
that styles were more widely transmuted in media other
than pottery, though the vessel may, of course, have
been imported to the site. The base of a third vessel, No
347, mentioned earlier in the discussion as probably
pre-dating the Iron Age re-defence, seems to reflect a
different tradition of ‘composite’ wood-working. It is
interesting to note in this respect the apparent contrast
between the hand-carved technique used for these later
vessels at the Breiddin and those employed at Glaston-
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bury, where a high proportion of the wooden con-
tainers were either lathe-turned or were composite
vessels built from staves (Bulleid and Gray 1911).

Some of the finds from the cistern, such as these two
vessels and various lengths of plaited or knotted
wooden rope (Nos 348–52, Plate 15B), may have been
lost while water was being taken for domestic or other
uses; others may simply have been discarded when
broken, or lost while being soaked. The latter perhaps
applies to a mallet (No 356), but a perfectly-preserved
pestle (No 355) is presumably an accidental loss; both
are illustrated in Plate 16B. Lengths of thin wooden rod
(No 361) probably indicate basket-making, which may
also be seen in the collection of small as well as larger
stonework for the core of the Iron Age rampart. Some
flat laths with dowel- and nail-holes (Nos 370–l), along
with other pieces of squared or jointed timber (Nos
362–7) remain from what must have been an extensive
use of carpentry and joinery within the settlement, con-
trasting with the crude ‘forked stick’ and lashed joints
so often presented in reconstruction drawings of prehis-
toric settlements. Finally, a diminutive wooden sword,
apparently thrust into the upper parts of the rapidly-
silting cistern, would seem to have been either a votive
model or a child’s toy (No 353, Plate 16A).

The preservation of these remarkable finds from the
very centre of an active hillfort makes it all the more
unfortunate that accumulation in the natural pond had
ceased by this stage, robbing us of environmental infor-
mation or waterlogged artefacts from the later stages of
the Iron Age hillfort and the succeeding Romano-
British occupation.

Excavation evidence from the Breiddin and
Collfryn: a comparison
The only Iron Age sites in the northern-central Border-
land which have been excavated extensively enough to
give reasonable clarity of structural, chronological and
cultural information are the Breiddin and the hillslope
enclosure at Collfryn, 7 km to its north-west. At
Collfryn (Figure 75) the evidence, in essence, shows a
wide-spaced triple-ditched settlement, with round-
houses and four-posters in use during the 3rd and 2nd
centuries bc, the same period for which we have good
evidence at the Breiddin. In about the 1st century bc, a
period left almost ‘blank’ at the Breiddin (so far as
secure evidence of occupation is concerned), the
defences at Collfryn are re-arranged, with a close-
spaced double ditch around the inner enclosure, the
original outer banks apparently left untended, though
no doubt still providing enclosed or partially-protected
space for stock and other activities associated with the
settlement. In this sense the site retains a feature also
seen at the Breiddin (and in one form or another in
many other Borderland hillforts), the wide spacing
between the hillfort’s first and second ramparts making
more sense as provision for protected grazing or secure
coralling for periodic stock-concentrations than it does
for ‘military’ defence. At Collfryn occupation continues
into the Roman period, the inner enclosure now being
subdivided in a different way, and the form of the
internal buildings being obscure, scatters of postholes

on some of the abandoned roundhouse sites remaining
indecipherable in structural terms; four-posters,
however, continued in use in some parts of the en-
closure. The area excavated at Collfryn was about
6000 m2, of which about 4600 m 2 lay in the ‘settlement’
area of the inner enclosure. The site had been ploughed
for many years, and only limited areas of Iron Age
ground-surface remained undisturbed; the defensive
ditches were investigated on only a small scale, but
waterlogged deposits were encountered and yielded
wooden artefacts closely comparable to those from the
Breiddin; pits, postholes and roundhouse drainage-
gullies in the interior provided at least some ‘protected’
environments for the accumulation of finds and en-
vironmental evidence; all of the surface deposits,
however, had been disturbed by ploughing and deli-
berate stone-removal in recent years, and machinery
was therefore used to remove them summarily to the
surface of undisturbed deposits before excavation
began.

At the Breiddin, by contrast, the Iron Age and Rom-
ano-British settlement area investigated was about
2500 m2, excluding the space taken up by the rampart
and by Buckbean Pond. The Breiddin excavations
therefore covered just over half the area examined at
Collfryn. On the other hand, the extent of undisturbed
deposits was far greater, even the seemingly unstratified
deposits in the interior still retaining most of the
evidence (and materials) originally deposited within
them, subject to disturbance in the Romano-British
period and (of course) to the destructive effects of a
loose-textured and acid soil. Against this apparent ad-
vantage, however, the site suffered from the drawback
of a substantial earlier occupation in the late Bronze
Age, making secure identification of Iron Age material
difficult in any situation where objects could be
residual, as with stone tools, saddle-querns and the
small amount of bronze-working debris found in the
Iron Age deposits (pace speculative fabric-datings by
Hilary Howard in microfiche Chapter 13.5). At
Collfryn, the metal-working debris – though only
slightly greater in quantity – can with reasonable confi-
dence be attributed to the Iron Age settlement since
there is no earlier occupation to which it could belong.

At Collfryn, too, the outlines of postholes, pits and
gullies were clearly defined (once they had been recog-
nized) in the firm clay-silt subsoil, and post-packers
frequently retained their original positions so that the
locations and even the shapes of posts could be iden-
tified with some clarity; roundhouse wall-lines, on the
other hand, had almost always been lost to erosion,
only the entrance structures and surrounding drainage
gullies revealing the original positions and sizes of the
buildings. At the Breiddin, the wall-gullies were often
preserved, at least partially, though their outlines and
those of pits, postholes and post-pipes, could rarely be
defined with any precision in the relatively greater depth
of loose and evenly-coloured soil through which at least
their upper parts had been dug; entrance posts, and
even porch structures, were sometimes only tentatively
related to the wall-gullies which marked out other parts
of the wall-circuit.

At Collfryn, finally, the whole of the central settle-
ment area was excavated (a narrow hedge-line
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Fig 75   The Collfryn enclosure: summary plans. Scales 1:2500 (A,B) and 1:1000 (C,D)

A, B Sketch plans of the defensive ditches in the earlier
(3rd-2nd century) and later Iron Age phases.

C Internal structures attributable to the Iron Age.
D Internal structures attributable to the Roman period.
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excepted), and some confidence could be felt that the
pattern of buildings and functions observed was as
‘representative’ as the vagaries of archaeological preser-
vation would allow. At the Breiddin, on the other hand,
only a tiny proportion of the large and topographically
varied enclosure was investigated; no confidence can be
felt that the areas examined were truly ‘representative’
of the interior, any more than a small part of Collfryn
would have served as a model for the whole; in par-
ticular, the Breiddin evidence is complicated by possible
fluctuations in the zoning of buildings over a period,
and by the distorting effect this can have on the relative
numbers and apparent structural sequence of different
building forms.

Subject to this fairly substantial list of reservations,
some useful comparisons can be made. Firstly,
however, it should be said that neither site can be
considered ‘typical’ of its particular class. The Breiddin,
with the exception of Llanymynech Hill, 8 km to the
north, is by far the largest hillfort in the northern-
central Marches; indeed, at 28 ha for its inner enclosure
(over 40 ha including the outer defences). it is one of the
largest hillforts in Britain and its ‘special’ character in
the Iron Age society of the locality cannot be in doubt.
In a rather different way this applies also to the Collfryn
enclosure, which finds only half-a-dozen rivals amongst
local sites for the span, complexity and boldness of its
enclosing ditches (as seen in cropmark evidence). The
excavations, moreover, emphasized the dispropor-
tionate scale – or perhaps element of display – in the
ditches and gate-structures on the downhill side of the
enclosure, compared with the defensive line along the
technically more vulnerable uphill side. There also were
reasonable indications in the excavation evidence that
the Iron Age inhabitants had lived well above subsist-
ence level, and the settlement must be seen as one of
some power or eminence in at least its immediate
vicinity.

Not surprisingly, since the sites match one another
chronologically and lie only about 7 km apart, there
are some striking similarities; there are also some
notable differences in the excavation evidence at the
first level of examination. Thus roundhouses, four-
posters, Cheshire Plains briquetage, Malvernian
pottery, Emmer and Spelt wheat, spiral-decorated glass
beads, linch-pins indicating the use of wheeled vehicles,
and at least small-scale iron-working are present at
both sites; probably bronze-working too, though the
evidence for this within the excavated area is more
tenuous at the Breiddin. But the briquetage, for
instance, is proportionately more plentiful at Collfryn –
about twice as much in relation to the area excavated,
despite mechanical removal of disturbed topsoil
deposits in which many other pieces may have survived;
possible reasons for the imbalance will be canvassed a
little later.

Turning to imported ‘fine-wares’ from the Malvern
region, the balance tips the other way, the Breiddin (in
half the excavated area) having about 200 sherds,
Collfryn probably less than a score (the dating of some
of the recovered sherds being uncertain); in this case the
relative lack of ‘protected’ contexts at Collfryn may
have something to do with the contrast, but it would be
equally possible to suggest that the hilltop ‘town’ of the

Breiddin, for some reason, had access to a southerly
market which figured significantly less in the life of the
smaller hillslope ‘homestead’ (however high in the local
social scale).

Both sites clearly have access to arable crops, the
balance of Emmer and Spelt being different from one
to the other but the limited samples available leaving
it unclear whether this was a simple accident of
excavation or survival. At Collfryn, there was evidence
that grain-cleaning was going through most if not all
of its stages within the enclosure, though ready-
processed grain could also have been imported as well;
at the Breiddin the recovered grain (one tiny assem-
blage, one large one) was already fully processed and
ready for bulk storage or consumption, but there was
nothing to show whether the threshing and winnowing
had been carried out within the hillfort, or elsewhere.
In terms of milling the grain, however, the sites present
a remarkable contrast, Collfryn having only five quern
fragments (four of them from rotary querns which
may be of Roman rather than Iron Age date), the
Breiddin – from about half the area – having almost
50, including only one rotary quern. Even allowing for
some of the Breiddin querns to belong to the Bronze
Age occupation, and for ‘surface’ survivals at Collfryn
to have been removed in mechanical stripping and
stone-removal, the difference in numbers seems
remarkable.

Turning from finds to structures, the similarities and
contrasts continue to multiply. An examination of the
four-posted buildings at the two sites, for instance,
shows that they are indistinguishable from one another
in the range and average levels of their dimensions,
whether the criterion is length of side, floor-area, pro-
portions, size of post, depth or even diameter of post-
pit. But the Breiddin has proportionately four times as
many four-posters as Collfryn, perhaps even more if a
Romano-British dating is applied to some of the
Collfryn structures as the excavation evidence would
allow. Might the Breiddin evidence, however, be
skewed by the problem of fluctuating zoning of
buildings and functions within the much larger enclosed
area? Might the balance be distorted by the absence, in
the small sample excavated at the Breiddin, of the open
spaces and yards which are so clearly an integral part of
the Collfryn layout, and of homestead-settlements of
various kinds in other parts of Britain (for example at
Whitton, in South Glamorgan or at Woodside and
Dan-y-coed in Dyfed; Jarrett and Wrathmell 1981;
Williams 1988; and various plans in Cunliffe 1978)? Or
is the imbalance genuine, with Collfryn essentially pro-
viding for its own needs – and perhaps a little left over
for prestige or for a rainy day – while the Breiddin acts
more as a store-house, redistribution-point (and mil-
ling-centre, in view of the querns?), as has been suggest-
ed for hillforts at certain stages of their development
elsewhere in Britain (Cunliffe 1978)? Does the greater
amount of briquetage at Collfryn reinforce this pos-
sibility, perhaps denoting the use of salt in the preserva-
tion of meat for ‘home’ consumption? Is the effective
density of population, as against provision for bulk
storage, higher at the homestead site than it is within
the hillfort, and the need for salt correspondingly
greater?
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It seems at least a possibility that this is so, but a
comparison of the roundhouse structures at the two
sites leaves the matter open to question. There are
fourteen roundhouses – or roundhouse sites – at the
Breiddin, one or two of them fairly conjectural, but all
of them capable of being in occupation at the same time.
At Collfryn, in almost twice the excavated area there
are nine roundhouses, of which only three are likely to
have been in occupation at any one time. Notionally,
therefore, the settlement density at the Breiddin would
appear to be higher; but the argument cannot be sus-
tained, because in a late stage at the Breiddin it is quite
possible that only two of the roundhouses (at the most)
were in occupation (R1 and R2), the rest of the ex-
cavated area, both in the interior and behind the
rampart, being given over entirely to four-posters – at
a density higher than anything even remotely feasible at
Collfryn.

The complicating factor here does not lie in differen-
ces between the structural features of the roundhouses
at the two sites: in both cases there is an absence of
internal roof-supports, there are hints of elongated or
doubled entrance-posts at the Breiddin as well as (more
clearly) at Collfryn, and the wall-structure (in the
absence of direct evidence at Collfryn) could well have
been spaced stakes and clay daub at both sites; the
drainage ditches/storm-water gullies which are so im-
portant to archaeological interpretation at Collfryn
would have been unnecessary in the free-draining soil of
the Breiddin, save perhaps for the gully above round-
house R13. on the steepening slopes above the descent
to the rampart area (Figure 34).

The true difference between the two sites lies in the
size of the structures, and perhaps in the remarkably
elongated ‘entrance-posts’ of three of the larger round-
houses at Collfryn (R2, R4 and R5 in Britnell 1989, figs
5 and 37). The roundhouse diameters at the Breiddin
range from 4.4 m to 7 m, with a preponderance towards
the upper end of the scale; only R6, a fairly conjectural
structure of which only two short lengths of walling
survive, is larger than this, at c 8.5m. At Collfryn, on
the other hand, the smallest roundhouse is 7.2m in
diameter (Britnell’s R7), while the largest two (his R2
and R4, both with phases which include the exag-
geratedly widened – and perhaps ‘prestigious’? – door
posts) have diameters of between 10 m and 13 m in
successive phases of construction and re-construction.
These larger houses, too, are the ones which occupy the
most prominent positions across the centre of the en-
closure, and one has to suspect they belong to the head
of household and more important members of the fam-
ily/community, rather than to less favoured members of
the group or to industrial or other non-domestic
functions. There must be at least a suspicion here that
the Breiddin roundhouses, distinctly smaller and on an
inaccessible part of a very large hillfort, in fact belonged
to the lower strata of the hillfort community, the equi-
valent of the larger Collfryn structures lying elsewhere
within unexcavated parts of the hillfort. If this is so, we
may simply be looking at differences of social status and
differing needs for the zoning of functions, structures
and open spaces within communities of very different
kinds. We have, here, all the problems which would
face a writer trying to make comparisons between a

totally-recorded hamlet and a partially-observed small
town in the present day.

This discussion has suggested, as a deliberate plea
from two ‘dirt archaeologists’, that there are formidable
difficulties in comparing the evidence from contempor-
ary sites, even when they lie as close to one another as
Collfryn and the Breiddin. The gains from this pair of
excavations, and from air photography and air-photo
analysis in the surrounding area, must not be forgotten,
however. Whatever the problems, we can see at least
some consistencies in material culture, and some dif-
ferences which may lead us – after further rounds of
hypothesis, information-gathering and analysis – to a
better understanding of developments in the later pre-
historic landscape of the central Welsh borderland.

Later prehistoric settlement patterns: the
regional context
For the moment, however, it may be worth commenting
briefly on the distribution pattern of settlements in the
district of Montgomery – the old county of Mont-
gomeryshire and now the northern third of Powys – as
seen through the sites and monuments record of the
Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, which incorpor-
ates the latest air-photographic information as well as
that derived from more traditional fieldwork and doc-
umentary sources (for part of the area see Figure 72).

Here, in the Upper Severn Region as a whole, includ-
ing the headwaters of many of the Severn’s tributaries.
the record currently lists some 200 defended or semi-
defended enclosures of a wide variety of univallate and
multivallate forms, sizes and scales of defence, but of
kinds generally thought to date to the later prehistoric
period (some, of course, may begin life in the Bronze
Age, some certainly continue into, or are revived
during, the Romano-British period; a few may even be
enclosures of entirely later date).

Pre-eminent amongst these sites, because of the size
and/or scale of their defences and the prominence of
their positions, are the larger and medium-sized
hillforts, but at the lower end of the size-range there is
a considerable overlap between essentially lowland or
hillslope enclosures (often represented only by
cropmarks) and the higher upland sites which have
more frequently survived as earthworks. Thus, in the
Trust’s records, the altitudinal range of sites classed as
‘enclosures possibly of Iron Age date’ lies between 70 m
and 350 m OD, with almost 80% below 200 m, whereas
sites classed as ‘hillforts’ lie between 122 m and 520 m
OD, with 70% above 200 m. Taken together, however,
it can be seen that sites of all types lie predominantly in
the lowland valleys and broken hill-country on the
southern and eastern sides of the county (where air-
photographic information is, admittedly, more
complete); few sites, comparatively, are known in the
more consistently upland areas to the west. What we
appear to have here is a pattern of enclosed settlements
which represent land-use systems and economic struc-
tures which rely upon both pastoral and arable cultiva-
tion, and which therefore find a readier home in the
broken landscape of the Borderland proper than in the
genuine uplands to the west or the lower land of the
Midlands Plain to the east.
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In forming an interface between a vast upland region
and fairly restricted areas of genuine lowland, the
broken countryside along the flanks of the Severn
Valley, like other parts of the Marches, will from the
end of the 2nd millennium bc have witnessed the impact
of major land losses and the recession of traditional
pastoral economies brought about by deteriorating
climatic conditions (Savory 1980, 33). Competition for
the control of grazing during this period has been seen
as a cause for the appearance of major defended settle-
ments dominating individual territories during the
earlier 1st millennium bc (Bradley 1971; see also the
suggestions about the rise of small hillforts in the
South-West Peninsula in Cunliffe 1978, 198). This
process is perhaps reflected locally in the early defences
at the Breiddin and arguably at a number of other
hillforts in the area, and in the military aspects of local
9th–8th century bronze production (Burgess et al 1972)
which already appear to foreshadow broader tribal
identities (Savory 1958, 49; Burgess 1980, 249).

The number of smaller enclosures which have been
investigated is still too few to provide reliable dating or
stratigraphical evidence, but it would be at least theor-
etically possible to see the field evidence as representing
a gradual process in the middle and later 1st millennium
of land-allotment and the extension of arable cultiva-
tion within and dependent upon major hillfort ter-
ritories, though often beyond the limits of direct control
from mother-settlements such as the Breiddin, Ffridd
Faldwyn, Llanymynech Hill and Old Oswestry. Within
this framework, pioneering settlements, such as
possibly the first phase at Collfryn, might have borne a
more defensive aspect than those founded at a later
stage, when systems of land ownership would have
become more developed, and when the proportion of
settled land would have increased. There is at least a
hint of this in the overlapping enclosures at Llys Farm,
Llanfechain, where a simple single-ditched enclosure
appears – on cropmark evidence – to overlie a more
complex triple-ditched settlement.

Some local hillforts (though not necessarily the
Breiddin) may well have survived in occupation until
the Roman conquest, but from the later part of the 1st
millennium until at least the end of the Roman period
the dominant settlement form may well have been the
single isolated farmstead enclosure, surviving by the
eventual reorientation of its economy away from the
hillforts towards Roman military and civilian market
economies.

In advancing such ideas, however, we have to ack-
nowledge that we may be looking at only part of the
picture. While the central Borderland mixture of larger
hillforts and lowland or hillslope enclosures of smaller
size is now well-established, we have to deal also with
the possibility of unenclosed settlements, especially
perhaps in the earlier part of the 1st millennium bc.
Undoubtedly, unenclosed settlements are even less
likely to survive than the relatively substantial hillforts
and defended enclosures. While a few stone-built hut-
groups are known (mainly in the more inaccessible
upland areas of north-west Powys/south-west Clwyd),
there can be little confidence that their equivalents in
timber – clearly the dominant building material for
most of the Borderland proper – would yet have been
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recognized, either as slight terraces on hillslopes or as
cropmark ring-ditches on lower land (where they might
alternatively, and usually more convincingly, be inter-
preted as funerary or ritual monuments of much earlier
date). A few agglomerations of small enclosures, or
nucleated settlements, have been revealed as cropmarks
on the eastern fringes of northern Powys, and others are
known on the Midlands Plain to the east; none,
however, has yet been investigated by excavation.

The agricultural setting of the settlements, of
whatever form, also eludes us, save perhaps for the field
system on New Pieces and the meagre traces associated
with the Collfryn settlement; in addition, a number of
potential ‘Celtic field’ patterns have recently been
located by air-photography on the western fringes of
Shropshire, where the only earthwork field system
directly associated with an embanked enclosure lies at
Plowden, on the end of Long Mynd about 30 km south-
east of the Breiddin. It is inconceivable that the smaller
enclosures and farmsteads existed without fields, though
the form of their boundaries, and hence their chance of
survival to the present day, has still to be established.
For the moment, both hillforts and smaller settlements
sit as isolated points in a landscape which lacks the
linking fields, trackways and deliberately open areas
which are beginning to emerge from air-photographic
and landscape studies in other parts of Britain ( cf Riley
1980; Palmer 1984; Whimster 1989). Perhaps something
might come, in due course, from the occasional obser-
vation from the air, as yet only on the higher land of
western Powys, of narrow cultivation ridges similar in
appearance (in some cases at least) to the prehistoric
cord-rig of the Cheviots and other parts of northern
England/southern Scotland (Topping 1989).

Until such patterns of fields or cultivation ridges
emerge with sufficient clarity to be tested (and dated) by
field survey and excavation we are forced to rely on
broad observations and speculation about the
economic basis and inter-relationship of the central
Borderland settlements. There is relatively little excava-
tion evidence, as has been emphasized at the beginning
of this report, and reliable dating material is lacking in
all but a few cases; in an area where pottery and other
recognizable finds of the later prehistoric period are few
and far between, even on excavated sites, field-walking
is unlikely to bring a significant return, and a pro-
gramme of sample excavation (perhaps for radiocarbon
dates from ditch deposits) seems to offer the only realis-
tic means of validating or correcting typological
schemes of settlement patterns based on studies of mor-
phology, location or the like. If some concerted
thematic study of this kind is not mounted, however,
within both rescue and research criteria, understanding
of the settlement pattern in the north-central Border-
land will proceed only slowly, as unrelated pieces of
information emerge from excavations undertaken for
individual local reasons, rather than for the contribu-
tion they could make to the overall scheme.

The challenge, for air-photography, field survey and
excavation in the coming years, is to devise strategies of
observation, investigation and study which will reveal
the chronological development of the pattern, and most
of all perhaps, define the relationship of dependence
and interdependence between the larger hillfort settle-
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ments and the smaller homesteads and farms which we
now recognize as such a prominent part of the overall
landscape in the centuries before, during and perhaps
after the Roman conquest.

8.5 The Romano-British occupation
Beginning with wet-land information from Buckbean
Pond, we have only one small item for the Romano-
British period – the digging of a pit (6421, Figure 44B)
into the top of the Iron Age cistern, presumably to
collect water for human or animal use in what by now
must have been an only-occasionally swampy area,
Twigs from the pit gave a radiocarbon date of ad
205 ± 40 (no 41 in Table 6).

Turning to dry-land archaeology, it is worth recalling
that when rescue excavations began in 1969, O’Neil’s
Romano-British finds from the hillfort entrance gave
the Breiddin a special relevance to speculations then
current about Roman and post-Roman re-occupation
of hillforts ( cf Alcock 1963; Simpson 1964; and, from a
little later, Alcock 1971; Fowler 1971; for other texts
relevant to the present discussion see Davies 1974 and
Stanford 1974, with useful reviews by G C Boon in
Archaeol Cambrensis 124, 1975, 119–20; also Burrow
1979 and Davies 1980).

At the hillfort entrance, O’Neil found an occupation
soil about 60 cm deep behind the perhaps slighted
northern inturn, along with sherds from at least six
vessels of – as we would now see – 3rd or 4th century
date (including A-E in Figure 55).

In the more recent work, only two sherds of Rom-
ano-British pottery were found in the vicinity of
Buckbean Pond. At the south-western end of the hill,
however, Area B3-4-5 produced parts of at least four
Romano-British vessels (see distribution in Figure 35),
along with a glass bead and two iron bars with parallels
in the Roman period (No 320; Nos 221–2). There were
also undoubted but ill-defined stone foundations
(Figure 35), more appropriate – perhaps – to open
yards or stock-enclosures than to turf-walled or half-
timbered buildings; these were stratigraphically late,
but could technically belong to the Romano-British or
any later period, as could the accentuation of a natural
terrace in the south-western corner of the excavation.

Below the summit ridge, on the sheltered strip behind
the rampart, the prehistoric levels were covered by a
stony layer which reached 30–40 cm deep in places
(Figure 27). At its point of greatest concentration, on
either side of the quarry road, there was a scatter of
pottery from at least fourteen vessels, along with a
segmented glass bead of well-known late Roman type
(No 319), the base of a very small crucible or fragment
of cire perdue mould (No 228, for which a Roman or
pre-Roman date would be acceptable), and a few
objects of bronze and iron, only one of which had a
typological claim to Roman dating (a nail, No 201; but
see also Nos 173, 202, 205, 212 and – from the interior
– No 220).

Just north-east of the quarry road a stone-slab hearth
lay within an area of denser stonework, perhaps the
floor of a rectangular building about 3.5 x 4.5 m intern-
ally, though with no clear evidence of wall-lines or
roofing structure. South-west of the quarry road a

similar hearth was surrounded by a fairly dense scatter
of pottery. A late (and uninterpretable) intrusion into
the rampart core and occupation deposits towards the
south-western end of the excavation contained Roman
pottery and could be either Roman or post-Roman in
date (Figure 27, Chapter 2.8).

The pottery from the recent excavations (Figure 55)
extends the range of forms recovered by O’Neil. Cal-
cite-gritted jars like Nos 129 and 130, and a wide-
mouthed jar, No 126, possibly take the occupation into
the later part of the 4th century, though similar calcite-
gritted jars can certainly be found in Constantinian
contexts at Segontium (J L Davies pers comm). Most of
the other forms are not closely datable, however;
several can be paralleled in early 4th or even 3rd century
contexts at Wroxeter (C Partridge pers comm).

Only two coins were found (Nos 340–1), a dupondius
of Antoninus Pius, AD 138–161, and an antoninianus
of Claudius ‘Gothicus’, AD 268–270. Both came from
disturbed deposits behind the rampart (Figure 27, top
right). The coins would not be likely to occur together
in a hoard, but if they are treated as site-losses it is
difficult to see what they mean in dating terms. None of
the pottery from the excavations can be dated as early
as the 2nd century and there are good later 3rd and 4th
century sherds at the very bottom of the Romano-
British accumulation. As so often with coins, they are
only helpful if found in quantity, or in securely stratified
situations. A Constantinian coin found ‘on Breiddin
Hill’ in 1863 and remnants of one or more Constan-
tinian hoards from the lower flanks of the hill have too
tenuous a connection with the hillfort to be taken into
account (O’Neil 1937, 117–9).

General interpretation of the Romano-British
remains
As regards the character and purpose of the Romano-
British occupation, there is nothing in the recent ex-
cavations to suggest refortification, now that the post-
holes attributed in interim accounts to a timber re-
defence have been re-allocated to the Iron Age (cf
Musson 1976 and Chapter 2.7 above). In the main
rampart excavations, south-west of the quarry road,
several sherds of Romano-British pottery lay in or
under the stone-fall from the front of the Iron Age
rampart, suggesting that this stretch may have been in
a reasonable state of repair at the time the pottery was
in use. But along much of the excavated area it was
difficult to find Iron Age facing-stones in situ at all, and
the state of preservation in the Roman period might
have varied almost as much as it does today. On the
basis of his excavations at the hillfort entrance, O’Neil
(1937, 97) felt that no effort had been made to rebuild
the fortifications in the Roman period, though his in-
vestigations were admittedly small-scale. It would be
fair to say, however, that on present evidence there is no
positive sign of major refortification in the Roman
period, though small-scale refurbishing of the enclosure
could easily have escaped detection.

The buildings in the recent excavations, such as they
are, suggest a degree of Romanisation, since one at least
appears to be rectangular. But in general character they
would seem quite consistent with stock-rearing and
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agricultural exploitation of the hill, similar to and
perhaps even connected with that which can be inferred
for the settlement and attached field system on New
Pieces (Figure 4). There are substantial areas of gently
sloping land inside the hillfort, especially in the now-
damaged triangle between the entrance, Buckbean
Pond and the south-western tip of the hill; there are
even one or two lines of stones and changes of level
which could be field boundaries similar to those on the
flanks of New Pieces, though thick forestry hampers
proper observation.

Quite what an agricultural re-use would mean in
terms of buildings and occupation debris we can only
guess, since there is no reliable evidence for the charac-
ter of farming practices hereabouts during the Roman
period. The ruins of a small barn or cottage, marked by
a cross in Figure 4, lie just outside the second rampart
towards the south-western end of the hill, and there is
another (un-marked) just below the first rampart nearer
the entrance. Although these are probably of post-
medieval date, one could imagine a similar scatter of
outbuildings in the Roman period, either connected
with the New Pieces settlement or with a separate unit
whose territory was defined, but not necessarily
defended, by the hillfort ramparts. It could be objected,
perhaps, that even the present finds imply a more inten-
sive re-occupation of the hillfort than could be account-
ed for in this way, but it must be remembered that the
excavations to date have concentrated to a significant
degree on ‘attractive’ parts of the hillfort – flat, welt-
sheltered or in prominent positions such as the
entrance; the results need not in any way be representa-
tive of the hillfort as a whole.

If parallels for the agricultural re-use of hillforts are
needed, they can readily enough be found in sites such
as the Glamorgan forts of the Bulwarks, Porthkerry
and Caer Dynnaf, Llanbleddian, both of which showed
signs of presumably peaceful occupation from the late
1st or early 2nd century onwards (Davies 1974, 38). No
doubt there are many other examples, the nearest
perhaps being only 10 km away at Oliver’s Point. Ness-
cliffe, where the 2nd century finds surely relate to the
renewed (or continued?) use of a conveniently sited
enclosure rather than a defence which would have
retained any relevance in the changed military and civil
conditions of Roman Britain.

If this kind of interpretation is applied to the
Breiddin, it is legitimate to ask whether any real distinc-
tion can be drawn between the main hillfort and the
smaller New Pieces settlement in terms of function,
dating or socio-economic status. As regards siting, both
have an equal capacity to exploit the natural resources
of the local environment. In terms of material goods,
neither seems particularly ‘rich’, though a slight oddity
might be seen in the presence of two styli, assuming they
have been correctly identified, on New Pieces (O’Neil
1937, 121 and fig 8; the objects are now too corroded for
effective re-examination). The pottery evidence from
the smaller settlement is confined to an abraded scrap of
samian, a rim-sherd of Mancetter/Hartshill mortarium
of later 2nd or 3rd century date (Mrs K F Hartley pers
comm and O’Neil 1937, 123, fig 9, no 4). Two small
pieces of glass, however, raise intriguing possibilities,
since one (or perhaps both) of them can now be recog-

nized as early post-Roman, rather than of 4th century
date as suggested in O’Neil’s excavation report (O’Neil
1937, 121, and Chapter 8.6 below). The main hillfort,
by way of dating evidence, has a 2nd century and a 3rd
century coin, and a collection of pottery which seems to
belong predominantly to the later 3rd or 4th centuries;
we cannot be sure, however, that the earliest pottery
from the hillfort has yet been found (or perhaps iden-
tified, cf schedule entry Nos 110–1 and single wheel-
thrown sherds described as Fabric 14 and 15 in micro-
fiche Chapter 13.2). On this evidence it would be dif-
ficult to draw any legitimate distinction between the
sites.

An interpretation of both sites as essentially farming
communities presents perhaps a minimal view on the
evidence. An alternative might be to see New Pieces,
with its post-Roman glass and its styli (for keeping tally
of some kind of tribute or tithe?) as the attenuated
expression – in terms of social eminence and power
within the local community – of the earlier Iron Age
inhabitants of the hillfort. Even this, however, stretches
supposition in that we have no identifiable finds of the
1st century AD to show that the hillfort remained in
occupation up to or into the Roman period.

Neither interpretation, however, does violence to the
site-evidence, or to the little we know of rural settlement
in Cornovian territory during the Roman period. There
are only eight known villas or other substantial rural
buildings in the whole of the area as defined by Webster
(1975, esp 83ff and fig 32), but as already noted in the
Iron Age discussion there is a host of small enclosures
coming to light through air-photography along the
banks of the Severn and its tributaries (Figure 72;
Webster 1975, 79ff, Musson 1981; Whimster 1989).
Many of these may belong entirely to the Iron Age, or
at least be pre-Roman foundations, and only three have
been excavated to any degree; but one of these con-
tained a rectangular building as well as circular gullies,
and two had enough Romano-British pottery to show
that occupation continued into at least the 2nd century
AD (Webster 1975, 14; Barker et al forthcoming). At-
tention may also be drawn to the Roman-period oc-
cupation at the Collfryn enclosure (Figure 75 and
Britnell 1989), and to apparently early Roman occupa-
tion in a double-ditched valley-floor enclosure only 3
km distant at Arddleen (Figure 72; Britnell and Musson
1984).

The New Pieces ‘camp’ might be seen as an upland
version of these kinds of settlement, with the re-used
hillfort as its nearest neighbour or part of its own
outfields. If so, we may see here an example of continu-
ity of rural practices despite radical changes in other
aspects of organization and daily life. As with the Iron
Age settlements of the area, however, more extensive
excavation on these lowland sites will be necessary
before the Breiddin and New Pieces evidence can be
placed in a firm regional perspective.

8.6 The post-Roman period
After an hiatus throughout the later Iron Age, Roman
and early post-Roman periods, deposition of sediments
in Buckbean Pond was under way again by the 9th or
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10th centuries ad, when conditions were quite aquatic,
though with a strong fen/marsh element (layer B). By
now the hilltop was relatively open, even Buckbean
Pond having lost its fringe of alder. There may have
been some thin birch woodland, however, and there are
indications of a gradual regeneration of oak, possibly
on the steep western slopes, less subject to the grazing
which was no doubt the main - perhaps only - use of
the hilltop throughout the medieval and post-medieval
periods.

The ruins of two small buildings of probable post-
medieval date have already been noted on the eastern
hillslopes, one occupying a bluff known as Cottage
Crag (+ in Figure 4), the other closer to the hillfort
entrance. The only identifiably post-Roman finds are
some medieval and later horseshoes from Buckbean
Pond, along with a single sherd of 12th-14th century
cooking pot and two clay tobacco-pipes (No 337, Nos
338-9).

Regarding the possibility of early post-Roman oc-
cupation, continuing the farming activity conjectured in
the preceding section of the discussion, the two glass
beads ascribed to the Romano-British use of the hillfort
are described by Mrs Guido as late Roman or later
(Nos 319, 320).

Altogether more fascinating is the recognition of one
(or perhaps two) pieces of early post-Roman glass
amongst the finds from the New Pieces settlement.
These have been examined both by John Hunter, of the
University of Bradford, and by Ewan Campbell, cur-
rently researching post-Roman glass at the University
of Wales College of Cardiff. Both are satisfied with a

post-Roman dating, broadly within the 5-6th centuries
AD for at least one piece; the more distinctive and
securely dated of the two is illustrated here in Figure 76.

Only renewed excavation, perhaps, will reveal the
true implications of these tantalizing finds, on an inland
site far from the mainly western coastal locations which
have so far provided comparable material. They serve
to show, however, that the life and outside contacts of
the New Pieces settlement (if not yet demonstrably of
the Breiddin hillfort) continued at least a certain while
into the difficult centuries which followed the departure
of the Roman army.

Fig 76 Early post-Roman glass from the New Pieces
settlement. Scale 1:1
This is the more distinctive of the two pieces recovered by
O’Neil in the 1930s. The rounded and slightly thickened
rim has a maximum thickness of c 3 mm; the vessel type
is probably a tall beaker: the glass is colourless/pale
green, with a decoration of fine horizontal marvered
opaque white trails c 9 mm below the rim. (Description
by John Hunter, School of Archaeological Sciences, Uni-
versity of Bradford,)
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No Lab No ApproximateResult bp Calibrated Calibrated Context
central date range at range at
bc/ad 1 sigma 2 sigma

Breiddin dry-land series
Pre-hillfort
1 HAR-1414 4220 ± 90 bp
2 BM-882 3826 ± 106 bp
3 HAR-470 3500 ± 100 bp
4 BM-885 3024 ± 62 bp

2270 bc
1876 bc
1550 bc
1074 bc

2917–2629 BC
2460–2140 BC
1960–1696 BC
1399–1216 BC

3040–2580 BC
2580–1974 BC
2133–1542 BC
1430–1070 BC

Pit filling in interior, 7017N
Pit/bowl-hearth in interior, 3641B
Bowl-hearths under rampart, 1618/22/24
Soil with Neolithic finds, 1422/1617

Haft of socketed bronze axe, No 138
Rampart timbering, paired postholes,
0140/42/49

Occupation soil behind rampart, 0137
Rampart timbering, post in gully, 0141B
Rampart timbering, posts in gully, 0141B/D
Rampart timbering, above paired postholes,
1687/91

Rampart core, above paired postholes, 0419
Pit in interior, 5161
Furnaces, working-hollows, in interior, 5164/
58/67
Rampart core (as no 11)

Roundhouse R1, floor and wall-line, 0106/75
Roundhouse R8, porch postholes, 3704/70
Pit ‘within’ roundhouse R9, 3505
Six-poster S1, 7080
Four-poster F41, digging-out pit, 7050
Roundhouse R2, floor and wall-line, 0206/32/34
Four-poster F16, post-pipe, 5084
Rampart core, rear, 0457
Four-posters, combined sample, Area B3-4-5
Four-poster F33, throughout posthole, 3191
Four-poster F39, digging-out pit, 7041
Pit containing iron torque No 197, 7087
Occupation soil behind rampart, 0491
Midden/occupation soil behind rampart, 0489
Refuse outside roundhouse R3, 0459
Four-poster F13, post-pipes, 1463, 1541/42
?Four-poster F29, post-pipes, 3623
Roundhouse R3, floor, 0485
Late intrusion, 1655 (Chapter 2.8)
Four-poster F49, digging-out pit, 7117

Buried soil on house-platform, 0226

Layer D, bottom
Pit 6252
Cistern, 30 cm from base
Cistern, 45 cm from base
Layer D, bottom
Pit 6421

Layer H, high
Layer F
Layer E
Layer D, middle
Layer D, high
Layer D, top
Layer C, low
Layer C, middle
Layer C, middle
Layer C, high
Layer C, top
Layer C, top
Layer B, low

Bronx Age hillfort
5 BM-880 2818 ± 64 bp
6 BM-879 2778 ±  71bp
7 HAR-1616 2760 ± 70 bp
8 BM-878 2750 ±  4l bp

9 BM-798 2704 ± 50 bp
10 HAR-1615 2690 ± 70 bp

1209–830 BC
1126–810 BC
1090–800 BC
1000–821 BC

868 bc
828 bc
810 bc
800 bc

1047–907 BC
1008–841 BC
998–833 BC
928–842 BC

754 bc
740 bc

908–814 BC
910–805 BC

982–800 BC
1000-790 BC

740 bc
710 bc
610 bc

916–803 BC
901–797 BC
813–543 BC

1010–780 BC
990–607 BC
900–400 BC

11 HAR-1761 2690 ± 80 bp
12 HAR-1223 2660 ± 80 bp
13 HAR-1224 2560 ± 90 bp

560 bc 795–529 BC 810–410 BC14 HAR-1415 2510 ±  60 bp

Iron Age hillfort (and late intrusion, no 33)
15 BM-881
16 HAR-467
17 BM-963
18 HAR-1287
19 HAR-1286
20 HAR-842
21 BM-964
22 QL-1080
23 HAR-468
24 BM-884
25 HAR-1413
26 CAR-998
27 BM-1158
28 BM-1159
29 BM-1161
30 BM-965
31 HAR-469
32 BM-1160
33 BM-883
34 HAR-1617

2429 ± 55 bp
2410 ± 100 bp
2325 ± 63 bp
2320 ± 70 bp
2320 ± 80 bp
2270 ± 80 bp
2244 ± 40 bp
2200 ± 90 bp
2190 ± 80 bp
2188 ± 70 bp
2180 ± 80 bp
2170 ± 60 bp
2151 ± 31 bp
2142 ± 31 bp
2141 ± 28 bp
2122 ± 45 bp
2120 ± 70 bp
2108 ± 31 bp
2059 ± 105 bp
2050 ± 80 bp

479 bc
460 bc
375 bc
370 bc
370 bc
320 bc
294 bc
270 bc
240 bc
238 bc
230 bc
220 bc
201 bc
192 bc
191 bc
172 bc
170 bc
158 bc
109 bc
100 bc

790–400 BC
800–251 BC
753–210 BC
755–200 BC
760–200 BC
520–123 BC
397–196 BC
410–50 BC
400–40 BC
400–90 BC
400–30 BC
390–90 BC
360–108 BC
357–103 BC
354–105 BC
359–42 BC
380 BC–AD 20
334–66 BC
380 BC–AD 140
358 BC–AD 110

761–404 BC
770–390 BC
407–379 BC
407–374 BC
408–370 BC
400–207 BC
390–241 BC
394–177 BC
383–124 BC
378–129 BC
379–116 BC
366–123 BC
343–167 BC
335–123 BC
332–125 BC
199–103 BC
349–91 BC
187–103 BC
300 BC–AD 60
178 BC–AD 22

Recent
35 HAR-843 l00 ± 70 bp ad 1850 AD 1676–1955 AD 1650–1955

Buckbean Pond Archaeological Series
36 HAR-1538 2520 ± 80 bp
37 CAR-135 2380 ± 60 bp
38 HAR-1291 2260 ± 70 bp
39 CAR-134 2175 ± 60 bp
40 HAR-1292

CAR-136
1980 ± 70 bp

41 1745 ± 40 bp

570 bc
430 bc
310 bc
225 bc

30 bc
ad 205

801–522 BC
524–395 BC
397–207 BC
368–127 BC

92 BC–AD 83
AD 235–341

830–400 BC
765–380 BC
410–170 BC
390–90 BC

170 BC–AD 140
AD 147–397

Buckbean Pond Environmental Series
42 CAR- 159 14560 ± 210 bp
43 CAR-158 8510 ± 100 bp
44 CAR-157 6900 ± 90 bp
45 CAR-143 4420 ± 70 bp
46 CAR-142 3250 ± 70 bp
47 CAR-141 3150 ± 70 bp
48 CAR-140 2970 ± 60 bp
49 CAR-139 2810 ± 60 bp
50 CAR-381 2440 ± 70 bp
51 CAR-138 2390 ± 60 bp
52 CAR-137 2280 ± 60 bp
53 CAR-383 2210 ± 60 bp
54 CAR-382 1020 ± 60 bp

12610 bc
6560 bc
4950 bc
2470 bc
1300 bc
1200 bc
1020 bc
860 bc
490 bc
440 bc
330 bc
260 bc
ad 930

–
–

5980–5582 BC
3350–2910 BC
1731–1410 BC
1600–1270 BC
1400–1010 BC
1155–830 BC
800–390 BC
770–380 BC
410–200 BC
400–110 BC

AD 890–1160

–
–

5840–5650 BC
3302–2924 BC
1622–1444 BC
1514–1328 BC
1310–1099 BC
1036–905 BC
767–403 BC
752–397 BC
399–258 BC
384–192 BC

AD 974–1031
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Notes
1. The calibrated ranges, shown at 1 sigma (68%) and 2 sigma (95%) levels of probability, are derived from the University of Washington

Quaternary Isotope Laboratory’s Radiocarbon Calibration Program 1987, Rev 2.0. Nos 42–43 lie beyond the calculable range of the dataset
accompanying this version of the program.

2. With the exception of the Buckbean Pond archaeological series, uncalibrated dates are plotted at 2 sigma in Figure 2 (dry-land series) in
Chapter I and in Figure 48 (Buckbean Pond environmental series) in Chapter 6: they are also listed in the same numerical sequence in tables
which accompany those Figures (Tables 1 and 2 respectively).

3. Fuller details of the provenance of dated samples are given in microfiche Chapter 12.
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8, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 41, 110, 115,
116, 117, 118, 119, 123, 131, 135,
147, 156, 159, 160, 174, 175, 176–
7, 178–9, 180, Figs 8, 10–12, 15,
17, 48, 50–52, tabs 1, 6, pls 3, 4,
7; MF1: 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10–12,
14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22–3, 26,
27, 28, 29, 30–1, 33; MF2: 106,
107, 187, 189; MF3: 196, 197,
236, tab 20

postholes, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 121,
176, Figs 8, 10–12, 15, tabs 1, 6,
pls 3, 4, 7; MF1: 7, 8, 11–12, 17–
18, 22–3, 26, 28–9, 30–1; MF2:
188–9

Iron Age, 3, 7–8, 9–10, 11, 17–19,
28, 33–6, 38, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 50, 52, 55, 61, 115, 118, 119,
126, 127, 128, 130, 132, 135, 137,
138, 139, 142, 144, 145, 149, 151,
152, 155, 156, 158, 160, 161, 176,

177, 179, 180, 181, 184, 187, 192,
193, Figs 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17,
18, 21, 22, 24–26, 28, 29, 52, 54,
55, tabs 1, 6, pls 3, 5, 6; MF1: 2–
31; MF2: 97, 98, 99, 105, 106,
107, 170, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191;
MF3: 197, 210, 232, 236, tab 20

ditches, 8, 9, 180
reaping-hooks, 48, 144, 186, Fig 58
recording, see excavation techniques
relief, 3–5, Figs 2, 4; see also:

topography
rings,

bronze, 33, 38, 43, 61, 62, 63, 132,
137, 138–41, 144, 145, 152, 180,
181, 186, Fig 56; MF1: 42; MF2:
112; MF3: 205, 210, 214, 215,
tabs 21–23, 26

iron, 43, 48, 142, 144, 145, Figs 58,
59

ritual deposit, 75
rods,

bronze, 59, 139, Figs 31, 56; MF3:
tab 21

iron, 142, 144, 145, Figs 58, 59;
MF2: 108

wooden, 169, Fig 69, tab 5
Romano-British, see also: beads, coins,

hearths, ironwork, pits, postholes,
pottery, querns, shale, wall-
foundations

activity occupation, 9, 10, 17, 18,
43, 48–54, 55–6, 109, 113, 192–3,
Fig 8; MF1: 4, 16, 18, 19, 23, 24,
25, 26, 29; MF2: 145

re-defence (rejected), 47
rotary quern, see querns
roundhouses,

Bronze Age (R6), 55, 60–1, 63, 177,
178, 182, 190, Figs 31, 32, 73;
MF1: 53, 54, 55, 57, 58; MF2:
99–100

Iron Age, 11, 19, 30, 36–44, 45, 46,
48, 53, 55, 57, 61–2, 63, 64–5, 66,
73, 75, 123, 124, 126, 130, 132,
134, 138, 142, 147, 149, 151, 152,
156, 158, 179, 180, 181, 182–3,
184, 186, 187, 189, 190, Figs 8,
13, 18–26, 27–29, 34, 73, tabs 1,
6, pls 2, 5–7, 9, 10; MF1: 2–4, 5,
6, 7, 9–10, 12, 13, 14–16, 21, 23–
5, 26, 27, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38–9, 40,
41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 48, 49, 50,
55, 56, 58, 70; MF2: 97–9, 100–4,
110, 111, 187, 189, 190, 191;
MF3: 198, 199, 232, 236, tab 20

rubbing stones, 43, 46, 48, 151, 154–5,
160, Fig 62, tab 4; MF1: 23

saddle-querns, see querns
scrapers, 87, 113, 115, Fig 50
sedimentology, 96–102, 103, 110–11,

173, 174, 175, Figs 40, 48, pls 14,
15; MF1: 73–85, Figs 78–83;
MF2: 136, 141, 145–6, 180–6,
tabs 17, 18

shaft-straightener, 22, 156, 174, Figs
8, 63

shale, 23, 33, 89, 160, Fig 65
six-posters, 75, 76–7, 79, 126, 177,

181, 182, 183, 184, Figs 39, 41,
42, 54, 75, tabs 1, 6, Pl 12; MF1:
67–8, 69, 70; MF2: 109, 112, 135,
187, 189; MF2: tabs 7, 8; MF3:
tab 20

slag, 38, 47, 48, 59, 60, 147, 149, 178,
186, Fig 32; MF3: 222, 223

sling warfare, 7, 186
spearheads,

bronze, 59, 63, 133, 134, 149, 178,
Figs 31, 56, 60; MF1: 51; MF3:
212, 223, tabs 22, 23, 27

iron, 145, 186, Fig 59
spindle-whorls, 32, 33, 37, 43, 48, 54,

156–8, 160, 178, 186; Fig 64 ;
MF1: 35, 38; MF2: 102, 107

stone, see also: axes, discs, grinders,
flint, pavement, pendants,
polishers, potboilers, pounders,
querns, rubbing stones, shaft-
straightener, shale, spindle-
whorls, whetstones

vessel or lamp, 160–1, Fig 65
studs,

bronze, 33, 137, Fig 56; MF3: tab
22

iron, 36, 48, 141, 145, Fig 59
swords,

bronze, 59, 63, 133, 134–5, 137,
149, Figs 31, 56; MF1: 52; MF2:
109; MF3: 205, 210, 212, 223,
tabs 21–23, 27

wooden, 93, 164–6, 187, Fig 67, Pl
16; MF1: 84

timbers, see charcoal, wood
tongs (blacksmith’s), 145, 181, 186,

Fig 59; MF1: 60
topography, 3–7, 73, 83–4, Figs 2, 4,

43; MF1: 32; see also: geology,
relief

torcs, 75, 141, 144–5, Fig 58, tab 6;
MF1: 69; MF2: 190

tweezers, 32, 33, 135, Fig 56; MF3:
205

VCP, see briquetage
wall-foundations, 57, 65–8, 145, 192,

Fig 35, pls 8, 11; MF1: 33, 42,
43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 55, 56,
57, 58; MF2: 100, 101, 102, 109,
110

waterlogged deposits, see Buckbean
Pond

water supply, 11, 110; see also:
Buckbean Pond, cistern

weaving-sword, see swords, wooden
whetstones, 33, 38, 152–4, Figs 61, 62,

tab 4; MF1: 48, 52
Windermere Interstadial, 86, 97, 110,

173; MF2: 140, 142, 143, 154,
180

wood, 25, 27, 28, 77, 84, 87, 93, 134,
161–72, Figs 46, 66–71; MF1: 79,
84, 85, 86, Figs 80, 83; MF2: 141,
146, 191, 192; see also: charcoal,
wooden artefacts

wooden artefacts, 83, 84, 93, 104, 161–
72, 186–7, Figs 66–71, tab 5, pls
15, 16; MF1: 73, Fig 84A–D
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bowls, 93, 104, 164, 166, 170, 186, pegs, 169, Fig 69 woodland, see Buckbean Pond, pollen
Figs 68, 70, Pl 16; MF2: 137, pestle, 166–9, 187, Fig 69, Pl 16 working-hollows, 55, 58, 59, 61, 121,
158, 170, Fig 87, tabs 10, 16 rods, 169, Fig 69, tab 5 123, 131, 155, 178, Figs 32, 33,

bung, 169, Fig 69 sword, 93, 164–6, 187, Fig 67, Pl tabs 1, 3, 6, Pl 11; MF1: 53, 54,
disc, 170, 186, Fig 70 16; MF1: 84 55, 56, 57, 58; MF2: 100, 189;
laths, 170–2, 187, Fig 71 ties/rope, 93, 164, 187, Fig 67, Pl 15 MF3: 196, 197, 212, 223, 225, tab
mallet, 93, 164, 169, 187, Fig 69, Pl vessel, 163, 179, 186, Fig 66; MF1: 20
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PLATES

Plate 1 (above) The Breiddin Hills
from the east
The distinctive profile of the Breiddin Hills, seen
across the flood-plain of the River Severn from
just W of Shrewsbury. The Breiddin hillfort
occupies the right-hand peak: Middletown Hill
is at the centre, and Moel y Golfa on the left.

Plate 2 (right)  Wall-gullies of round-
house R2
The multiple wall-gullies and stakeholes (labels)
show clearly in the damp soil of December 1969;
these were amongst the clearest soilmarks en-
countered in the whole excavation.
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Plate 3 The Iron Age rampart in B10-B16

Plate 3

A. Front face of rampart in B10,
October 1969.
The front face of the rampart,
cleared of rubble in the trial ex-
cavations of Oct-Nov 1969. The
facing here stood 0.7 m high
above the underlying Bronze Age
rampart (foreground).

B. Iron Age rampart before ex-
cavation, B14-B16.
The loose scree of the upper core
cleared of undergrowth on recom-
mencement  o f  excavat ion  in
autumn 1970. From NE. In the
foreground the trial excavations
of autumn 1969/late summer
1970 have revealed the front
facing of the Iron Age rampart
and one posthole of the underly-
ing late Bronze Age defence.

C.  I ron  Age  r ampar t ,  pa r t -
excavated, B14/B15.
The basal stones of the front

facing and the lower core of the
rampart in early April 1971. The
large boulder at bottom right
b e l o n g s  t o  t h e  B r o n z e  A g e
rampart, two postholes of which
have been backfilled for purposes
of preservation.



Plate 4

Plate 4 The Bronze Age rampart in B10–B16
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A. Bronze Age rampart in B14/15,
from NE.
After removal of the Iron Age rampart,
May 1971. In the foreground are three of
the front row of paired postholes, back-
filled for safety after their original ex-
cavation in 1969 and 1970.

B  (below).  Paired postholes beneath
rampart in B14/15.
On completion of excavation in June
1971. Trench B16 awaits exploration
beyond the top of the picture.
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Plate 5 Deposits behind the Iron Age rampart, B10–B16
Plate 5

A. Romano-British stone layer
in B14, from NE.
The dense stonework of the Rom-
ano-British levels in December
1970, with hearth 1447 at front
right and the rampart to the left.
Print made from a defective
negative.

B. Iron Age occupation deposits
in B14, from NE.
February 1971. Just left of the 1
m scale are the stones of ?wall-
gully 1466A. tentatively allocated
to roundhouse R5. Also visible are
clusters of stones, some belonging
to postholes of four-posters F11–
F13.

C (below). Rear face of Iron
Age rampart, B15.
To the right are facing stones in
situ; to the left a late intrusion
(Chapter 2.8) has removed all
but the bottom stones, which are
still only partly visible. Beyond
the figure are two postholes of
four-poster F13. April 1971.



Plate 6

Plate 6 Deposits behind the Iron Age rampart, B04
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A. General view with roundhouses R3 and
R4, from W.
Roundhouse R3 at left, R4 at right, partly cut
away by 1969 quarry road. Behind, the re-
aligned road passes through the area excavated
as B01. Stone-groups mark the postholes of
four-posters F4–F7.

B (right). Iron Age four-posters and round-
houses, from SW.
Mid-May 1975. For identification of structures
see Figs 21 and 22.
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Plate 7 Rampart excavations in B04
A. Rear face of Iron Age rampart,
SW end of B04.
Possible ‘gang-working’, revealed by
use of varying sizes of stone in rear
facing and adjacent core of rampart;
each ‘section’ measures 2.2–2.4 m in
length. June 1975.

B. Bronze Age rampart before ex-
cavation, from SW.
Early December 1975. White labels
behind the figure mark the former line
of the Iron Age rampart’s rear facing.
Two postholes of four-poster F2 can
be seen at extreme left.

C (below). Trench B04 on com-
pletion, from SW.
December 1985. Four-poster F1 at
centre foreground, F2 behind and F3
at left. Paired postholes of late Bronze
Age rampart at right. Large boulders
behind the figure mark rear face of
Iron Age rampart in B03.



Plate 8

Plate 8 The hillfort interior: Area B3-4-5
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A. Area B3, from rock outcrop
at NW, April 1971.
The rampart excavations lie
beyond the tree-covered slopes at
top left. The excavations were
later extended in all directions,
except at top right, where they
were limited by another turf-
covered rock outcrop.

B (below).  B3/B4 from NW,
with late w all-foundations.
Viewed from much the same
position in October 1971. The
figure stands against the baulk
left to accommodate an electricity
cable, at the end of the late wall-
foundations described in Chapter
3.5. Fig 35, with other wall-stones
and footings beyond and to her
right.
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Plate 9

Plate 9 The hillfort interior: Area B3-4-5

A (above). Excavation in area of
roundhouse R5.
From NE in April 1971, to show
the generally stony nature of the
deposits. The entrance postholes
of roundhouse R5 are on the left,
with its stone-packed wall-gully
extending right to just ‘below’ the
figure.

B (upper left). Stony deposits on
?R-B terrace in B31.
Romano-British pottery was
found on the terrace and against
the foot of the boulder-line in the
foreground (3198, Chapter 3.5,
Fig 35). October 1971

C (left). Wall-gullies of round-
house R11.
From NE, April 1971. Amongst
the clearest of the stone-packed
wall-gullies at the Breiddin,
though not traceable on the
downhill side of the structure to
the left.
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Plate 10 The hillfort interior: Area B3-4-5
A. Part of B36/B37 from NE,
March 1971.
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A typical part of Area B3-4-5,
about half-way through excava-
tion. The wall-gully of round-
house R8 has already been
removed, showing how close these
features lay to the modern
surface. The posthole complex
shown at the bottom of the page
lies just right of the figure.

B. The same area at the surface
of subsoil.
1 April I971. Individual postholes
are now clearly visible, the
comp1ex shown at the bottom of
the page being just below and to
the right of the figure.

C. Postholes of roundhouse R8.
Successive ‘spits’ in the excava-
tion of the porch postholes of
roundhouse R8. Very few features
at the Breiddin were as clearly-
marked as this group.
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Plate 11 The hillfort interior: Area B3-4-5
A. B51, looking N, February
1975.
The late Bronze Age working-
hollows, pits and furnaces illu-
strated in Figs 32, 33 (Chapter
3.3) are beginning to emerge as
stone-groupings in the fore-
ground. The large boulder and
stone-group at centre-right
belong to late (R-B?) wall-foun-
dation 5184 (Fig 35).

B. B5, looking S from rock
outcrop, March 1975.
The same area from the opposite
direction, with four-posters Fl4
and F16, and F15 (less clearly
marked) in the centre. The figure
stands on the ‘spine’ of bedrock
which divided B50/51 from B52,
at lower level beyond.

C. Bronze Age metal-working
features in B51.
Late March 1975, looking N,
with excavated posthole of four-
poster F15 at bottom left and part
of pit 5161 at top. Working-
hollow furnace complex 5164
awaits excavation in the fore-
ground, with 5158 beyond;
furnace 5148 and posthole 5150
lie to the right. There are asso-
ciated dates of 710 ± 80 bc and
610 ± 9Obc (HAR-1223, HAR-
1224). For detailed plan see Fig
32; also Fig 33 and Chapter 3.3.
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Plate 12 The hillfort interior: Area B7
A. B7, looking NW after
removal of topsoil.
Excavation in B7 was hampered
throughout by dry weather; there
was practically no rain between
the stripping of topsoil in mid-
June 1975 to the clearing of
apparently undisturbed subsoil at
the end of July (B, below).

B. B7, natural subsoil, with
‘frost-wedges’.
A rainstorm at the end of July
1975 at last began to reveal arch-
aeological features amongst this
jumble of stones in the clay-silt
subsoil.

C. Four-poster F34 and six-
poster S1.
The postholes of four-poster F35
(left) and six-poster S2 (right).
See Figs 39 and 42. August 1975.
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Plate 13 Buckbean Pond
Plate 13

A (above). Buckbean Pond, May 1975.
General view from the west soon after the start of the first
season’s excavations, with the peak of the hill and
Rodney’s Pillar beyond. Quarrying has already begun in
the foreground.

B (below). Stone pavement and cistern.
Closer view from the same direction in June 1975. See Fig
44 and photos on facing page. Area B7 lies through the
trees to the left, beyond the figures.
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Plate 14 Buckbean Pond
A. The Iron Age cistern, before
excavation.
Viewed from the E in July 1975.
The grey silts of the cistern
contrast with darker deposits of
the natural pond (foreground);
the stone pavement around the
cistern has been removed. The
figure’s shadow falls across pit
6421, dated to ad 205 ± 40
(CAR-136). Samples from low in
the cistern gave dates of
310 ± 70bc and 225 ± 60 bc
(HAR-1291, CAR-361).
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B (below). The cistern, half-sectioned. The remarkable shape of the bottom of the cistern is
Viewed from the W in late August 1975, with the main illustrated in Fig 45. This section is presented as a
section of the pond-deposits protected by plastic beyond. drawing in Fig 46.
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Plate 15 Buckbean Pond
A. Silt lines in the Iron Age
cistern.
The scale measures 30cm. Part of
section 9, also presented as a
drawing in Fig 46. Analysis failed
to show whether the thinner stria-
tions represented annual/seasonal
accumulations of silting.

B. Twisted rod No 351 from the
cistern.
The scale measures 30 cm. One of
several artefacts of twisted rod
described in Chapter 7.19.
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Plate 16 Wooden objects from Buckbean Pond

A. (above). Bowl No 368 and
sword No 353.
See also Figs 70 and 69, Chapter
7.19. The sword measures
40.8 cm in length.

See also Fig 69, Chapter 7.19.
The pestle is 32.8 cm long.

B. (right) Pestle No 355 and
mallet No 356.

C. (bottom right). Bowl No 354.
See also Fig 68, Chapter 7.19.
The fragment represents just
under half of a vessel which would
have been about 47 cm in
diameter when complete.

All of the objects on this page came
from the Iron Age cistern. The photo-
graphs are by the National Museum
of Wales, Cardiff.
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