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Editorial 

This volume, larger than usual, contains only one paper, the final report by Roger 
Mercer on the Society's excavations at Cam Brea from 1970 until 1973. The Cam Brea 
project was the last in an important research series which the Society had continued 
from those sponsored by its antecedents, the West Cornwall Field Club and the pre-
war Cornwall Excavations Committee. 

Cam Brea was the most extensive of these research projects, generously supported 
by bodies acknowledged in Dr Mercer's paper; its results were of major importance for 
Neolithic studies in Cornwall, in Britain and the whole of Western Europe. It is 
appropriate that the Society is financially able to publish it in full detail. Reprints will 
be widely advertised and there is no doubt that Mercer's Cam Brea will become a 
classic text for its period. 



Since 1973 the Society has not sponsored any major research projects but has 
concentrated on the support of rescue excavation and of fieldwork. Its financial 
position is extremely good for a county society in the 1980s; the doubling of the 
subscription in 1980 was widely supported by members and should ensure financial 
viability for some time to come. In these circumstances, and after nearly a decade of 
ad-hoc work, perhaps the time has again come for a critical assessment of outstanding 
problems in Cornish archaeology and the subsequent initiation of a carefully 
considered research programme. 

The regular features at the end of this volume all relate to 1980, following the now 
established editorial policy of summarising in each issue the events of the year 
previous to its cover date. 1980 saw the continuance of the involvement of the Central 
Excavation Unit (Department of the Environment) in work on the Lizard, in 
conjunction with the Society's ongoing fieldwork project. It also saw, apparently, the 
final season of work in advance of the Colliford reservoir on Bodmin Moor; the future 
of the superbly preserved deserted medieval farm unit at Stuffle, on the very edge of 
the reservoir area, is uncertain. 

In 1980 Paul Ashbee retired from his four-year stint as President. We look forward 
to his continued close involvement with the Society and in particular to the 
publication in Cornish Archaeology of his important excavations in the Isles of Scilly. 
The Society welcomes as its new President Dr G.J. Wainwright, (Principal Inspector of 
Ancient Monuments with the Department of the Environment). During the year 
Professor Malcolm Todd, appointed in 1979 to the new chair in archaeology at Exeter 
University, paid his first visit to lecture in Cornwall and became a member of the CAS 
Committee. The Society applauds both the establishment, at long last, of the 
professorship of archaeology at Exeter and specifically the appointment of Professor 
Todd. In November Dr C.A.R. Radford celebrated his eightieth birthday at a party 
given in his honour by the Royal Institution of Cornwall jointly with the Society. It is 
with great pleasure that we print as our frontispiece a photograph of Dr Radford, 
taken at that party, and also a written tribute by Charles Thomas. It is very 
appropriate that these should appear in the same volume as the Cam Brea report, as 
the latter was the culmination of the kind of research Dr Radford has done so much to 
foster in Cornwall. 

In addition to stimulating lectures at the AGM by Richard Harrison and at the 
Holbeche Corfield Memorial by John Wymer, the 1979/80 season saw the inception of 
a regular winter lecture programme, at different venues in the County, organised by 
Nicholas Johnson. There was also a further joint Symposium with the Devon 
Archaeology Society on 'Hilltops' at Plymouth, with Ian Burrow, Ann Ellison, Roger 
Mercer and Bob Silvester. 

This volume of 1981 will be the seventh and last prepared by the present Editor. She 
would like to thank her successive Assistant Editors Brenda Duxbury and Winfrith 
Scutt for their support, as well as all those others (principally Charles Woolf — 
Photographic Editor, Elaine Mackenzie — Publication Distribution, Daphne Harris — 
membership lists and addresses) whose work is essential for the successful production 
and distribution of CA. A county journal like Cornish Archaeology is inevitably the 
product of corporate effort, and should reflect the activities and interests of the 
publishing Society's members. The Editor during her tenure of office has attempted 
each year a mixture of excavation reports, fieldwork papers and shorter items. It is 
right that both the mixture and emphasis should change with time and with the 
development of archaeological studies. The Editor wishes her successor well with 
future issues of Cornish Archaeology, in the confidence that under new control the 
publication will develop and improve as the Society moves forward into the 1980s. 

HENRIETTA QUINNELL 
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Courtenay Arthur Ralegh Radford — 
A Tribute 

What can be left to say about the doyen of archaeology in South West Britain, after 
the celebrations that marked his 80th birthday in November 1980 (themselves a 
pendant to his 1972 Gold Medal of the Society of Antiquaries)? Radford is of course 
one of that now diminishing band of CAS members against whose names, in our 
printed Membership lists, no date is entered — implying a previous membership of the 
old West Cornwall Field Club. In his case, participation in Cornish archaeology goes 
back almost a half-century, to Edward Thurlow Leeds and the mist-shrouded 
explorations of Chun Castle. Other tributes printed during the last few years have 
mapped, in impressive detail, his national and regional services. The Cornwall 
Archaeological Society has its own particular reasons for joining the chorus. 

In the late 1950s it had become clear, firstly that what had been the West Cornwall 
Field Club had very notably ceased to confine its activities to West Penwith, and 
secondly that unless it was prepared to expand both the scope of its title, and its 
corporate interests, the vacuum resulting from the continuing lack of an all-county 
society concerned with all aspects of archaeology might well be filled — rather as, 
then, in Somerset and certain other counties — by a scatter of undesirable Field 
Research Groups and the like, seldom able to publish, seldom the appropriate curators 
of sites, and invariably prone to dictation by the over-enthusiastic and unskilled. I 
cannot precisely recall when and in what manner the decision was taken to launch a 
County archaeological body for Cornwall; possibly it just happened, emerging from a 
particularly fruitful phase of our existence. It was however under Dr Radford's able 
Presidency, both at the 1961 A.G.M. and the later (April 1962) Truro public meeting, 
that the actual launching occurred. True, we had Peter Pool to draw up a constitution 
and assure us, with proper caution, that financially it seemed to be a safe step; and 
Florence Nankivell's abundant energy to cope with the very considerably increased, 
and often unforeseeable, necessary arrangements. Radford, in the chair, was both the 
guide and the mainstay. He approved the decision — seen now to have been right, but 
at the time fairly terrifying — to use virtually all the Society's funds for launching 
Cornish Archaeology, No. 1 (1962). Not long afterwards he persuaded us that, since the 
subscription would have to be raised, it might as well be doubled, and that the fall-off 
would not be fifty per cent of the members (in the end, it was nearer five). The first 
paper to be published in CA was, characteristically, from his pen, and it was on the 
south western Neolithic and its problems. 

iii 



Dr Radford's personal involvement in Cornwall, just as with his native Devon, has 
never ceased. When, as a tribute to Holbeche Corfield, it was thought proper to found 
an annual Lecture and to provide, not just our Society, but all Cornish societies, with a 
chance to hear speakers of eminence in an appropriate setting, it was not thinkable 
that the first Corfield Lecturer could be other than his old friend; and a percipient 
review of the post-Roman inscribed stones of the peninsula, published rapidly, was the 
result. But all the Society's activities have benefited from Radford's interest and 
encouragement. In sorting old files recently this writer came acros a correspondence — 
with what was then the Ministry of Works — about the question of official support for 
publishing our parish check-lists. To the right-minded the case was obvious; but public 
funds are public funds, and again it was a Radford letter, couched in the language of 
public administration, that secured such a grant for many years. 

One could multiply these instances. Instead, we remind ourselves of the particular 
demonstration of affection and respect on an evening (again, a Corfield Lecture) in 
November 1980, when so many CAS members met at the Royal Institution of 
Cornwall to honour Dr Radford and to show their gratitude for all his contributions to 
archaeology west of, as well as east of, the Tamar. May we now look forward to an even 
larger cake when he reaches ninety? There is no reason to think that, during the decade 
in question, his interest will cease, nor that he will be any the less concerned. On behalf 
of all the members, past and present, of the Society, we send him our thanks, our 
admiration and our heartfelt good wishes. 

CHARLES THOMAS 
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ABSTRACT 

Between 1970 and 1973 four seasons of excavation took place on Cam Brea, near 
Redruth, Cornwall in an attempt (a) to elucidate the nature of Neolithic activity 
detected on the hill during the work of earlier antiquaries during the 1890s and (b) to 
establish the date of the ramparts of a massive enclosure now surrounding the whole 
hilltop with, set within it, a number of 'hut circles'. The Neolithic occupational activity 
was found to focus upon a massively built stone walled enclosure surrounding the 
Eastern Summit of the hill, an area of some two acres. Within this very substantial 
defence a series of partially man-made terraces were associated with a large series of 
incomplete and complete structural remnants. Radiocarbon evidence indicates a date 
for this enclosure and its related structures of between 3100 and 2700 be. All cultural 
associations are of the 'Hembury' (or South Western) fades of the 'Western Neolithic' 
Early/Middle Neolithic development in SH7 England. Outside the enclosure on the 
gentle southern slope of the hill evidence was retrieved of what may be field clearance, 
and cultivation of the same period. 
The 'hillfort' enclosure which surrounds both central and eastern summits of the hill is 
almost certainly multiphase, although a sequence could not be established within the 
limited excavational resources of the 1970-73 project. The ramparts were excavated at 
three separate points producing, at two points, clear evidence of Neolithic date. One 
complex gateway was excavated. One hut circle in the interior of the site produced 
evidence of late Iron Age date together with some evidence of structural detail thus 
clearly post-dating other dated elements of the complex. 

SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION 

Location and Description of the Site (Figs. 1 - 3) 

The hill of Carn Brea is situated in the parish of Illogan, 1.5 km south west of the 
town of Redruth in West Cornwall (SW 684408) (Fig. 1). It comprises a long outcrop or 
boss of adamellitic granite lying WSW-ENE just to the north of the main 
Carnmenellis massif (PI. III). It is surrounded by Devonian killas rock which in the 
area between the hill and the north coast, falls within the limit of the metamorphic 
aureole created by the granite intrusion. These killas rocks and the proximity of the 
sea have created a hinterland to the site of sands, alluvial silt and clay subsoils which 
today furnish a rich basis for arable, pastoral (and horticultural) farming. 

The hill possesses three summits separated by two lower saddles. The central 
summit is the highest and rises to a height of 740 ft (227.5 m) OD. A Medieval 'castle' 
stands upon the eastern summit in an area composed largely of bare granite boulders 
(PL IV). This castle was first mentioned by William Worcestre during his visit to 
Cornwall in September 1478 and, although his itinerary would appear to indicate that 
he never actually saw it, he states 'Turris Castellum Karnbree sir J. Basset chivaler 
stat' (Harvey ed. 1969, 21). John Leland's Itinerary compiled during his visit to 
Cornwall in 1541 also mentioned the castle 'Carnbray on an hill a castelet or pile (of) 
Bassets a mile west of Re(druth) town. Ther was sumtime (a pa)rk now (defa)ced\ This 
last sentence may possibly refer to the ramparts of the 'hillfort' visible on the skirts of 
the hill. This castle appears to have undergone much modification since its foundation 
and was used for a long period as a hunting lodge. It survives largely as a Victorian 
folly with its earlier elements concealed by later cladding. Until the seventeenth 
century the hill lay under a cover of oak forest which was felled upon the death of 
Francis Basset, Baron de Dunstanville, High Sheriff of Cornwall in the late 1640s, 
following impoverishment brought about by his adherence to the cause of Charles I. 
Until about 1900 the hill lay under short grassy turf grazed by sheep (as revealed by 
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photographs of the 1890s) but during this century the quality of cover has 
deteriorated and dense gorse and fern have grown over the site rendering fieldwork 
difficult when not impossible. 

Mining for tin throughout recent centuries and probably further into the past has 
created extensive damage to the hill, particularly on its southern and eastern flanks. 
The major complexes of South Cam Brea Mine and North Cam Brea Mine illustrate 
the very considerable concentration of industrial attention during the nineteenth 
century on the slopes of the hill; it was thus that the summit became, during this 
period, a resort, particularly on the single day of rest, for meetings of a serious and less 
serious nature — religious gatherings, drilling and stone-breaking competitions and, if 
one can judge by the very large numbers of 'glass alleys' located during the 
excavation, also less formal meetings. In 1836 the monument to a later Sir Francis 
Basset, Justice of the Peace and mine owner, was constructed on the central summit of 
the hill. A massive quarry to borrow stone for the monument, set just to the west of 
the central summit outside the rampart of the hillfort, caused considerable further 
damage at this time. 

The northern slope of the hill, overlooking the main West Cornwall Railway line and 
the A30 as they pass westwards from Redruth to Camborne, is very rugged and steep, 
while the southern slope is a far gentler incline with a lesser degree of rock scatter on 
its surface. From the summits one can see Trencrom and the peninsula of West 
Penwith to the west, St Agnes Beacon and the coast to the north and Rough Tor, 
Brown Willy and the St Austell clay tips to the east. 

The rocky outcrops of the central and eastern summits are joined (Fig. 2) by two 
stone-built ramparts on the crest of the steep northern slope (Ramparts IN and 4) with 
a lesser defence set 30 m to the north and running approximately parallel and by two 
far more massive ramparts on the gentler southern slope (Ramparts IN and 3). The 
inner northern rampart (Rampart IN) has one probable entrance, upon which the 
grouping of hut circles in the interior seems to align, leading to one of two springs 
present on the northern flank of the hill just outside the prehistoric defences, the 
second fragmentary line being visible further down the north slope. The inner rampart 
on the southern slope (Rampart IS) has a substantial accompanying ditch at its east 
end but in its western sector no ditch would appear to be present. Its construction is of 
large blocks of stone with orthostats consistently in the outer and inner faces of the 
wall. 

The southern outer defence (Rampart 3) is altogether far more massive and regularly 
comprises an, apparently, 'dump-type' bank or rampart fronted by a massive ditch, 
which had presumably served as a source for the bank material. The inner rampart on 
the southern flank of the hill is apparently penetrated by a number of narrow stone-
lined entrances; the outer has far fewer. 

Just below the central summit of the hill on the east side, a further fortification runs 
across the hill joining the inner southern and northern defensive lines (Rampart 2). 
This defence has, apparently, one entrance facing east, and may have comprised an 
individual stage in the development of fortification on the site when only a relatively 
small area, c. one acre (0.6 ha) in extent, was defended by a rampart. Hogg (1975, 161) 
presciently describes the hillfort at Cam Brea as 'one of the most important and 
interesting sites in southern Britain' and tentatively recognises four stages in the 
development of the site on the basis of fieldwork. He suggests that the small enclosure 
around the present day monument is probably the earliest structure in the sequence 
although he does not recognise the possible entrance on the east side of this enclosure. 
The writer feels that the entrance to which Hogg does point, in the NE sector, is a 
discontinuity produced by the junction of this enclosure wall and the main northern 
rampart and is, in itself, some of the best superficial evidence for chronological 
disparity in the construction of these two elements. His second phase comprises the 
fortification of the saddle between the eastern and central summits (Ramparts IN and 
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IS). Hogg's third phase, the enclosure of the eastern summit, we shall see will have to 
be reassessed on excavation evidence and is one which anyway, if later than the second 
phase, would have left that phase wholly unsound tactically. His fourth phase, the 
addition of outer works on both northern and southern flanks increased the area of the 
fort to more than 14 ha rendering it the largest in SW Britain. Hogg's account is by far 
the fullest ever published for this site. Hencken (1932, 128) remarks only, again with 
prescient caution, that 'ramparts of such enormous extent are usually associated . . . 
with the Later Iron Age', displaying a very proper hesitancy in view of the paucity of 
Iron Age finds from the site. Within the ramparts, on the saddle separating the central 
and eastern summits, a group of eleven 'hut circles' is now detectable although more 
may exist or may have existed in the past. These small enclosures comprise a circular 
foundation wall with internal diameters ranging from 6 m — 8 m. 

Background to the Enquiry 

The Middle Neolithic in Britain (set in terms of uncalibrated radiocarbon 
chronology between 3000 and 2500 be) has been an episode in British prehistory well 
served both by scholars and by its own material (1). It has been one of the 
relatively few periods when it has been possible to bring together evidence of 
economic, environmental, artefactual and monumental nature to produce a convincing 
cultural homogeneity in the true Childean sense. By the third decade of this century 
the flint mine complexes of Sussex, the long barrow concentrations of Sussex, Wessex, 
Lincolnshire and Yorkshire with outliers elsewhere, the stone-built chambered tomb 
constructions particularly centring on the estuaries of the Rivers Severn and Clyde, 
and hilltop causewayed enclosures of Sussex and Wessex had all been recognised as 
integral components of this earliest recognised farming culture in Britain. 

The earliest recognised and most frequently investigated of these structures were 
the long barrows and chambered tombs, and very considerable bodies of information 
have been accumulated relating to the mode of construction, structural idiosyncrasy, 
burial rite, anatomy and cultural association of the users. Flint mines have probably 
not been favoured with the same quality or persistency of investigation. Lane-Fox 
(1875), Curwen (1926) and Pull (1932) have however brought our knowledge of these 
centres of industrial activity to a fairly rudimentary level whence further work must 
now be eagerly awaited. Causewayed enclosures, after an energetic commencement to 
enquiry in the 1920s, have recently once again become the subject of major research 
(see Mercer 1980). These monuments have yielded a very great deal of the economic, 
environmental and cultural information, upon which our understanding of these 
earliest recognisable farming communities in Britain is based. This is, of course, 
reflected in the use of one of these sites, one of those earliest and most fully 
investigated, at Windmill Hill, North Wiltshire (Smith 1965) as the eponymous 
reference for this cultural group. Initially, Curwen (1930) and other workers regarded 
these enclosures as settlement sites. While settlement may have formed an element of 
their function, for example at Hembury Fort, Devon and at Crickley Hill, 

(1) The Early/Middle division of the British Neolithic is one originally set out by Case (1969) and Ap-
Simon (1976) based upon the strong suggestion of a long prologue of farming activity (Early 
Neolithic) in Britain (?3800-3200bc) before the fully developed (Middle) Neolithic that we readily 
recognise (3200-2500 be). It is a division founded upon (somewhat limited) radiocarbon dating 
evidence and also upon evidence for very early environmental change which may be linked to an ex-
ploratory establishment of farming practice. It is not yet a division that can be satisfactorily 
discerned in the cultural record and thus wher referring to cultural material it is probably best at 
present to adhere to the broader 'Earlier' and 'Later' Neolithic terminology. Thus, for example, leaf-
shaped arrowheads may be discerned as a type-artefact of 'Earlier Neolithic' complexion although 
they may occur within an archaeological context denoting a well-established farming community 
dated to the period 3200-2700 be and therefore 'Middle Neolithic' in Case's and ApSimon's terms. 
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Gloucestershire where, in both cases, Neolithic timber houses have been located, it has 
become clear from the work of Smith (Smith 1971) and the writer (Mercer 1980) that 
their functional role is both complex and varied. 

Historically the retrieval of settlement structures of the period has been rare and 
often fortuitous. Most sites comprise isolated structures with few or no related 
elements. The excavation of the site at Ballynagilly, Co. Tyrone, N Ireland (ApSimon 
1969, 1976), produced one such settlement comprising a small rectangular timber built 
house 8 m x 5 m dated by radiocarbon assay to 3280 be ± 125 (UB-199). O'Nuallain 
recovered the remains of another somewhat similar rectangular house at Ballyglass, 
Co. Mayo (O'Nuallain 1972). Pryor's recent excavations at the Padholme Road site, 
Fengate, Peterborough (Pryor 1974) have produced a further isolated rectangular 
house somewhat similar in its construction to those recovered at Ballyglass and 
Ballynagilly — with dug slots formed to hold vertical posts — yielding radiocarbon 
determinations of 3010 be ± 64 (GAK-4196) and 2445 be ± 50 (GAK-4197). Other 
isolated rectangular houses have been located at Haldon Hill, Devon (Willock 1936) 
and Hazard Hill (Houlder 1963). Further rectangular timber houses are known from 
the excavations of O'Riordain (1954) at Lough Gur, Co. Limerick (Site A), and Site C 
on the same site has produced sub-circular houses. Lough Gur is indeed one of the very 
few sites where several presumed house structures have been located in apparent 
association. Another is the site on Clegyr Boia, Pembrokeshire, excavated by the late 
Audrey Williams in 1943 (Williams 1953) which produced a rectilinear and a 
subcircular structure apparently dating to the Middle Neolithic but not associated, 
apparently, with the enclosure within which they were set. 

Considerable social cohesion would appear to be the inescapable inference to be 
drawn from the nature of the principal monuments of the period — monuments which, 
in many instances, have demanded many thousands of man hours for their 
construction and the concentration of resources — raw materials and consumables of 
all kinds — for substantial periods. This degree of social cohesion and control 
appeared, in 1970, not to be represented in the record of settlement encountered to 
that date (and indeed since then) creating a dichotomy in our understanding which 
invited investigation. The possibility existed that other, hitherto unrecognised, and 
altogether more substantial settlement units were present, relating to this period. In 
the first instance it seemed likely that such settlements would reveal themselves as 
very substantial concentrations of Neolithic ceramic and lithic material either located 
in earlier excavations or accidentally recovered during recent disturbance. 

Such concentrations outside one of the recognised monument types of the Earlier 
Neolithic have been extremely rare in Britain and Cam Brea has long stood in the 
literature (Piggott 1954, 68) as such a rare and important concentration, and indeed 
had been held to be a settlement site on these grounds alone. The site thus appeared to 
be a clearly defined starting point for the exploration of the precise nature of Middle 
Neolithic communal settlement in Britain. 

Earlier investigators, in the last decade of the nineteenth century, had excavated 
widely on the summit of Carn Brea — on the central summit, the eastern summit and 
on the saddle lying between the two. Examination of the published reports of these 
earlier excavations (Wilkinson 1860; Peter 1896; Burnard 1896) and of the large body 
of material recovered, and now preserved in the County Museum Truro, revealed that 
while this earlier exploration had been prompted by the recognition of the upstanding 
hut circles on the saddle of the hill, and while Neolithic material had been retrieved 
from within these hut circles, the very great bulk of the material had been located on 
the rock-bound eastern summit — pointing to a possible settlement in this area. That 
the eastern summit was surrounded by a massively constructed stone wall linking 
granite outcrops was also known as a result of preliminary fieldwork. In 1970, 
however, it was felt to be more likely that this feature was related more closely to the 
hillfort construction which was, at that time, assumed to be of later date. A number of 
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terraces were also observed upon the eastern summit, although whether of natural or 
man-made origin was not known. 

Primary Objectives of the Excavation 
Thus it was that the primary objectives of the excavation, important in that they 

ultimately governed the whole excavational and archaeological approach to the site, 
were as follows: 

1. To establish the date of the known hut circles in the saddle between the 
eastern and central summits. 

2. To establish the limits and nature of Neolithic activity on the hill and, 
especially, in the area of highest concentration of Neolithic debris on the 
eastern summit. 

3. To establish the date of the massive stone wall enclosing the eastern 
summit. 

4. To examine one or more of the terraces noted within the enceinte of that 
wall. 

5. To investigate in so far as it lay within the physical and financial limitations 
of the project the date and nature of the 'hillfort' defences on the site. 
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Previous Work on the Site 
The first published mention of the site from an archaeological standpoint was by 

William Borlase (Borlase 1754). He was interested primarily in the then-fashionable 
'druidical' association of this romantic hilltop site — 'This was certainly a British 
building and erected in those uncultivated ages when such rocky, hideous situations 
were the choice of warlike, rough and stern minds'. He also concerned himself, 
however, with two groups of objects which had been uncovered shortly before on the 
slopes of the hill. 

The first of these (PL II) was a hoard of a considerable number of Gaulish and 
British gold coins recovered in two groups in June 1749. Borlase illustrated 17 of these 
coins as a typical selection from the hoard (which was afterwards dispersed and lost — 
five of the coins are now in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford). The first group of coins 
was bought from the finder, 'valued at about £16', and an approximately similar 
weight was retrieved a few days later by another person near the same spot on the 
ridge of Carn Brea, east of the present day monument. Apparently, all the coins were 
in worn and smoothed condition. The 17 coins that are illustrated by Borlase indicate a 
hoard of mixed partly Gaulish, partly British origin, buried at some point about the 
time of the birth of Christ (Evans 1864; Mack 1950). Recent work, (Allen 1960), after 
the re-publication of the hoard in 1948 (Allan 1948), points to an origin in the Kentish 
area of SE England. Using Allen's terminology, an inventory of the hoard would read: 
Five coins of Gallo-Belgic 'A' type: The principal coinage of the northern Gaulish tribe, 
the Bellovaci, during (according to Allen) the latter half of the 2nd century BC. Almost 
invariably these coins when found have been in use for a considerable period, as 
indicated by their worn and clipped condition (as at Carn Brea). Allen associates these 
coins with a major 'Belgic' incursion into Britain shortly before the end of the 2nd 
century BC. In Britain the type occurs in hoards at Carn Brea, Snettisham, 
Westerham and Clacton; both Snettisham and particularly Carn Brea lie well outside 
the base distribution area of this type. 
Five coins of Gallo-Belgic 'B' type: Another northern Gaulish issue with defaced dies 
of the Bellovaci — the reverse is obliterated. The main centres of distribution for this 
type are in the lower Thames Valley with a further concentration on Selsey Bill. Allen 
sees this type as appearing in Southern Britain at a date 'not far removed' from Gallo-
Belgic 'A'. Carn Brea again lies well outside the base distribution area of this type. 
Two coins of Gallo-Belgic 'D' type: These are quarter-staters only of N Gaulish origin, 
possibly to be linked with Venetic refugee activity c. 60 BC. This type forms for Allen, 
from its association in the Le Catillon hoard, Jersey, and the assumed link between 
this hoard and the Venetic debacle, the chronological linchpin of the whole series. 
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Four coins of British 'A' type and one coin of British 'O' type ranging in date between 
approximately 50 and 10 BC. 

The hoard presumably, therefore, was deposited at the end of the 1st century BC 
and contained, if one follows Allen's chronology, coins well over one hundred years old 
at that time. It is not known whether the hoard is associated with any Iron Age 
occupation of the hill or is coincidental to it. Borlase also drew attention to the 
presence on and around the hill of several finds and hoards of Roman coins 
'. . . and here many Roman coins at several times in several parts have been found. . . 

some near the village on the east end of this hill, I had given me by the Rev Mr Collins, 
rector of Redruth viz. an Antoninus large size of the ancient lead . . . another much 
defaced I think a Faustina. At the foot of the same hill. . . one Mr Beven of Redruth 
discovered in July 1749 3 feet under the surface, the quantity of one pint of copper 
Roman coins two only of which came to me ... A few years before Mr Stephens of the 
same town found about a quart of old coins of the same nation in the same place.' 
Finds of Roman coins located during the excavation (see p. 77, 80) may be seen in the 
context of these reported finds. The finds, as reported and illustrated, point largely to 
a third century AD date. 

The other find to which Borlase alludes is that of a Bronze Age hoard, found in 1744 
near the summit of the hill, west of the present day monument. Borlase depicts two 
socketed axes from the hoard (now both preserved in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford) 
in a full-scale engraving, and it is clear from his illustration that these axes are of 
'Armorican' type (PI. I). This distinctive type is of diminutive size (generally 7 to 17 
cm long), often decorated on the blade face with cast, raised ribs. The socket mouth is 
always of markedly square section. Briard (Briard 1965) allocates this axe-type to the 
so-called 'Carp's Tongue Sword' horizon of hoard deposition (c. 750-600 BC) and to the 
immediately succeeding period. Dunning (1959), in a study of this type, points to a 
fairly heavy concentration of these axes in Cornwall. This is to be expected, perhaps, 
but these axes must bear witness to some direct link with Brittany at this time. They 
occur, however, only in small numbers in this country (the largest find being the forty 
or fifty from the hoard at Higher Roseworthy, Gwinear, found in 1880) whereas in 
their homeland they are found in hundreds in the vast LB I I/I 11 hoards. Both in 
Brittany and Britain metal analysis programmes have revealed very high lead content 
in the axe metal (Briard 1965; Brown and Blin-Stoyle 1959). 

Borlase goes on to note the ramparts which surround the eastern and central 
summits of the hill a^d indeed publishes a plan, but does not assign to them any 
defensive function, preferring rather to see them as part of a Druidic cult centre, the 
description of which is worked out at some length. 

It was not until 1860 that a survey of the site compatible with modern standards 
was published and the 'druidism' of Borlase finally dispelled (although Drew (1824) 
had cast some doubt on his conclusions). Sir Gardner Wilkinson (1860) described in 
detail the inner and outer ramparts on the south side of the hill as well as a description 
of the 'Old Castle' (the smaller rampart which surrounds the central summit of the hill 
— Hogg's Phase I), and also mentioned a third line of defence running along the east 
slope of the easternmost summit of the hill. This is the first record of this massive 
stone construction, very much the hub of the 1970-73 excavation project. He also 
described and depicted on his plan, for the first time, twelve hut circles which he was 
able to perceive lying in the saddle between the eastern and central summits of the hill. 
(Fieldwork carried out between 1970-73 identified only eleven hut circles; however the 
vastly poorer circumstances for field observation prevailing in the 1970s may well 
account for this discrepancy.) After protracted argument he concluded that both these 
huts and the fortifications were of Iron Age date. 

At this time the first investigation of the hill by excavation seems to have taken 
place with particular reference to the hut circle sites. Wilkinson states that 'In those I 
examined I was not successful in finding anything — nor any indication of a floor — 
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but charcoal, nutshells and a few other substances have been found in other huts'. The 
phrasing of this sentence may imply that excavation had taken place prior to 1860. 

Two years later, on the morning of 27 August 1862 the Cambrian Archaeological 
Association visited Cam Brea during its annual excursion. During their visit 'one of 
these (huts) was slightly and unsuccessfully explored' — a phrase which may well have 
covered a multitude of sins and is probably best left at rest. 

More ambitious explorations of the site had to wait until 1895 when the well-known 
antiquary, Thurstan Peter of Redruth, assisted for a short time by Robert Burnard, 
worked on the site for several months. Both Peter (1896) and Burnard (1896) published 
reports which, particularly in the case of Burnard, are admirable in their detail and 
clarity, judged by any but the highest standard of their time. Burnard, in his report, 
describes the work as being focussed initially upon the 'dozens' of hut circles recognised 
on the saddle of the hill and shown on Gardner Wilkinson's plan, and the investigation 
commenced in this area. He records the location of four out of six spindle whorls from 
the site, both stone and pottery, some fragments of what he termed 'wheel-made 
pottery', slag in one instance and a bronze ring 'V» inches in internal diameter' in the 
hut circles. He also records flint scrapers, knives and leaf-shaped arrowheads, plain 
burnished pottery and 'one perfect stone celt of Lizard diallage stone' from these hut 
circles. The location of two such diagnostic groups of artefacts widely divorced in time 
has led to much misunderstanding about the nature of the site of Cam Brea and 
prompted Piggott (1954, 32) among others to suggest that these hut circles were the 
focus of Neolithic occupation on the site. It is for this reason that the investigation of 
the exact chronological relationship of the hut circles and other aspects formed the 
primary focus of our attention in tackling the site in 1970. 

Twelve clearly recognisable hut circles were excavated on the site at the beginning 
of the 1895 season. Both Neolithic and Iron Age material was found in these circles, 
although no clue emerges from inspection of the record as to any stratigraphical 
relationship between the two groups. As the investigation of the hut circles proceeded, 
it was the inspiration of Thurstan Peter's young daughter to dig 'among the nooks and 
crannies' of the rocks on the easternmost summit of the hill around and below the 
present day Castle. Thurstan Peter termed these confined areas of soil between the 
rocks and boulders of this area 'boulder huts', considering them to be formed of 
natural boulders 'the interstices of which were filled with dry-stone work'. 
As soon as he commenced work in this area his finds of Neolithic material apparently 
became far more numerous and it is only in this area that the very large numbers of 
leaf-arrowheads and scrapers occurred. 'Wheel-made' pottery also occurred quite 
commonly in his pits on the eastern summit, but it should perhaps be borne in mind 
that some of the finer burnished Neolithic wares might well have appeared 'wheel-
made' at first and, indeed, second glances. Certainly no clearly wheel-made pottery can 
be found amongst the material from Peter's excavation in the County Museum, Truro 
and no such pottery was encountered in the eastern summit area during the 1970-73 
excavations. Flint cores, arrowheads of leaf type, scrapers and knives, undecorated 
pottery and quernstones are all mentioned as occurring in great quantity from this 
area by Peter, and Burnard's text mentions well over a dozen stone axes as well as 
very substantial concentrations of flint waste. 

Burnard describes in considerable detail the method of excavation used. Once the 
turf had been removed all soil was passed through a Vt inch (1.25 cm) sieve until the 
rabb was reached. In these circumstances it is likely that a fairly high recovery rate 
was achieved. It is likely, in fact, (see Site K below) that major losses were the result of 
failure to collect stockpiled finds rather than lack of recognition. Burnard's account 
also contains a detailed breakdown of the finds from each 'boulder hut' (denominated 
in each case by number on a resurvey of the site conducted by Sampson Hill, of 
Redruth, in 1895). As examples, one may indicate 'boulder hut No. 31' which produced 
'13 arrowheads (one of which was barbed and tanged), 1 flint knife, a broken stone axe 
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and a very little pottery' and 'boulder hut No. 33' — '41 flint arrowheads (24 in very 
good condition, 17 broken), 1 spearhead, a large quantity of flint flakes, cores and 
fragments' and 'the remains of a jar of distinctly Neolithic pottery under a stone in the 
corner'. 

The evidence, it would appear, was clear for a massive concentration of Neolithic 
activity on the eastern summit, the very few recognisably later prehistoric artefacts 
occurring in very close coincidence with recognised hut circles in the saddle between 
the central and eastern summits. 

Since the 1890s the site has been left largely undisturbed, although in the 1920s 
W.G. Blight, another local antiquary, dug a number of pits on the hill. His work is 
unpublished but his finds, or a number of them, are now to be seen in Camborne Public 
Library Museum (see Thomas 1962). 

The last addition to our understanding of the site on Carn Brea prior to 1970-73 was 
the thin-sectioning of a number of stone axes and fragments retrieved during Peter's 
excavations and at other times (Evens, Grinsell, Piggott and Wallis 1962; Evens, 
Smith and Wallis 1972 (see Section 9 below)). 

Limitations and Methods of Excavation 

Without modern excavation it can be seen that Carn Brea, by virtue of earlier 
investigation and recording, could provide a great deal of information. This 
information is, of course, of very variable quality but did enable the formulation of an 
initial limited research strategy which lay within the likely financial and physical 
resources of the project. The areas of prehistoric activity seemed to be well-defined and 
the cognate surviving structural potential of a rock site engendered optimism as to the 
possibilities of archaeological expression of socio-economic relationships. By way of 
constraint it was clear from initial inspection that the site had been extensively 
disturbed both by previous investigation as well as by incidental activity associated 
with mining, quarrying and with the construction of the Castle. It was also clear that 
there were highly exposed soil deposits and indeed large areas of exposed bedrock. 
Soils on the site are extremely acid in composition and extremely abrasive in texture. 
The predominant subsoil is rabb, a soil composed basically of decayed granite, of 
extremely uneven colour and texture ranging from gravelly to loamy texture and from 
a brilliant yellow to black in colour. No bone would survive on the site, charcoals would 
commonly be commuted to smears or dust unless well protected, no mollusc shells 
would survive. Furthermore soil movement (soil creep) over much of the most crucial 
area of the site, together with the highly abrasive nature of the soils, would have 
caused such admixture and destruction of fossil pollen spores as to render this source 
of evidence of palaeo-environmental conditions of little assistance. Indeed the site has 
been subject to two major processes of soil development. Firstly on the saddle between 
the central and eastern summits, processes of podsolisation have been a major 
influence and on the eastern summit, soil creep phenomena dominate the soil 
environment with consequent destruction of archaeological contexts and the removal 
of very large numbers of artefacts from their original positions. In these conditions 
ceramic artefacts frequently were recovered in highly abraded condition and possibly 
very coarse open-texture fabrics may well not have survived at all. 

All areas excavated, apart from the large machine dug areas on Sites B, C and F, 
(Fig. 2) were completely dug by hand. Sieving with 7 mm mesh screens was carried out 
in selected sensitive locations but was not possible within all deposits. The greatest 
difficulty encountered at all points was the location of stratigraphically unitary levels. 
In many instances the determination of these, apart from some obvious examples 
where actual 'occupation' deposits lay in situ (e.g. Sites A1 and D), was simply arrived 
at by taking the highest level at which prehistoric soil features occurred. This 
situation was again a product of the massive erosion on the site with contemporary 
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floor levels being lost leaving only a 'sub-floor' arbitrary and variable level within 
which remnant features could be traced and explored. 

The major stripping exercises were achieved using a JCB 3C mechanical 
digger/loader. The technique used was to employ the back-acter unit of the machine 
with a 'three foot' bucket with the teeth left on the bucket. It was found that the teeth 
acted as 'antennae' for the bucket and enabled the driver to lift soil from around the 
stones — leaving the stones in situ with considerably greater ease. Where stratigraphy 
was encountered, one level at a time was removed with dumping at different locations. 
Where 'cultivated layers' were isolated these were excavated by hand. 

In each season between 30 and 40 people worked on the site at any one time and the 
total cost of the excavation (four seasons of five weeks with in addition the cost of 
post-excavation processing) was rather less than £4000. 

All finds from the site are now deposited in the County Museum Truro apart from a 
small collection of pottery held in the British Museum, London. The excavation record 
is also held in the County Museum, Truro. 

SECTION 2 THE NEOLITHIC SETTLEMENT 

The Evidence 
From Thurstan Peter's and Burnard's evidence it has already become clear that the 

site is divisible into two principal areas. First there is the saddle between the central 
summit and the eastern summit, where the twelve readily visible hut circles were 
situated. The second area, upon the Eastern Summit of the hill, is the area 
surrounding the present day Castle where the number of Peter's finds of 
diagnostically Neolithic type increased by factors of 10-12. It was held that such a 
differential distribution might indicate that this second area was that of the densest 
Neolithic occupation. 

The Eastern Summit (Fig. 3) is an area of extensive rocky outcrops separated by 
patches of soil supporting a springy hill turf, heather and bracken. The area has been 
extensively damaged by the building of the Castle on a rock outcrop in the centre of 
the summit. In the early nineteenth century these ruins were 'revamped' to create a 
hunting lodge cum folly for the Tehidy Estate and a track was also laid up to the 
Castle involving a certain amount of blasting on the western side of the summit. This 
activity created considerable further damage, exacerbated in this century by the 
linking of mains water and electricity. A terrace, now used as a car park, was also built 
around the Castle from cartloads of mining debris brought to the site. All around this 
terrace rubbish and waste material and sporadic gardening activity have taken their 
toll of the archaeology of the site. 

Careful exploration of the Eastern Summit revealed a series of 'terraces' where 
flattish areas, usually about 12 m long and 5 m wide, had been cleared of rock scatter 
which apparently had been piled at their forward and rearward edges (see Fig. 3). Some 
eleven terraces can be seen today and an unknown number may have been destroyed 
by the construction of the Castle and its associated works. One of the 'terraces' is 
partially buried by the overburden thrown down in front of the Castle to form the 
present day car park. 

Clearance of the all-pervasive bracken in the area also revealed another important 
upstanding feature. Running along the eastern sides of the summit is a wall built of 
massive blocks of granite dragged in from the surrounding hillside, (first recognised 
by Sir Gardner Wilkinson in the 1860s — see introduction). Very often these blocks are 
long and of square or rectangular section and are, or have been set up on end so that 
the wall now has the appearance of a jagged and uneven row of teeth. This wall turns 
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north-westward to disappear against the rock outcrop set on the south side of the 
summit. To the north the wall also continues below the Castle until it reaches a group 
of massive rock outcrops which render its presence unnecessary. At only two other 
points on the Eastern Summit do sheer rock outcrops not cut off completely the 
remainder of the hill. Both are filled with walling, built in similar massive granite 
blocks. The short stretch on the south edge of the area (Site E) has been very badly 
damaged by the blasting of the trackway referred to above and the situation here is 
somewhat confused by great blocks of split and blasted rock having been rolled on to 
the surviving structure. It seems very likely that it was at this point that the original 
entrance to this enclosure which seals off the Eastern Summit must have been placed. 
Certainly it is the most natural and gentle point of approach to the site and no 
apparent major entrance to the enclosure exists elsewhere. 

The eastern side of the Eastern Summit is far less rocky and barren today than the 
western side and the cleared terraces tend to concentrate on this side although three or 
four recognisable plots do occur amongst the rocks. Very fortunately the principal 
effort of Thurstan Peter's excavation was directed towards the 'nooks and crannies' of 
the western rocky area leaving the eastern part largely undisturbed. Sadly, the eastern 
slope has been most open to natural soil creep erosion and other disturbances to be 
linked with later occupation. 

SITE A1 (plan Figs. 4 & 5; feature profiles Figs. 7-9, 13-17; sections Fig. 6, Pis. V-VII) 
Objectives 

To commence the investigation of the Eastern Summit area a terrace was selected 
which was related to the wall which encloses the summit on the eastern side. Other 
factors in this initial choice were the clear definition of this terrace on all sides by 
steeply sloping areas of bedrock which indicated a high probability that if occupation 
or other activity had taken place here at any period, the total surviving element of that 
occupation would be present in the archaeological record when the whole terrace was 
excavated. The objective was also to relate the occupation, or indeed stratified 
sequences to the enclosure wall which formed the eastern boundary of the terrace. It 
was clear that the enclosure wall had retained lateral soil erosion on to and from the 
terrace and that an accumulation of material had taken place which might contain a 
stratified sequence of deposits and, at any rate, might have ensured the survival of 
Neolithic deposits in situ. The isolated nature of the terrace, vital from the point of 
view of ultimate interpretation, also presented practical problems in that spoil from 
the site could not be wholly evacuated from the terrace. The site, therefore, had to be 
excavated during three seasons and it was never possible to see the whole site 
uncovered at once. 

The Stratigraphy 
With the turf removed, the site revealed a very uniform mass of dark brown loamy 

soil with high quartzite grit content which was apparently the product of lateral erosion 
from the steep slope to the rear (W) of the site (Layer 1). Interspersed in this laterally 
derived soil were many fragments of pottery and flint — the pottery very frequently in 
highly abraded condition. In the uppermost 25 cm of the deposit, which was 
substantially disturbed by root activity and of rather uneven appearance and texture, 
a number of recent objects of metal and glazed ceramic were found but below this 
level, all the diagnostic artefacts recovered were of Neolithic type. The occurrence of 
pottery fragments was very clearly concentrated at the base of this layer. At the point 
where Layer 1 became interdigitated with the inward tumble of stones from the 
enclosure wall, its composition changed, as a body of kaolinised rotted stone became 
mixed with the deposit to produce a grey soil of similar gritty texture and producing 
similar artefactual material (Layer 1A). 

Almost universally the Layer 1 deposit became somewhat more homogeneous, 
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Fig. 4 
Carn Brea. Site Al; Plan of excavated areas, all features; the Neolithic structure 

behind the enclosure wall. 

lighter and more orange in colour as greater depth was attained and although a precise 
junction was extremely difficult to appreciate in plan, the second layer could be clearly 
recognised in section. This lower layer was somewhat less gritty and more loamy in 
texture and of a clean orange or yellow colour (Layer 2 orange, Layer 3 yellow). Within 
these layers considerable quantities of Neolithic artefactual material continued to be 
located, much of it in abraded condition. The lighter colour of these lower layers would 
appear to be accounted for by a degree of leaching as below these deposits thin smears, 
or occasionally more substantial deposits, of dark iron stained soil (Layer 3A) were 
encountered. This layer, where it occurred (and Layer 2 or 3 where it did not), lay 
directly upon a compacted layer of greasy, brown, grit-free soil (Layer 4) which had all 
the organically enriched appearance of deposits associated with human occupation. 
Within this deposit were a number of inclusions of very dark organic material, and 
pinkish deposits where, apparently, burning had taken place. Visible within and under 
this deposit were a large number of earth-fast features and, from its body, fresh 
unabraded Neolithic material furnished a cultural and chronological assignation. It 
became clear that the very thick deposit of Layer 4 was related to an amorphous 
depression (F 114 — termed a 'working hollow') while elsewhere on the site the Layer 4 



deposit was of minimal thickness amounting only to a slight discolouration of the 
surface of the natural subsoil. This natural soil over the whole terrace, apart from the 
northernmost end, was a continuation of the yellow-brown gritty soil to some 
considerable depth but now absolutely sterile, while at the northernmost end of the 
terrace there was a deposit of hard clayey rabb underlying the Neolithic occupation 
level. 

The thin smear of organic staining (Layer 4) which represented the level of Neolithic 
occupation on the terrace dipped quite clearly towards the centre of the terrace, and 
then rose fairly sharply towards the enclosure wall on its outer edge (see Fig. 6). The 
deposit quite clearly overlay F 117 and F 13, both of which appeared to be earth-fast 
sockets for orthostatic uprights of this enclosure wall (PL VI). However there was 
never any clear edge to the Layer 4 material on the enclsoure wall side of the terrace 
due to the compression and admixture induced by the inward collapse of wall material 
and the degree of staining that this had generated. This staining thus rendered the 
relationship of Layer 4 and the enclosure wall uncertain both in section and in plan. 
Nevertheless two essential aspects of that relationship were made quite clear during 
work on Site A l : 
(1)that the Layer 4 'Neolithic floor' overlay two sockets which putatively related to 

orthostats of the enclosure wall that had fallen outwards from the terrace; 
(2)that these sockets contained artefactual material of Neolithic type and date. 
The inference to be drawn from this evidence was that, at this point on the eastern 
flank of the Eastern Summit, the enclosure wall was erected during the period of 
Neolithic occupation of the hilltop and that that occupation continued after the 
construction of the wall so that a deposit associated with the Neolithic occupation of 
this terrace seals the backfilling of two of the stone sockets. 

The Enclosure Wall on the Site A l Terrace 
This clear indication of the contemporaneity of enclosure wall and occupation 

deposit was to some extent confirmed by the ultimate tumble of wall debris directly on 
to the Layer 4 surface. Here what was presumably a feature of the wall construction, 
recurrent on other sites on the Eastern Summit, became apparent. On Site A l all the 
massive orthostatic slabs and other large boulders which formed the wall had 
collapsed outwards down the slope as one would expect. Nevertheless a very large 
mass of smaller stones had collapsed inwards on to the Neolithic surface and the 
source of these smaller stones is of interest to us. At this juncture two suggestions 
may be made : 
(1) An origin for some of these smaller stones may be suggested to lie in the packing of 

the sockets into which the large facing slabs of the wall were let, which was 'kicked 
out' on to the interior surface when the stone fell outwards. 

(2) It is likely that the massive boulder constructed wall would have been 'caulked' 
with a mass of smaller material to render it weather-proof and that this material 
would also have slid and been 'kicked' on to the interior as the wall moved 
outwards. 

This second suggestion draws with it the need to explain why such a wall should 
require to be weather-proof and will lead us to a consideration of the earth-fast features 
located on and within the surface of the natural soil on the terrace of Site Al . The 
enclosure wall was in severely tumbled and ruined condition. At this point the wall 
was set high upon a precipitous outcrop of rock (see Pl. VII) and as the structure had 
moved forward so it had tumbled away on to the surface beneath. The prevailing 
structural feature is the occurrence of a number of tall orthostats set on the inner face 
of the wall. In all cases these orthostats have tumbled forward but their rearward 
position has prevented them from tumbling over the edge. It seems likely from 
information gained elsewhere on the site (Site J see below) that these orthostats were 
matched by a number of similar uprights at the forward edge of the wall, and certainly 
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Fig. 5 
Carn Brea. Site Al; Plan of earthfast features and key to feature numbers. 

tumbled long members were located at the foot of the outcrop upon which the wall was 
set. In between these uprights the body of the wall was made up with a large number 
of boulders of substantial size (2-4 tons) — the largest orthostat on Site A l was 
estimated as weighing in excess of 5 tons. 
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The existence of the wall high up on the rock ledge upon which Site A1 is set allows a 
number of possible inferences. Elsewhere the enclosure wall appears to be built to 
block readily traversible points of access to the site. This is not the case on Site A1 
where the wall reinforces a very substantial natural obstacle. We are therefore brought 
to wonder what the objective might be of the very considerable effort involved in the 
construction of such a wall in so naturally defensible a location. The possibilities that 
suggest themselves to the writer are (1) prestige in the broadest sense — the 
continuation of the wall 'for appearance's sake', and (2) protection not against a rush 
assault but against missile attack against which Site A1 would be otherwise 
indefensible. Even a cursory view of the Site A1 enclosure wall was sufficient to 
convince the writer that it involved very considerable engineering and was not built as 
a simple boundary marker or obstacle to prevent children and animals straying, or 
indeed to prevent wild animals entering, and that its whole siting strategy would 
appear to proclaim its defensive function. The fact that other recently excavated 
Neolithic enclosures in Britain (Mercer 1980; Dixon 1972) have produced evidence of 
defensive strategy may lend some weight to purely subjective comment. 

The Structures Set on the Site A1 Terrace, (PI. V) 
The first and most major of these features has already been mentioned, F 114 — 

the 'working hollow'. This comprised a clearly defined depression some 20 cm deep 
which was filled level with a much variegated deposit set in a matrix of Layer 4 
material. Evidence of burning and much organic deposition was clear within its fill. 
Set on the south side of the depression was a smaller and deeper recess packed with 
comminuted charcoal. This pit has been interpreted as a hearth and showed clear 
indications of burning in situ in the form of soil discolouration to a deep pink on its 
side and at its lip. 

Set around this hollow with its related fire-pit or hearth were a mass of stake-hole 
features together with a number of pits cut into the surface of the natural subsoil (Fig. 
4). This palimpsest of features probably does not relate to a single phase structure and 
may represent a series of replacements of possibly somewhat varying design. At all 
stages however the structure would appear, on the basis of the evidence available, to 
have been constructed 'lean-to' fashion against the enclosure wall which forms the 
eastern boundary of the terrace. The weather-proofing of this wall suggested above 
thus becomes a prerequisite for the use of this structure for occupation. Furthermore 
the height of the enclosure wall may to some extent be inferred from the existence of 
this fairly narrow house built against it; a height of much less than 1.75 m would seem 
unlikely. The tallest fallen orthostat in the wall is 2.15 m long and may in itself give us 
a fair indication of the average height at this point. 

At the northern end the wall of the timber structure, for at least one phase, seems to 
be clearly outlined by the existence of four substantial post-sockets (Fs 1, 3, 4 and 5) 
which presumably provided a frame upon which this end-wall of the house was built. F 
2 may possibly have provided a replacement element for F 3. This row of sockets 
however is clearly not the only end-wall structure on the site at this northern limit and 
a less substantial structural base can be observed comprising a shallow trough with a 
number of shallow and less shallow sockets associated with it (Fs 6, 7, 8, 8A, 9 and 10). 
This putative end-wall structure has the advantage of matching the distinctive inward 
sweep of the southern end-wall of the house and it is indeed possible that Fs 1, 3, 4 and 
5 relate to an entirely separate small structure built to the north of the lean-to house. 
This inward sweeping end-wall is matched by a similar structure at the southern end of 
the house where presumably much more evidence of replacement is present. Here an 
oblique line of post sockets (Fs 165, 167, 168 and 188) may indicate one possible frame 
but a whole series of stake- and post-holes around and outside this line may indicate 
repeated replacements. A prominent feature at this southern end, however, is the 
existence of a very substantial corner post (F 142) with a possible replacement or 
secondary strainer (F 139). This emphasis upon the substantial nature of the corner 
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posts of the house is repeated at the northern end where a sequence of replacement is 
possibly argued for by the existence of the complex of substantial posts in the NW 
corner (Fs 21, 22, 23, 24 and 30). The western wall of the house is again of very complex 
structure, possibly arguing for multi-phase replacement and reconstruction. Broadly 
speaking at all times this wall must have run roughly parallel to the enclosure wall and 
was built apparently upon a framework fundamentally dissimilar from that 
archaeologically attested for the end walls. It would appear to have been built on a 
base framework of closely spaced vertical stakes and hurdling might be suggested. It 
is difficult to determine whether the break in the west wall which coincides with the 
'working hollow' is an original structural feature or whether the 'working hollow' is 
secondary and has cut through the pre-existing wall of the house. If however we can 
assume that the two groups of features are contemporary, then it would appear likely 
that the 'working hollow' was set in the entrance and that the interruption in the wall 
of the house does indicate the entrance to the house in its west wall — certainly no 
other entrance is apparent. It would seem quite likely that such an activity area would 
be located outside and inside the door of the structure, as indeed it seems probable 
that the fire pit or hearth would also be situated here. 

Running into the interior of the structure from the point where the west wall 
encounters the 'working hollow' (F 114) on its northern edge is a further group of 
stake- and post-holes (Fs 55, 56, 57. 73. 74, 71 and 72). These may indicate some form 
of dividing wall setting off the northern end of the house from the 'working area' and 
hearth to the south, at one or more stages of the structure's existence. Set within this 
northern segment, cut into the floor, are a series of shallow pits (Fs 18, 34, 51, 70 and 
71). Both F 51 and 71 produced a large body of pottery representing most of one vessel 
(P 124) among others (PI. VIII), and it may be that at least some of these pits, their fill 
organically stained, were used for storage. None revealed any trace of burning in situ 
or of substantial pieces of charcoal. One may suggest therefore a clearly differentiated 
function between these pits and the fire-pit set on the south side of the 'working 
hollow'. The charcoals in all these features had largely been comminuted to a dense 
black sludge but a number of carbonised hazel nut-shells were retrieved. 

The means of roof support for this house are not clear. It is unlikely that a hurdling 
construction like the west wall could have supported a simple 'lean-to' penthouse roof 
dependent for its only other support upon the stone-built enclosure wall, and a gabled 
roof might seem more likely. This suggestion might be borne out by the existence of a 
number of more substantial posts set along the axis of the house (Fs 16, 14, 54, 71 and 
127) which may represent vertical supports (seemingly often replaced in the case of 
F14) for a gable. 

The Layer 4 occupation surface encountered on Site A1 was confined exclusively to 
the interior of this house. The area to the north of the 'working hollow' yielded a more 
variegated and stained surface, although this staining was of virtually no depth, being 
merely a discolouration of the surface of the natural subsoil, while to the south the 
floor appeared to be very much less stained. Again differential function between the 
three elements of the house would appear to be indicated — the northern area with pits 
in the floor and much staining, possibly set off by a partition from the central area of 
the 'working hollow', with the third southern area with little staining. In terms of 
overall size the northern area of the house is c. 3.2 m x c. 4 m (taking as a northern 
limit the inward sweeping depression F 9) — a size prompting ready comparison with 
the houses at Ballynagilly and at Fengate. The 'working hollow' of amorphous form is 
4.2 m x 2 m in its maximum axes, of which an area 1.6 m x 2 m is set outside the house 
to the west. The area to the south of the 'working hollow' is 3 m x 2.4 m in size. The 
overall dimension of the structure is thus 10.6 m x 3 m. It is, of course, a long 
rectangular house but this form is wholly dictated by the nature of its construction 
against the enclosure wall and may have no broader cultural significance. 

That the house persisted on the site for some time is, the writer would argue, clear 
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Fig. 6 
Carn Brea. Site Al; Sections. 

from the apparent degree of replacement of many of the structural members. 
Furthermore that it was not the only structure on the terrace may be indicated by a 
good deal of structural evidence outside the house, particularly at the southern end. 
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Fig. 7 
Cam Brea. Site Al; Fs 1-10, 14, 16, 17; Profiles and Plans. 

Whether these other structural elements were contemporary with the house or not 
cannot be known, nor can much be offered by way of their interpretation. 

One second phase of activity is however clear upon this terrace. At a time when the 
house had ceased to function as such, at least at its southern end, its post-holes which 
appear at this point to have been burnt out are directly sealed, as is the filling of the 
'working hollow' at its westernmost extremity (section C-D Fig. 6), by the 
construction of a fairly massive wall running NW-SE across the terrace and built up 
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Fig. 8 
Cam Brea. Site Al; Fs 11-13, 15, 18, 21-23, 26; Profiles and Plans. 

against the enclosure wall (Fig. 4). It is not possible to assign any date to this 
construction but the very direct relationship between the wall-base and the Neolithic 
cultural layer (Layer 4) and soil features lying directly beneath in a situation where soil 
accumulation is clearly occurring would argue for close proximity in time, suggesting 
that this cross-wall is also of Neolithic date. It may have been a replacement for the 
southern wall of the house, but probably represents re-use of the terrace under 
different organisation at a later stage. 
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SITE A1 

Fig. 9 
Carn Brea. Site Al; F24-25, F27-34, 39, 40; Profiles and Plans. 
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Fig. 10 
Carn Brea. Site D; Plan of excavated area; Occupation and structures behind the 

enclosure wall. 
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Cam Brea. Site D; Plan of earthfast features and key to feature numbers. 



CARN BREA 
SITE D 

Topsoil 
1 Brown gravelly soil 
1A Light orange brown gravelly soil 
1B Orange brown gravelly soil 
1C Yellow rabb redeposited 
1Ci Dark soil with castle debris 
2 Soft orange soil - subsoil 
3A Grey gritty soil 
4 Dark organic material 

Rotted bedrock 
Bedrock 
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Carn Brea. Site Al; Fs 35-38, 41-53; Profiles and Plans. 
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Fig. 14 
Carn Brea. Site Al; Fs 54-73; Profiles and Plans. 
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Cam Brea. Site Al; Fs 74-112, 115, 116; Profiles and Plans. 
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Fig. 16 
Carn Brea. Site Al; F113 (F114 Working Hollow see Fig. 6), Fs 117-160; Profiles and 

Plans. 
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SITE A 2 (plan Fig. 18, sections Fig. 19) 
Objectives 

The retrieval of a probable house platform on Site Al within a massive enclosure 
wall immediately prompted an enquiry which sought to test whether the arch-
aeologically expressed activity outside the wall was distinct from that within — to test 
whether the enclosive function was real in archaeological terms. It was to this end that 
Site A2 was opened in a level area just outside the enclosure wall and just below Site 
A l . 

CARN BREA 
SITE A2 

Features 

Fig. 18 
Cam Brea. Site A2; Plan of excavated areas, all features; the area immediately 

outside the enclosure wall. 



The Stratigraphy 
A series of six cuttings, set out on a 4 m grid, were opened in this area (Fig. 18). 

With the turf removed these revealed a stratigraphic sequence closely akin to that 
already observed on Site Al . Beneath the turf, Layer 1 comprised a dark brown loamy 
soil with a good deal of quartzite grit derived from granite decay. Artefacts of 
exclusively Neolithic type, where these were diagnostic, were derived from the body of 
this layer although a number of finds of recent material were encountered in the upper-
most parts of the deposit. It was clear from the very commencement of the invest-
igation in this area that the number of artefacts of Neolithic date recovered was less 
by c. 90% than that located on Site Al . No distinction was noted within this very 
uniform and even material as on Site A l (see Site A l Layers 1 and 1 A) and this deposit 
was directly superimposed upon the rabb on the upper (west) part of the site, although 
at the lower limit of the site, Layer 3, a yellow/brown gritty loam extremely similar to 
Layer 3 on Site Al lay between Layer 1 and the rabb. Both the junction of Layer 1 and 
Layer 3 and the rabb appear to have marked the Neolithic surface, i.e. that surface into 
which features of ascertainably Neolithic date were dug but, unlike on Site A l , no 
staining, smearing or indeed any other form of archaeological expression survived to 
clearly define that surface. 

This 'surface' was isolated over the whole area uncovered to reveal a completely 
different situation from that on Site A l , within the enclosure, just to the north. 

To the north side of the site the enclosure wall had tumbled outwards and 
downwards on to this surface. Further evidence of the Neolithic date of this collapse 
consisted of sherds of relatively unabraded Neolithic pottery (including one rim sherd 
exhibiting a platform lug — P 131) crushed by tumbled stones against the Neolithic 
surface. The evidence of this collapse on to a surface exhibiting little accumulation and 
unabraded contemporary material suggests a date for the collapse at a time when 
Neolithic material was still exposed on the site. Stones apparently relating to this wall 
collapse were set into the top of features cut into the subsoil surface. 

The Features 
The palimpsest of stake- and post-holes and other structural indications as well as 

the deposits suggesting occupation were all virtually absent on Site A2. A few 
possible stake-holes were present (Fs 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) but formed no coherent 
pattern and the stark contrast of density with Site Al is striking. This negative 
contrast is reinforced by the occurrence on this site of a number of features of a type 
not witnessed on Site A l or indeed elsewhere in the interior of the Eastern Summit 
enclosure. First, running on a N-S line obliquely from the enclosure wall, was a linear 
V-sectioned gully approximately 0.5 m wide and 0.3 m deep, filled with dark 
organically stained material and containing very few artefacts (three unfeatured 
sherds of somewhat abraded Neolithic pottery). The gully became less well-defined 
towards the south and terminated in an amorphous shallow depression at its south 
end through which stake-holes 2 and 3 were cut. Its function is not clear, but there was 
no indication that it had ever served as a basis for any structural support and its filling 
appeared to be sedimentary, implying that it had lain open for a considerable period 
and had slowly silted up. It was so sited that it could drain water away to the south, 
although why such a drainage feature should be necessary at this point is not clear. 
The lack of artefactual d6bris within it argues fairly strongly (in the context of Site 
Al) that, whatever its function, it cannot be said to be linked with prolonged localised 
occupation. 

The other features present on this site were of considerable interest, comprising five 
shallow scoops ranging in diameter from 0.5 m to 1.2 m and up to 0.2 m in depth. 
These were again filled with an even, fine textured, organically stained silt, within 
which were lenses or patches of charcoal. Fs 14 and 15 (PI. IX) exhibited charcoal 
burnt in situ to judge by the consequent pinkening of the subsoil at the sides of the 
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scoops which, in the case of F 14, was deposited after a short period when the scoop 
was left open to weather naturally — a thin layer of washed silt forming within the 
hollow from the uphill side. The fire colouring of the subsoil is concentrated on the SE 
side of F 14 and 15 and may well indicate that the wind was fanning the fire from the 
NW. Three other features (Fs 1, 7 and 16) were similar in complexion yielding blocks of 
charcoal within their washed filling; F 1 was directly sealed by a saddle quern 
weighing an estimated 75 kg. All produced Neolithic pottery in unabraded condition 
and flint work which, where diagnostic, was of similar date. None of this material can, 
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Carn Brea. Site A2; Sections; Fs 2-13 Profiles and Plans (Fs 1, 14, 15 see Section). 
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however, be said to be impacted in situ and would appear to be debris incorporated in 
the slow fill of the features. F 16 produced enough carbonised material to furnish a 
radiocarbon date (BM-823 2640 ± 90 be). 

It is difficult to indicate any clear function for these scoops in which burning has 
taken place. It may be that they represent simple hearths of a domestic nature, 
although no similar features occurred inside the enclosure wall at any point. Within 
the enclosure, however, other pits, associated with burning, of a deeper and smaller 
type, like the 'hearth' on Site A1 and Site J (see below), occurred where they are clearly 
associated with domestic activity. The existence of a number of hearths outside the 
enclosure might however be a readily understandable response to the dangers of fire 
within a densely packed and predominantly timber-built settlement. Some question 
must, however, still hang over these features which were, in at least one instance, dug, 
allowed to lie open for a period, with burning material subsequently placed in them. 
Such are the preservational vagaries of this site that these features could be the only 
archaeologically perceptible witness of far more complex extramural processes of a 
greater or lesser degree of perceived rationality. The abiding impression gained from 
Site A2 is, however, the total contrast, whatever its exact significance, between 
activity within and without the enclosure wall at two closely juxtaposed points. The 
writer feels that this evidence together with that gained from elsewhere on the site (see 
Site J) points to the severely enclosive function of the wall and the limitation of 
occupation to the interior. 
SITE D (plan Figs. 10-11, feature profiles Figs. 20-22, section Fig. 12) 
Objectives 

The objectives in the excavation of Site D followed naturally on from inferences 
provided by Sites A1/A2 and fell under three heads. Firstly it was a primary aim to 
examine a further stretch of the Neolithic enclosure wall on the eastern side of the 
Eastern Summit at a point where, unlike Site A, it lay in a very ruined condition on an 
even, if relatively steep, slope with no clear 'terrace' area behind it. It was hoped that 
this contrasting situation would provide new insights into the structure, function and 
nature of the enclosure wall and the area within it. Secondly it was hoped that, in the 
area immediately behind the ruined enclosure wall, the even slope would have caused a 
sufficiently rapid build-up of eroded soil to have preserved further in situ deposits. 
Thirdly, again as a function of the relatively even slope at this point, it was possible to 
examine a complete transect of the eastern slope of the Eastern Summit from the 
point where disturbance connected with the Castle rendered investigation fruitless 
down to and beyond the enclosure wall. This transect was limited in size because of the 
resources available during the two seasons 1971 and 1972. 

The Stratigraphy 
With the removal of the springy turf with its associated humic deposit, the soil 

sequence (Fig. 12) was that already familiar — two superimposed and very slightly 
variant deposits, comprising a fundamentally unitary sequence of soil-creep. Layer 1 
was an even, brown gritty soil much rooted and consequently fibrous in structure. 
Very large numbers of Neolithic artefacts including leaf-arrowheads and much 
abraded Neolithic pottery occurred within this layer, and within its uppermost 10 cm a 
quantity of recent material. Layer 1A/1B differs from Layer 1 chiefly in colour, being 
rather more orange in tone, if only marginally so, so that the junction of the two was 
often extremely difficult to detect in plan and could only be clearly seen in section. 
This lower layer was far less fibrous in structure due to its greater depth and the 
consequently reduced root penetration. It was also rather less gritty in texture and far 
greater quantities of apparently unassociated Neolithic pottery in abraded condition 
were located within it. 

Sealed beneath Layer 1A (IB appears only below the line of the enclosure wall), at 
points indicated upon the site plan (Fig. 10) and section (Fig. 12), a much truncated 
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and eroded Neolithic cultural layer survived (Layer 4) — a patchy amorphous deposit 
of dark greasy soil containing a good deal of very comminuted charcoal. This deposit 
displays a close spatial relationship with the structural features retrieved upon this 
site (see below), a relationship which may argue for their strict contemporaneity. The 
tops of the earth-fast features showed clearly through this eroded cultural surface. 

Beneath this deposit, where it occurs, there was located, consistently, a light grey 
deposit (Layer 3A) which also occurred in the vicinity of the enclosure wall and of the 
natural outcrops of granite. This deposit would appear to be kaolinised soil and related 
material eroded out of the rotted granite. 

SITE D 
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Fig. 20 
Cam Brea. Site D; Fs 1-30 Profiles and Plans. 
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Beneath Layer 3A and Layers 1A/1B lay a ubiquitous layer of yellow-orange soil 
(Layer 2), also apparently the product of soil-creep but completely sterile at any depth 
below the first 10 cm. Within this uppermost 10 cm band Neolithic material was 
encountered unassociated with any recognised dug features and which presumably 
was the product of prehistoric trampling and the activity of burrowing animals and 
earthworms. 

The soil situation as a whole on this site, in common with other areas of the Eastern 
Summit, is one of near totally destructive erosion taking place apparently both before 
the Neolithic occupation and since. At points further up the slope (which stands in 

Fig. 21 
Carn Brea. Site D; Fs 31-42, 44-48, 54-55; Profiles and Plans. 
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Carn Brea, Site D; Fs 39, 43, 50-53, 56-66; Profiles and Plans. 
excess of 15°) towards the Castle, the modern humus lies directly on a truncated 
natural subsoil surface or upon bedrock with Neolithic and recent artefactual material 
jumbled in a very narrow band of stratigraphy. Apparently much disturbance as well 
as erosion has taken place in these upper areas with recent rubbish burial, cable-laying 
and other activities creating havoc with what little prehistoric deposition has 
survived. At points in the westernmost part of the area, nearest to the Castle, patches 
of yellow redeposited rabb (Layer 1C) were intermingled with further disturbances 
showing traces of organic inclusion which contained much recent debris (Layer ICi). 
These deposits in turn lay superimposed upon Layer 2. Only directly behind the ruined 
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enclosure wall, which has acted as a kind of 'dam', has enough of this eroded material 
accumulated to give a measure of protection to existing deposits remaining beneath, 
thus enabling a significant degree of survival to occur in a narrow strip intimately 
related to the position of the wall. Perhaps, more graphically, this situation is 
illustrated by small 'towers' of impacted and relatively unabraded Neolithic pottery 
which sit upon the surface of Layer 2 and rise, in one instance, 10 cm from the surface 
of this level; this type of deposit may represent the base of a pit or other depression 
within which the vessel stood, the matrix having been entirely removed by erosion. 

The Enclosure Wall on Site D (see PI. XI ) 
Despite its very tumbled condition, the enclosure wall on Site D displays the 

juxtaposition of large blocks and fallen orthostats within the same structure already 
noted on Site A1 and to be seen on Site J (see below). Because of the totally ruined 
nature of the wall (undoubtedly partially attributable to stone-robbing for the 
construction of the Castle) and the consequent lack of any mutual dependence of one 
stone upon another, it proved possible to move with the limited resources available 
enough of the stone tumble to achieve a section through the enclosure wall, an 
objective which was not possible at any other point on the perimeter. None of the 
blocks removed over a randomly chosen section (A-B) weighed much in excess of an 
estimated 2.5 tons and it was found possible to handle all of those encountered by a 
practised group of up to six men using levers and 'trigging'. It should be emphasised 
however that in all instances this movement was downhill and involved no structural 
placement of the stone — only rolling away to a pre-selected dumping area. 

Little can really be said of the structure of the enclosure wall at this point (over and 
above the points made above), so ruined is its condition. It is even difficult to 
determine its exact prehistoric position other than by using the lower (east) boundary 
of Layer 4 as shown in Fig. 10 as a possible indication of its west face. 

Occupation Surfaces Present on Site D 
Layer 4 presented a much eroded and truncated area of occupation and activity set 

behind the enclosure wall. It comprised a greasy dark layer of much comminuted 
charcoal and other organic content abraded to a point where the content was a mere 
black paste. Its irregular outline most likely reflects the accidents of preservation 
rather than any prehistoric reality particularly on its upper (westernmost) edge. 
However there seems little reason to reject the limitation of the deposit at the 
northernmost and southernmost ends on the grounds of differential preservation. 
Over the southern portion of the deposit a mass of stone debris has accumulated which 
may be rearward tumble from the enclosure wall, but, in its clear divorce from the 
greater mass of wall debris, is perhaps more likely to represent a totally collapsed 
internal stone-built feature. In this context, the later construction directly on top of 
Neolithic levels of a wall running E-W away from the rear of the enclosure wall on Site 
A1 (see above) will be recalled, and a recurrent pattern of internal stone-built 
subdivision of the site after the initial phases of Neolithic settlement may be seen (see 
Site K below). The upper edge of the greater mass of enclosure wall debris occurs on a 
N-S line some 1.5 m to the east of the feature just described. If this limit of stone 
tumble can be accepted as an indication of the original inner line of the enclosure wall, 
then it is clear that the easternmost edge of the eroded occupation (Layer 4) lies 
approximately 1.5 m to the west of the enclosure wall limit and may thus represent the 
limit of some internal occupation unit. 

In summary, the Layer 4 deposit may reflect a defined stretch c. 6 m long of 
occupation behind the enclosure wall, in a similar position to the structure located on 
Site A l . That this Site D deposit may not lie contiguous to, but separately behind and 
parallel to, the enclosure wall is a possibility difficult to assess in the light of the 
condition of the enclosure wall itself and the soil remains as excavated. 
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The Features 
Appearing in the surface of Layer 4 were a number of post-holes, post gullies and 

stake-holes (Figs 17, 18 & PI. X). The layout of these features, which clearly represents 
a structure, or sequence of structures, apparently reflects in some degree the outline of 
Layer 4 and it may be suggested that this latter deposit and the structural traces may 
represent cognate expression of the same activity. Stratigraphically it would appear 
that the post-hole pattern, where it occurs in any relationship with Layer 4, is 
contemporary with that deposit in that the structure had been uniformly burnt and 
the burnt cores of the features showed through the Layer 4 deposit. One radiocarbon 
assay was obtained for block charcoal (oak) present in F 63 (BM-825 3049 ± 64 be) 
which may provide a contemporary determination for the Layer 4 deposit and, 
probably, a terminus ante quern for the construction of the enclosure wall which the 
structural complex appears to respect. 

The structural complex itself (Fig. 11) is extremely difficult to interpret. Fs 50, 51, 
52, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64 and 66 appear to represent a linear setting marking the south end 
of the structure possibly representing one wall. The close coincidence of the Layer 4 
deposit with this line is complementarily persuasive in this regard. Fs 50 and 51 may 
represent a fairly substantial corner support with a west wall represented by three 
features, 38, 39 and 41 and ultimately F 16 to the north. An alternative N-S wall line 
can possibly be seen in the posts and a possible construction trench (Fs 34, 35, 54, 55, 
64 and 65). Set outside this 'wall-line' are a series of less substantial structural 
features (Fs 15, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 47 and 48) possibly representing some kind of 
'annexe' on the west side — a suggestion again perhaps supported by the 
corresponding expansion of the Layer 4 deposit in this area. The existence of this 
extension may recall the extension of the 'working hollow' outside the house on its 
inner side on Site A l . 

Other than these hints as to individual structural elements there is little further that 
can be said regarding the size and form of any complete individual prehistoric 
structures to have existed on this site. It can, however, be suggested that complex 
structures did exist, almost certainly of more than one phase, and it would appear that 
this structure (or structures) differed radically in constructional technique from that 
recovered on Site Al . There is no evidence here of the light, multiple stake 
construction apparent in the west wall of the Site A l house; indeed the whole 
surviving remnant would appear to be of a more substantial build than any structural 
element retrieved elsewhere on the Eastern Summit. As on Site Al , however, there is 
clear evidence that all stages of structural development within this complex were 
destroyed by burning. 

To the south of this main structural complex on Site D lies a shallow depression (F 
67) which contained sherds of Neolithic pottery and flecks of charcoal and which may 
represent a pit base of otherwise unknown function. To the north, the Layer 4 
occupation deposit extends for 4 m in its irregular outline and a number of substantial 
structural features (Fs 14,16, 17 and 68) may be associated with it and would certainly 
seem to continue the intimate association between the enclosure wall and timber-built 
structures immediately inside its interior face. 

Most striking of all, perhaps, on Site D is the occurrence of structural features, of no 
clear pattern of distribution within the limited area excavated, at almost every point 
where such indications could be expected to survive. As will be seen in Fig. 10 the 
whole site is bisected by a massive outcrop of bedrock upon which, of course, no soil 
dug feature could possibly survive — although only post-Neolithic soil erosion may 
have revealed this bedrock. Yet in minor enclaves of soil to the south, north and west 
of this, perforce, sterile area, structural features consistently occur, to the south Fs 8, 
9 and 10 and to the north Fs 11, 12 and 13, neither group interpretable in any more 
positive way than as Neolithic structural features. Similarly, to the west of the 
bedrock outcrop, stake-holes associated with a probable pit base (F 7 containing three 
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sherds of Neolithic pottery) form a group which may have been a structural entity, 
possibly the corner of a larger rectangular structure with, to the west again, the much 
tumbled remains of a possible wall. However, from this point westward later 
disturbance becomes so great as to render the survival of Neolithic deposits in situ 
most unlikely. 

To the east, beneath the body of stone representing the enclosure wall, but only 
possibly sealed by that wall when it stood erect, was a fragment of a pit-like feature (F 
23) (Fig. 11 plan; Fig. 12 section) recovered during the sectioning of the wall debris in 
1972. It was not possible to reveal more of this feature due to the impracticability of 
removal of the stone tumble lying to the south of the section line. This feature had 
seemingly lain open for a long period. Its basal deposit consisted of soft orange soil, 
apparently Layer 2 material in weathered condition, probably derived from the 
weathering of the feature's sides and the backslip of material, most likely dug out, 
from the outer edge. Above this initial deposit lay a thick lens of grey gritty soil (Layer 
3A), which would appear to be a deposit derived from stone-rotting washed into the 
feature over a very extended period of time. Above this a very substantial block of 
grey/olive coloured, organically stained, material producing unabraded Neolithic 
artefacts lay directly sealed beneath probable wall tumble. It may be suggested, from 
evidence on Site J (see below) that F 23 represents the butt of an irregularly cut, 
interrupted, ditch-like feature set outside the enclosure wall. If this interpretation is 
correct, it would suggest that the wall tumble has slumped downhill in its entirety and 
that the base of the wall was at this point a little over 2 m in width. This would accord 
well with the width of the wall on Site A l , where the dimensions are clearly defined by 
the lean-to structure and the precipitous edge of the outcrop. 

The evidence from Site D reflects two fundamental aspects of the site at Carn Brea 
during the 1970-3 excavation. It emphasises the poverty of preservational conditions 
on large tracts of the site as a result, primarily, of large-scale natural erosion but also 
of subsequent disturbance. It also emphasises that excavation so far undertaken is 
essentially of an exploratory nature and that much greater resources will be necessary 
to enable the very large scale stripping and treatment of surfaces necessary to build up 
the recurrent patterns of structural form which at present can only be indicated as 
isolated and incoherent instances. Nevertheless to the writer it would appear that the 
Site D evidence would indicate, as a sample of the Eastern Summit surface, that where 
reasonable prospect occurs, structural evidence is present, and that, at least in some 
instances, these structures relate to planned occupation — even if this must remain ill-
understood. The very large quantities of artefactual debris from the site argue equally 
for the occupation having been intensive. Among the artefactual debris particularly to 
be noted is, as on Site Al , the occurrence of very large numbers indeed of both broken 
and incomplete leaf-arrowheads. 

SITE J (Plan Fig. 23; feature profiles Figs. 26-27; section Fig. 24) 
Objectives 

From surface indications this site appeared to represent another terrace-like feature 
some 4-5 m wide set behind the enclosure wall. It thus, in some measure, replicated the 
situation already described upon Site Al , but differed in two distinct features which, it 
was felt, might yield information relating to yet further aspects of activity on this site. 
First the rear edge of the terrace was not marked by any natural obstacles but by what 
appeared to be further walling in much tumbled condition. Secondly the enclosure wall 
was not, as on Site A l , set above a massive natural obstacle but simply upon a 
relatively slight break in the slope of the hill. In short the situation on Site J was an 
amalgamation of those observed on Sites D and A and it was hoped that the 
juxtaposition of traits might lead to elucidation of both situations. 

The Stratigraphy 
With the turf, containing large quantities of recent debris, removed, an already 
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Fig. 25 
Carn Brea. Site K; Plan of excavated area — all features. 
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familiar soil situation was revealed (Fig. 24). On the terrace itself and in a substantial 
area opened outside the enclosure wall a uniform layer of brown gritty soil occurred 
(Layer 1A). Again this soil changed with increasing depth, assuming a yellower tint 
and becoming less gritty in texture (Layer IB). This latter deposit, in turn, rested upon 
a clean orange brown soil, quite sterile of artefacts, which represented the natural 
subsoil surface of the site (Layer 1C). Within Layer 1A quantities of Neolithic 
artefactual material were recovered, particularly at the SW extremity of the site. 
Again a very large number of leaf-arrowheads were recovered from the terrace in this 
derived context. The major concentration of these finds occurred at the junction of 
Layers 1A and IB, with a notable fall-off in the density as Layer IB was penetrated. 
On the terrace itself disturbance had taken place of the upper part of Layer 1A and of 
the humus layer during the insertion of a cable. The cut for this cable had penetrated 
Layer 1A but was not visible in section, an effective illustration of the difficulties of 
interpretation inherent in the prevalent soils of the site. 

The terrace had quite clearly been assiduously cleaned of stone at some point in its 
history and a substantial stone pile-cum-wall built to the west (rear) of the site as well 
as the enclosure wall to the east. Even with only the humus removed, it was 
immediately clear that a differential archaeological situation applied along a strip 
behind the enclosure wall approximately 2-2.5 m wide. Immediately beneath the turf 
in this strip lay a gritty soil of similar texture to Layer 1A but of a grey tone 
incorporating a mass of kaolinised material (Layer lAi) as a result of the proximity of 
the enclosure wall and the occurrence over its whole area of a mass of small stone, 
which had presumably tumbled inwards from the make-up of the enclosure wall (PI. 
XIV.) The nature and original function of this material has been discussed in the 
context of the precisely similar occurrence on Site A l . This deposit lay within a hollow 
approximately 2 m wide, which ran the entire excavated length of the terrace 
immediately behind the enclosure wall. The deposit (Layer lAi) became extremely 
hard and concreted as it dropped into the depression and was most difficult to work, 
archaeologically, as large numbers of small finds were set within its cement-like grasp. 
Beneath it lay a homogeneous grit-free greasy brown soil (Layer 2), which extended 
over the whole area of the depression from its centre to abut the inner face of the 
enclosure wall — clearly post-dating the erection of the wall. This accumulation is 
regarded as a deposit formed during Neolithic occupation of the site attaining a 
maximum thickness of some 20 cm. No soil variegation or dug features were apparent 
within it, although large numbers of Neolithic artefacts were recovered, mostly 
abraded. At no point did this deposit (Layer 2) appear to underlie the enclosure wall 
but it consistently oversailed a further deposit — a lens of very dark organic material 
(Layer 2B) lying at the very base of the depression. Again Layer 2B contained 
substantial quantities of Neolithic artefactual debris and much of the pottery amongst 
this was in very crushed condition, suggesting that this deposit had been much 
trampled and compacted. This suggestion was confirmed in some measure by the 
hardness of this deposit and the presence on its upper surface of a black ironstained 
hardpan (Layer 2C) where percolation from the upper deposits had terminated. Layer 
2B lay directly upon the base of the hollow and Neolithic pottery in unweathered 
condition had been crushed into the natural subsoil surface. This layer abutted on its 
innermost (western) edge against a derived deposit of orange-brown soil, apparently 
natural subsoil which had rapidly weathered back into the hollow after its 
construction (Layer 1C). 

In summary, the sequence of activity on the terrace of Site J within the enclosure 
wall would appear to be as follows. A linear hollow was probably dug along its forward 
edge prior to the construction of the enclosure wall. After its construction an 
accumulation of weathered natural soil took place within its base (Layer 1C). 
Occupation activity then took place within the hollow on top of this initial silting 
leading to the development of a substantial occupation deposit (Layer 2B) in the south 

4 5 



Fig. 26 
Carn Brea. Site J; Fs 1-6 Profiles and Plans; Site H — Section (See Fig. 39) 

end of the depression with a hard trampled surface (Layer 2C). This surface became an 
impediment to percolation over time and was thus enhanced, archaeologically by 
hardpan deposits. The occupation deposit (Layer 2) developed, built up against, and 
sealed the stones of the enclosure wall. This deposit is, in turn, sealed by a layer (lAi) 
containing much small stone debris and kaolinised soil, which presumably represents 
the protracted decay of the enclosure wall, although the large stone members of the 
wall have in all instances fallen outwards and downhill. Built up against this deposit 
on the inner (western) side is a mass of laterally derived soil containing many abraded 
Neolithic artefacts from locations further up the slopes of the Eastern Summit. 
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The Features 
In plan, the linear hollow behind the enclosure wall appears to divide into two lobate 

segments or elements separated by a marked central constriction. It Is not clear, from 
the perceived archaeological evidence, what activity this structure represented. It is 
clear that the southern segment of the depression contained within Layer 2 a very 
substantially higher percentage of Neolithic cultural material than did the northern 
segment. The very few structural features on the site also occurred in the southern 
pert of the terrace indicating that some occupation structure may have stood OP the 

Carn Brea. Site J; Fs 7-21 (F17 see Fig. 24 Section). 
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southern part of the terrace of which the depression was an integral part. The linear 
depression might be seen as another archaeological expression of the kind of lean-to 
structure observed upon Site A l (see above), and some support may be gained for this 
suggestion from a number of highly evanescent and, frankly, dubious small features 
(Fs 7-13) resembling shallow stake-holes cut at one point within Layer 1C on the 
innermost edge of the depression. Despite careful inspection however such features 
were not recorded elsewhere along the edge of the depression and during and after 
excavation their status was at all times regarded as doubtful. Fs 1-5 in the inner part 
of the Site J terrace were all fairly clearly structurally related and F 6 was a charcoal-
filled fire-pit of precisely the type located within the house on Site A l (PI. XV and see 
below Site K). Here burning had taken place in situ as indicated by the pink 
discolouration of the surrounding natural soil. Fs 14 and 15 were located within the 
depression and of these F 15 is almost certainly structural to judge by its form, fill and 
stone packing. An isolated stakehole (F 16) may give further indication of the 
existence of associated structures here. Clearly no recognisable unitary structure 
emerges from the perceived extant remains on Site J but equally clearly occupation 
had taken place with a considerable concentration of debris contained within the linear 
depression running behind and parallel with the enclosure wall. The lobate form of this 
depression may represent different units of activity and the substantially enhanced 
density of artefacts within the southern segment may suggest that occupation 
principally occurred within this area. 

The Enclosure Wall and its Construction. (PI. XII and XIII) 
The enclosure wall on Site J was probably in the best condition to be observed 

anywhere on the Eastern Summit. Facing slabs still stood in position both on the 
outer and inner faces, clearly indicating an original width for the wall again in the 
region of 2 m. Plate XII demonstrates the massive and very serious nature of this 
defensive line. Once again we would appear to be in the presence of a structure of high 
prestigious and strategic significance. At one point three great orthostats, each 
weighing in excess of two and a half tons, stand in line forming the outer face of the 
Neolithic wall and these 'standers' clearly formed an important element of the face 
bonding, and of the architectural impression which such a wall must have created in 
the minds of its beholders. Such stones must have required considerable 
organisational and labour resources to garner from the surrounding slopes, to offer up 
into position and to adjust (see below). The sequence of construction can only be 
guessed at on a priori grounds. It is likely that the majority of the stone for the 
construction would have been obtained from outside the settlement area. If this 
assumption is correct, then the inner facing wall with its dug earth sockets would have 
been the first element constructed. Probably then the 'standers' of the external facing 
would be erected, and then the inner filling of the wall dragged in and stacked. The 
upper part of the wall would then be built, probably using ramps, and the structure 
finally trimmed by the insertion of small stones to fill cavities. 

Again on a priori grounds it would not have been logical for the builders of this 
Neolithic defensive circuit to have encumbered their movements by the construction 
of any obstacle between the wall and the source of at least some of the raw material for 
the construction of that wall. That such an obstacle — a ditch — exists would appear 
to argue for its secondary status in the constructional sequence. 

The Extra-Mural Ditch. 
Outside the wall on Site J the defensive nature of that structure was reinforced by 

the presence of a ditch — discontinuous but substantial. Already on Site D, allusion 
has been made to the discovery of a feature outside the enclosure wall (F 23) which 
suggested the butt of an interrupted ditch. The ditch on Site J extended for a distance 
c. 6 m to the south before terminating against a mass of bedrock which rises to the 

4 8 



present day surface in the centre of the site. It was dug through the subsoil down to 
the surface of the native bedrock. No attempt, however, appears to have been made to 
penetrate the bedrock surface in any way. However it does appear that considerable 
efforts were undertaken to clean the surface of the bedrock with very great care — its 
interstices being everywhere filled with weathered silt and not with remnant natural 
subsoil. It is, of course, difficult to suggest any rational explanation for this practice, 
although it may be the result of repeated ditch cleaning not evidenced 
stratigraphically. It is clear from the stratigraphy of the ditch fill on both Site J and 
on Site D, with the initial silting of dug bank material from the outer edge (Layers 5 
and 6), that the spoil derived from the digging of this feature was formed into a low 
bank on the outer hp — forming a 'counterscarp' feature. This mode of disposal argues 
convincingly, in association with other evidence which will be presented, for the 
contemporaneity of this interrupted ditch feature with the wall, because, due to the 
proximity of the wall, the dumping of the spoil to the inside of the ditch would not be 
possible. Above the initial band of relatively clean and almost sterile silting was a 
thick deposit of dark brown greasy soil with a high charcoal-fleck content and a very 
substantial number of artefacts including greenstone axe fragments and much pottery 
in fresh, unabraded condition. The charcoal content was concentrated in a series of 
lenses at the top of the layer. In the body of Layer 3 calcined bone occurred in very 
small quantities and this, in conjunction with smears of comminuted charcoal and 
much patchy dark staining, possibly indicates that this material originated in organic 
domestic debris thrown over the wall into the ditch, and in discoloured seepage 
through the wall. 

Throughout the fill of the ditch small stones from the packing and trigging of the 
wall occur within the silty deposits, but wall stones of very considerable size occur 
sealed into the middle and upper ditch fill, which, presumably, indicates that the 
serious collapse of the wall was in progress while the ditch was substantially open. It 
may also imply that occasional tumbled stones and domestic debris were allowed to 
accumulate, after an initial phase, when the function of the ditch as a defence had 
ceased. The occurrence of unabraded Neolithic pottery within the uppermost levels of 
Layer 3, at points sealing collapsed stones, appears to indicate also that the 
occupation of the site continued for an appreciable period after the initial depletion of 
the wall had commenced. 

Outside the enclosure wall and its related ditch, the stratigraphy was essentially 
similar to that within the enclosure — a humic topsoil concealing one layer (1A) 
superimposed upon another (IB) the uppermost being a brown gritty soil with the 
lower being marginally more yellow in colour and markedly less gritty in texture. At 
the junction of these two layers, which would appear to represent the Neolithic 
contemporary land surface, eleven leaf-arrowheads were found, although other 
artefact types at this point outside the enclosure were distinctly rare. The situation 
here is essentially very similar to that on Site A2 with no perceptible 'surface' relating 
to the Neolithic occupation but features and artefactual material occurring apparently 
unassociated with any recurrent horizon. Outside the ditch no trace persists of the 
counterscarp bank which the asymmetrical filling of the ditch itself indicates may well 
have existed. Only four soil-dug features were recorded outside the ditch. F 18 was an 
apparent single and isolated stake-hole driven into the very lip of the prehistoric ditch 
and Fs 19 and 21 were unclear, shallow and somewhat amorphous hollows filled with 
slightly stained soil but containing no artefacts. F 20 is altogether more interesting in 
that it was a shallow depression some 20 cm deep with a dark charcoaliferous fill 
containing a few very tiny fragments of calcined bone and some carbonised hazelnut 
shells. There was no clear indication in this instance of burning in situ but the parallels 
of morphology, filling and location with five somewhat similar hearth-like features on 
Site A2 can be noted as lending strength to the argument that these features bear 
witness to some consistent and carefully segregated activity, whether rational or not, 
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restricted to the exterior of the settlement enclosure. Once again the very marked 'fall-
off ' in the quantity of artefacts and the virtual absence of structural indications 
outside the settlement enclosure is also impressive. 

The Site J terrace produced, therefore, somewhat enigmatic indications of the 
nature of activity and construction which took place on its interior surface although, 
as in the case of Site Al , some type of 'lean-to' structure against the enclosure wall 
would appear to be one likely interpretation. That this occupation was a long-term one 
and was multiphase was indicated by the creation of the linear hollow and by the 
nature of the stratigraphy within it. It is indeed likely that occupation on this terrace 
occurred both before and after the erection of the enclosure wall. 

The enclosure wall on Site J stands in a fine state of preservation not encountered 
elsewhere on the site and it is here that the clearest insight is to be gained as to its 
original form and stature. The indubitable seriousness of purpose is perhaps to be 
sensed in the nature and scale of the construction and the 'architectural' elements of 
the standing orthostats in the wall facing. The evidence for the substantial height of 
the wall derived from its consistently narrow base (approximately 2 m wide) and the 
very considerable amount of debris fallen forward from it, suggests an original height 
well in excess of 2 m. This impressive defensive line was reinforced on its outer limit by 
the excavation of an interrupted ditch — the interruption on Site J coinciding with a 
massive surface outcrop of bedrock, probably impenetrable to Neolithic technology. 
On Site D however the interruption — if indeed it is a ditch butt that we observe on 
this site (F 23) — does not appear to coincide with any natural obstacle and would 
appear to be part of the well-known constructional tradition widely evidenced 
elsewhere in the Southern British and indeed European Middle Neolithic. The bank of 
this ditch appears to have been built on its outer lip — an apparently unique feature 
for this period — to produce a counterscarp structure which may, of course, have borne 
some type of timber superstructure although no evidence could exist at the points 
excavated to confirm or contradict this suggestion. 

SITE K. (Plan Figs 25, 28; feature profiles Figs. 29-32; section Fig. 32) 
Objectives 

The objectives in the excavation of Site K were threefold. Firstly the intention was 
to open a further terrace set behind the enclosure wall but one located on the western 
side of the Eastern Summit. Secondly it was on this side of the summit that Burnard's 
and Thurstan Peter's accounts indicate that the maximum disturbance associated 
with their investigation took place. It was clearly important to assess the extent of 
this damage. Thirdly this terrace was a very large one (see Fig. 25), some 9 x 12 m, and 
although it was possible only to examine half of its area, it was felt that a rather more 
complex structural situation might have occurred here than on the smaller, narrower 
terraces like Sites A l and J. 

The terrace (PI. XVII) was defined on its rearward (south-eastern) side by a massive 
outcrop of granite bedrock upon which had been piled, apparently as a structured wall, 
a mass of stone. On the south western side, the terrace was defined by further massive 
outcrops but the inner face of these outcrops appears to have been heightened and 
more clearly defined by the construction of walling of large stone blocks with a clearly 
visible basal course of facing slabs. The upper structure of this wall had clearly 
collapsed and a mass of stone debris was located to the north east. Immediately inside 
this wall four further large masses of bedrock jut through the soil surface of the 
terrace. At the southern corner of the terrace a narrow gap in the bedrock massif was 
located, blocked by stone tumble, while to the north west a broad gap occurred where 
surface indications were visible of a wall built of very massive slab blocks of rock. This 
wall was in very ruined condition as much of the stone had tumbled away down the 
steep incline to the north-west of the site. The wall was, in turn linked to the great 
massif of rock which forms the northern corner of the terrace while its eastern flank 
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was marked by surface indications of a further line of substantially built walling. The 
enclosure area of the terrace amounts to some 75 sq. m of level ground largely clear of 
rock and obstructions. 
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The Stratigraphy 
The removal of turf containing much recent debris, revealed a humic layer on this 

western side of the summit characterised by an incipient development of leaching 
which also occurred within the upper fill of F 4 (see below). Beneath the humus a 
stratigraphy was revealed which comprised very similar derived deposits to those 
recognised on the eastern side of the summit, without, however, the binary division 
consistently noted there. Beneath the humus layer (Layer 1) was a unitary layer of 
yellow-brown gritty soil (Layer 2) which in turn lay directly upon natural rabb. Here a 
further distinction was observed from the soil sequence on the eastern side. 
Apparently on Site K, as we shall also observe on Site E, no laterally derived deposits 
had accrued prior to the Neolithic occupation, and the archaeological evidence 
witnessing that occupation rests upon, and dug into, the natural rabb and not pre-
existing deposits of eroded material. This distinction is perhaps to be expected upon 
the lesser slopes and broader level areas of this western flank. 

The uniformity of Layer 2 on this site was interrupted only by a substantial disturb-
ance (F 4)—an unevenly shaped depression dug from the level immediately below the 
present day humus. The existence of three 'caches' of small finds around F 4 stratified 
within the humic layer and the presence of 19th century bottle glass within it led to the 
conclusion that this feature was a pit dug during the archaeological investigations by 
Thurstan Peter in the 1890s. The pit is situated, as one might expect, nearly central to 
the terrace, penetrating to an even depth, carefully respecting the surface of the 
subsoil. The ease with which this level appears to have been worked to and the gently 
sloping form of the sides of the depression might be seen as an indication of the use of 
the long-handled Cornish shovel—an implement which one would certainly expect 
Peter's labourers to have been using. So scrupulously is the subsoil surface respected 
(and it will be noted on Site B and H below that this is a recurrent feature of Peter's 
work) that it was possible to locate and excavate prehistoric dug features still set 
within the subsoil surface and undisturbed by Peter's work. The fill of Thurstan 
Peter's pit (F 4) comprised a relatively loosely packed soil of mixed colour ranging 
from yellow to dark brown in well-defined patches. Many small stones also occurred in 
the fill and the whole gives the impression of deliberate backfill after excavation. 

The Features 
In the surface of the rabb subsoil the stake-hole and post-hole features on the site are 

revealed as dark grey colour changes. The majority of the stake-holes are between 3 
and 5 cm deep, and it does appear likely that some erosion of the whole subsoil surface 
on the site has taken place. A thin smear of iron-panning occurred on the subsoil 
surface outside F 4 as a result of percolation and mineral transfer from the soils above. 
Within the limits of F 4 it presumably had been removed from the surface by the 
earlier excavators. 

The Layer 2 soil which concealed the subsoil once again produced quantities of 
uncontexted Neolithic artefacts although a far lesser proportion of the total site 
inventory than was the case in the superficial layers on Sites A 1 and D. In the circum-
stances of Site K, with the massive and steep outcrops at the rearward (east) side of 
the terrace, it is difficult to conceive of this material being derived from contexts 
further up the slope of the Eastern Summit. The context of this superficial layer is 
therefore more readily interpreted as material derived by animal, earthmoving and 
root activities. 

The evidence as retrieved from the subsoil surface on this site can be discussed 
under three heads—firstly stone structures, secondly, earth-fast sockets for timber 
structural uprights set within the subsoil, and thirdly, the deposits of material located 
in situ lying upon the subsoil surface. 

The walling of the outer limits of the terrace has already been discussed from the 
point of view of its superficial indications. Apart from the 'revetting' of already 
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present bedrock masses, the main wall construction is on the north-east side of the 
site, facing outwards from the Eastern Summit, where very massive slabs indeed have 
been erected and in all cases now have toppled downwards and outwards. In two 
instances these slabs were estimated as weighing well in excess of three tons. Fs 80 
and 137a and b would appear to be the shallow sockets into which three of these great 
slabs were set. 

In the southern corner of the terrace a narrow gap occurs in the bedrock outcrops. 
This gap had been blocked by tumbled stone from wall construction on the southern 

Fig. 29 
Carn Brea. Site K; Fs 1-39 Profiles and Plans. 
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side and beneath this substantial mass of stone debris lay a hard black deposit much 
stained by comminuted charcoal and other organic material. This deposit, 35 cm deep 
at its maximum extent, contained large quantities of unabraded pottery and worked 
flint, much of it burnt. Despite the lack of any identifiable organic material, the nature 
of the artefacts and of the deposit itself suggest an origin as midden debris. Directly 
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beneath this deposit, set upon the natural rabb surface, were four paving slabs at the 
narrowest point of the defile. Two other paving slabs to the north of this gap were set 
against a massive orthostat marking the corner of the revetment of the rock outcrop 
on the south-west side of the terrace. 
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The Site K Gateway (see PI XVI) 
It appears that, here, a natural gap in the bedrock has been paved and its sides 

revetted with orthostats to form a gateway to the terrace from outside the main 
Eastern Summit enclosure. It may be suggested that, after a period of use of uncertain 
length, the gateway was abandoned, although occupation of the terrace continued and 
the recess formed by the gate became the receptacle for a substantial deposit of 
midden debris. 

The gateway itself is of some interest. No evidence whatever was located for any 
timber furbishment of this entrance and its form is to a large extent dictated by the 
placement of natural masses of bedrock on either side. Nevertheless at its outer and 
innermost limits clear attempts have been made by the disposition of slab orthostats 
to render access to the entrance passage as narrow as feasibly convenient—the inner 
and outer constrictions to the gate passage being only just over one metre in width. 
That such deliberate constriction was undertaken for defensive reasons may be 
suggested and that such an entrance was only usable by traffic on foot seems to be 
self-evident. Even the carriage of substantial burdens (lengths of timber, animal 
carcasses) would have been rendered difficult and the passage of animals on foot would 
have been very awkward. It seems clear that this gate was a 'wicket' for access by 
individuals on foot to the Eastern Summit enclosure. Its very awkwardness may 
indeed have been a key factor which led to its eventual abandonment and use as a 
niche for the discharge of occupation debris. The gateway appears not to have been 
constructed upon any locally previously existing occupation, and its paving slabs and 
orthostats were grounded upon quite clean rabb. This situation contrasts with that 
possibly apparent on the western side of Site K and indeed on Site J where some 
evidence can be seen for activity prior to the erection of the enclosure wall. 

The presence of substantial quantities of midden d6bris both here and elsewhere on 
this terrace points clearly to a domestic function for this part of the site at, at least, 
one stage of its use. The second very substantial mass of midden debris was located on 
the southern side of the terrace, again in a niche, on this occasion quite natural, formed 
by masses of bedrock (Fig. 25). Again the deposit was dark black/grey in colour and of 
gritty texture. The dark component was apparently much comminuted charcoal and 
the whole deposit had concreted with compaction and leaching to almost unworkable 
hardness. The deposit was some 15-20 cm thick in its most substantial areas and was 
clearly, as with the deposit in the south gateway, the comminuted, leached and 
compressed rump of deposits originally of much greater depth. Leaching had indeed 
stained brown the yellowish natural rabb that lay beneath (Fig. 32). Amongst the large 
body of sherds and flintwork located within the midden were the fire-crazed and 
broken fragments of two polished flint axes (L 174 and 175) and the broken and partly 
used fragments of a nodule of flint with quite unweathered cortex. Of course, as 
elsewhere, no bone, block charcoals of molluscs remained within the make-up of this 
deposit. It is, in fact, only the basic composition of the deposit, its richness in 
artefactual debris and its location which allow the term 'midden' to be applied. 

The other principal feature of the prehistoric surface on this terrace was the fairly 
dense distribution of earth-fast features, apparently representing the bases of dug 
sockets for posts, driven sockets for stakes, and pits. Once again, only by the outer 
wall of the terrace, where erosion appears to have been least catastrophic, does any 
trace survive of any occupation surface; here were seven discrete and much weathered 
lenses of dark material, less than 1 cm thick, of organically enriched soil. The location 
of these patches close to the enclosure wall, in conjunction with a discrete pattern of 
stake-holes in the same area (Fs 21-26, 29, 30, 47, 126, 127, 129-131), may be 
interpreted as evidence for a structure immediately behind the enclosure wall, as 
would appear to be the case certainly on Site A l and probably on Sites J and D. The 
sockets (Fs 137, 137b and 80) for the inner enclosure wall slabs, however, indicate that 
any structure with its inner wall defined by the above pattern of stake-holes would 
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Cam Brea. Site K; Section; F 137 Profile and Plan. 

have been very narrow indeed—little over a metre in width. However it does seem 
possible that this line of stake-holes may relate to a number of features (Fs 96-100, 128, 
132, 133 and 137a) marking out a rectilinear structure 2 m x 3 m. If such a structure 
did exist, it clearly either predated the erection of the enclosure wall or post-dated its 
complete collapse out and away from its earth-fast sockets. The first alternative seems 
more likely, although it was not possible to observe any differentiation in filling type 
to establish any priority between F 137 and 137a which might have helped to resolve 
the issue. The 'patch' of the organic deposit which oversails F 137b did appear to seal 
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Fs 98 and 90, the fillings of which were not visible through the surface of the deposit. 
That these two stake-holes were disused when the occupation deposit cognate with the 
enclosure wall was laid down perhaps strengthens the likelihood that structural 
activity predated the enclosure wall. 

Whatever the case, the division of the area of the Site K terrace excavated between 
the concentration of features discussed above and the larger and more dispersed group 
to the east is a clear one and may indicate the presence of two main structural 
complexes at its south end, no doubt representing, however partially, recurrent 
replacements of possibly varying function. 

That replacement did occur is indicated by the presence of a stratified sequence in 
the east part of the site where one structure is clearly succeeded by a series of others. 
Sadly this stratigraphy is isolated and cannot be tied to the problematic sequence 
outlined above in the area to the west close to the enclosure wall. Initially Fs 31-33 
were cut into the natural rabb. These apparently represented a post structure, or one 
part thereof, with posts set into dug sockets joined by a narrower slot perhaps to 
support upright planking between the support members. This type of structure calls 
to mind elements of structural detail in the features present immediately behind the 
enclosure wall on Site D. The fill of these features on Site K contained bodies of 
comminuted charcoal, perhaps suggesting the destruction of the structure by fire, but 
no finds were located. This structure is covered by a layer, from 5 to 10 cm thick, of 
sterile gritty loam, apparently soil creep from the rearward edge of the terace which 
reaches across the site. Into this level of soil creep the remaining structural features on 
the site were cut: a palimpsest of flimsy stake-holes with two narrow groove-like 
gulleys (Fs 104 and 113); and two pits which were shallow and featureless (Fs 41 and 
87); and one pit (F 109) which was 50 cm deep, steep-sided and flat-bottomed and had 
been packed with stones and much charcoal as well as a fragmentary artefact of tuff 
(CO 367, 73/1129). Discolouration of the sides of pit F 109 indicates that the materials 
had been burnt in situ and the packing placed in the pit after the burning. It is possible 
that this pit represents another 'fire-pit' type hearth similar to those located on Sites 
A l (F114) and J (F6). It is not possible to suggest any integral structure or sequence of 
such structures from the stake-hole and post-hole evidence located and retrieved. 
However it would seem likely that several structures did exist in this area of the site 
and at more than one phase. 

The results from Site K, where the southern half of a terrace was excavated, show 
evidence of very limited reliability for the existence of structures prior to the erection 
of the enclosure wall, evidence possibly supportive of similarly tenuous indications on 
Site J. On the interior of the terrace, unlinked stratigraphically with the enclosure 
wall, two phases are again visible, with a fragment of a ground-fast timber structure 
with dug post-sockets joined by a narrower gulley—possibly for upright planks. Then 
at a later phase, apparently after a period of non-activity on the site, further structures 
of uncertain form were built. The disposition of deposits apparently representing 
midden debris, at two points in the southern area of the terrace, would seem to argue 
that, at least at some stages, these structures were of a domestic character. The 
existence of one possible pit-hearth (F 109) adds further weight to this suggestion. The 
defensive character of the enclosure is perhaps emphasised by the visible design 
features of the narrow 'wicket gate'. The long period of occupation is equally 
suggested by the construction and use of this gate prior to its blocking by midden 
debris presumably derived from occupation within the enclosure. 

SITE E (plan Fig. 33; section Fig. 34) 
Objectives 

This site was excavated to examine a further area of the Neolithic enclosure in the 
SW sector, thus providing a view of activity in all sectors except the damaged N and 
NW area. Furthermore the surface within the enclosure wall here was almost level, 
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which had allowed an almost unique occurrence on the site—the collapse of facing 
slabs of the wall inwards on to the prehistoric surface within the enclosure. It was 
hoped that such collapse might have sealed and protected Neolithic material and 
deposits and furthermore enabled the retrieval of more secure contexts for dating. 

Site E was set on a stretch of about 25 m of massive enclosure wall between two 
vertically faced granite outcrops to the south and the north. The wall itself was of very 
massive construction, utilising very large blocks of granite many weighing in excess of 
two to three tons. It had been badly damaged and its form somewhat confused by 
blasting carried out during the later 19th century to carry the present day track on to 
the Eastern Summit to service the Castle (see PI. XVIII). In the writer's view, in the 
absence of any evidence elsewhere and on grounds of the palpable suitability of the line 
of the present day track as a point of access to the Eastern Summit, this blasting and 
the consequent track construction probably destroyed the main Neolithic entrance to 
the enclosure. If this suggestion is valid, Site E would he just to the south of this 
entrance. Large blocks of granite, d6bris from the blasting, had been dragged on to the 
area of Site E to clear the way for the track and, while posing serious obstructional 
problems to excavation, confused the outline of the enclosure wall. Further 
disturbance of a very much less substantial kind had been created by the laying of an 
alkathene water pipe to the castle. 

The Stratigraphy 
The turf contained much recent material—apparently this relatively sheltered niche 

had been selected on many occasions for 'picnics' of a more or less alcoholic nature. 
Beneath it was a thin lens of grey, leached soil barely visible in section, presumably 
the result of leaching of fairly recent date linked with the impoverishment of the local 
soil environment over the last century. The interstices of the wall were filled with 
humic material which contained a very weathered Group XVI axe (S6, CO 334, 71/219; 
Fig. 64) and here, beneath the humus, a thick deposit was encountered of grey gritty 
soil in highly concreted state (Layer 2A; Fig. 34)—the product of the rotted surface of 
the granite blocks which compose the wall. 

Within the enclosure wall the humic deposit with the minimal 'smear' of leaching at 
its base gave way to a brown gritty soil (Layer 2), paralleled universally elsewhere on 
the site and the product of lateral erosion. This layer contained abraded sherds of 
Neolithic pottery and quantities of flint-work, apparently all derived from now eroded 
contexts further up the slope of the Eastern Summit. No medieval or recent material 
occurred within this layer. In the south part of Site E this layer appears to have been 
uniformly disturbed from a point just below the present turf line (Fig. 34); and this 
disturbance is probably evidence of further digging by Thurstan Peter in the 1890s. 
On this occasion however his activity appears to have penetrated Layer 2 but to have 
halted at the massive stone tumble from the enclosure wall face, sealed by Layer 2, and 
no attempt appears to have been made to lift these stones. Below Layer 2 a gradual 
change, difficult to perceive in plan, through to a lighter coloured yellow brown gritty 
soil (Layer 3) takes place. This lighter material contains many small stones and more 
pottery in less abraded condition than Layer 2 and would again appear to be a laterally 
derived horizon reflecting the binary division of such soils familiar from sites on the 
eastern flanks of the Eastern Summit although not apparent on Site K. Beneath Layer 
3 over the whole site within the enclosure wall there occurs a greasy, brown grit-free 
layer (Layer 4). 

The Features 
Very few features indeed were visible either within or below Layer 4—three apparent 

stake-holes occurring in the NE sector of the site (Fig. 33). Once again as on Site K this 
deposit lies directly on native rabb and not on previously derived soils as on the 
steeper eastern flank of the Eastern Summit. Layer 4 would appear to be an 
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Cam Brea, Site E; Plan of excavated area, all features. 

occupation deposit containing a substantial number of artefacts but very little 
detected structural evidence. The layer continues directly under the collapsed facing 
slabs of the enclosure wall which appear to have fallen before any Layer 3/2 erosion 
occurred. Where physically possible these were lifted and beneath one of them (Fig. 33) 
was found an entire vessel (PI)—a shallow bowl displaying perforated trumpet lugs 
crushed in situ. Its surfaces were absolutely fresh and unabraded and it was 
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Fig. 34 
Carn Brea. Site E; Sections. 
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associated with a substantial block of charcoal. It is clear that this vessel, probably in 
unbroken and certainly fresh condition, was standing on the Neolithic surface when 
this facing slab collapsed. It would appear that all other facing slabs on this site lie 
directly on the Neolithic surface. The charcoals from the deposit associated with the 
vessel were submitted to the British Museum Radiocarbon Dating Laboratory for 
assay producing a date (BM-824) 2747 ± 60 be. This date would appear to furnish a 
date post quem the collapse of the enclosure wall, on whatever basis, took place on Site 
E. This date is to be compared with that retrieved from charcoals within a structural 
feature (F 63) on Site D (BM-825 3049 ± 64 be) which would appear to furnish a date 
ante quem the construction of the enclosure wall had taken place on Site D. 

Beneath the occupation deposit (Layer 4) a lens of black sterile iron-staining 
occurred directly superimposed on the native rabb, the product of leaching from upper 
layers on to the impermeable subsoil. Although no structural evidence was retrieved in 
the limited area of Site E, it is clear that this niche, set again behind the enclosure wall, 
had been the subject of long-term activity. It may well be that structural features were 
not visible archaeologically if they were set within the 20 cm thick Layer 4 occupation 
deposit, the colour and texture of which would inevitably have rendered their 
detection difficult if not impossible. 

SECTION 3 THE ENCLOSED NEOLITHIC SETTLEMENT ON THE 
EASTERN SUMMIT-DISCUSSION 

Taking the Eastern Summit as a whole, reviewing the evidence from Sites Al , A2, 
D, J, K and E, an area of some 1125 sq.m was stripped, about 875 sq.m lying within 
the enclosure wall. While this sample certainly has no statistical validity, the 
enclosure itself is approximately 7200 sq.m in area and therefore this archaeologically 
non-random sample comprises some 12.15% of the total area. This figure, however, 
does not reflect the sample as a proportion of the area that is archaeologically viable or 
accessible. Because of areas of bare rock and that area occupied by the Castle and its 
garden, as a proportion of the archaeologically available area the sample is probably 
closer to 20-25%. For the purposes of artefact study the sample may even be larger as 
the excavation selected, deliberately, areas close to the enclosure wall where a build-up 
of eroded soil would have protected in situ deposits lying beneath. This build-up of soil 
is itself principally characterised by the very large inventory of small finds, 
uncontexted and often much abraded, located within it. 

The principal feature apparent at all points excavated within the enclosure is the 
very advanced degree of erosion and destruction that has taken place on the site. In 
such circumstances the reconstruction of past reality that can be achieved will be a 
very partial one which reflects only certain aspects of the prehistoric whole, even more 
so than is inevitably the case in any past perspective created by archaeological 
excavation. The almost total lack of environmental evidence on the site means that-
only with great caution can any suggestion be made as to the prevailing local 
conditions and the economic sub-structure of the site (see below). The nature of the 
evidence from the Eastern Summit at Carn Brea is almost entirely artefactual, 
whether in terms of the smaller adjuncts to human activity which have high survival 
value (flint, pottery, stone) or the more substantial (evidence of timber or stone 
structure). Consequently the interpretation of the site will largely reflect the social, 
organisational and ergonomic aspects that can be inferred by consideration of the type 
of evidence available. Because evidence in these precise directions is notably lacking 
elsewhere in the Early and Middle Neolithic of Southern Britain, work at Carn Brea 
was continued and may mark an important step in our understanding of early farming 
society in Britain. 

First it is clear that an area of approximately 7200 sq.m was enclosed, at all points 
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where sufficiently impressive natural rock obstacles did not already exist, by a very 
substantial wall built of massive stones, many of which weigh in excess of 2-3 tons. 
The wall can be reconstructed by consideration of the volume of tumbled debris to 
indicate that its original height stood well in excess of 2 m. It is fairly clear that 
massive boulders not only formed the 'grounder' structure of this wall, but that 
equally massive stones were trigged or lifted into position well over one metre from 
the ground. It appears that the interstices of the wall structure were packed with 
small stones to improve stability, and, possibly, to render the wall weather-proof, as 
the wall formed the basis for internal domestic structures. The top of the wall also may 
have been 'dressed' with small stones which rapidly fell on to the interior surfaces. 
Where it is possible to form any clear picture of the width of the wall, and at many 
points the advanced state of collapse has rendered this impossible, it would appear 
that the wall was about 2 m wide at its base. Its outer and inner faces were rendered all 
the more impressive by the incorporation of carefully placed orthostats and slabs 
frequently set into earth-dug sockets—structural features with the equally important 
function of 'tying the wall together' to inhibit collapse. One hundred and fifteen 
metres of wall run along the eastern side of the Eastern Summit and forty metres are 
detectable on the western face. Thus, of the 320 m circuit of the Eastern Summit 
enclosure, some 155 m was reinforced with this massively constructed obstacle (about 
48.5%). At all points where the wall has been examined and unambiguous evidence has 
survived, the sockets into which the facing slabs were set produced only Neolithic 
pottery usually in unabraded condition. The body of the wall produced only Neolithic 
material including a high proportion of leaf-arrowheads. Where the wall has collapsed 
outwards (Site A2, Site J, Site D) or inwards (Site E), that collapse directly seals 
Neolithic material, again frequently unabraded. On archaeological grounds, therefore, 
it is demonstrated as clearly as possible in the circumstances that the wall was built 
and largely collapsed within the period of Neolithic activity on the site. It has to be 
assumed that its construction was one single conception executed over a relatively 
short period of time. 

This cultural assignation is brought into chronological focus by two radiocarbon 
determinations, one (BM-825) providing an ante quern date for the construction of the 
wall and the second (BM-824) providing clear evidence of an immediate post quern date 
for the collapse of the wall. Employing two standard deviations in order to achieve a 
95% likelihood of the actual date falling within the given time bracket, these dates 
would imply that the wall was built at some time prior to a date bracket 3177-2921 be 
(3900-3650 BC)—BM-825—and was in a state of collapse at some point shortly after a 
date bracket 2867-2627 bc-BM-824 (3600-3350 BC). The 'calibrated' calendar dates 
given in brackets are calculated using the MASCA curve (Ralph et al. 1973). The date 
brackets suggest a maximum life span for the enclosure of 600 calendar years and a 
minimum of about 50 years, with a most likely duration of the order of 250-300 
calendar years. That there was activity on the site for an even longer period is perhaps 
suggested by the tenuous evidence encountered on Sites J and K for occupation prior 
to the erection of the enclosure wall. At the other end of the time-scale there is 
evidence from the ditch on the east side of the Eastern Summit to indicate that 
occupation persisted after the initial phases at least of the enclosure wall collapse. 
However one of a series of hearths outside the enclosure on Site A 2 has produced a 
single radiocarbon date 2611 ± 47 be which may possibly extend the chronology into 
the middle centuries of the third millennium be. The nature of the enclosure wall, its 
dimensions and structure are thus to some extent understood. Its chronological 
relationship with the Neolithic settlement on the hill is also defined, if imperfectly, as 
the degree and nature of the occupation prior to the construction of the enclosure is 
not clear. 

There can be no doubt that the construction of such a massive barrier was a vast 
undertaking, which it is difficult to conceive as a series of minor exercises widely 
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separated in time. It is perhaps possible to derive some knowledge of the society which 
undertook it by an examination of the ergonomics of such a construction. It is 
unfortunate that figures for heavy stone moving by hand are not as readily available 
as for the construction of earthworks. Atkinson (1956, 115) did some experimentation 
in an attempt to establish the ergonomic implications of the movement of dolerite 
blocks (the so-called bluestones) from South Wales to Stonehenge. He found that 32 
'senior schoolboys' could just haul the timber sledge used to bear stone blocks, 
without rollers weighing c. 35001b (1587.6 kg), up a slope of 4°. With rollers he found 
that 24 men were necessary (14 hauling and 10 replacing and retrieving the rollers and 
guiding the sledge). Furthermore he noted that the minimum labour estimate for 
moving the sarsen stones for Stonehenge would require 22 men per ton weight (using 
rollers) and an average rate of progress of V2 mile per day. From experience gained 
during the excavation of Carn Brea it was found that 'on the spot' trigging and 
manoeuvring of blocks between 2-3 tons in weight, of which the enclosure wall was 
largely composed, required a team of 5-6 men. 

It seems unlikely that all the blocks present in the enclosure wall would have been 
available lying on the surface within the enclosure precinct. Many would have had to 
be dragged up the slope, for however short a distance, and lifted into position. 

For an ergonomic study, there are so many unknown factors that any calculation 
must be fundamentally notional. Nevertheless if the assumptions are clearly stated 
and appear, quite subjectively, reasonable, an order of magnitude can be indicated 
which allows some appreciation of the nature of the task involved. Observation of the 
enclosure indicates that, on average, some ten blocks weighing in excess of one ton are 
utilised in each metre of length (figures compounded from observation at all points 
where the enclosure wall was fully exposed). On the basis then of the observed facts set 
out above: 

a) 32 men (24 men using rollers) required to drag 3500 lb (1587.6 kg) up a slope of 
4° (Atkinson 1956). 
b) The lifting of one stone block weighing approximately one ton vertically to a 
height of 1.5 m by 6 men takes approximately 4 hours (observation carried out 
during removal of a stone block approximately one ton in weight from the bottom 
of the Site A3 ditch at Carn Brea in 1971. The stone was lifted by levers, and 
trigging vertically against the section face to a vertical height of 1.5 m). 
c) 5-6 men required about Vi hour to erect and trig two ton slabs into position 
using levers (steel) and trigging stones (observation carried out during Carn Brea 
excavation 1970-73). 
d) An observed average of ten stone blocks weighing in excess of one ton within 
each metre of enclosure wall (Carn Brea 1970-73 count based upon exposed 
length of enclosure wall). The average weight of the blocks over one ton would 
appear to be between IV2-2 tons (weights approximately calculated upon the 
volume of each stone and the SG of granite). 

It is then necessary to make certain arbitrary but, seemingly, reasonable assumptions 
based upon observations recorded on site: 

a) 50% of stone dragged uphill to the wall, 40% downhill from the interior of the 
summit and 10% located approximately 'on site'. 
b) That the enclosure wall was c. 2-2.5 m high and therefore one in three stones 
had to be lifted through a height of 1.5 m for placement. 
c) That stones situated downhill and uphill from the wall site required to be 
moved an average of 50 m to the point of erection. 
d) That the average gradient on the slopes of the eastern summit is 
approximately 8°. 

Thus for each metre of wall five stones over one ton would be required to be dragged 
uphill at a gradient of 8°, four dragged downhill while one would be located 
approximately on site. Seven great stones would need to be trigged into position at 
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ground level and three lifted into elevated position to create the projected height of the 
wall. After these processes were complete, infilling with smaller blocks and dressing 
and trigging have to be taken into account. 

1) Five stones of c. lVt tons dragged 50 m up a gradient of 8° (c. 1 in 7). Each 
stone requires 24 men (using rollers) for a slope of 4°. 

P = W ( m cos 6 + sin 6 ) 
where P = necessary force to pull stones up the hill 

W = mass of the block 
6 = angle of slope 
A4 = coefficient of friction 

W = 3500 lb 
For a 4° slope P = 3491.5 + 244.1 
For a 8° slope P = 3465.9 + 487.1 

No. of 
Men Pull per Man * Total Pull 

M-
(inferred.) Required Pull 

No. of 
Men 

24 with rollers 

70 lb 
(31.75 kg) 

105 lb 
(47.6 kg) 

1680 lb 
(762 kg) 

2520 lb 
(1143 kg) 

0.411 

0.652 

1911.6 lb 
(867.1 kg) 

2746.9 lb 
(1245.9 kg) 

27.3 

26.2 

*A man can carry a cwt bag of cement so that a pull of between 70 and 105 lb would appear to be a 
reasonable estimate. 

Thus approximately 27 men would be required to haul 1.5 tons up a gradient of 
8°. (I am much indebted to Dr. A. H. A. Hogg for assistance with the above 
calculation.) 
Each day (8 hours) one sarsen stone could be moved using the above forces for a 
distance of 812 m (Atkinson 1956) 

.'. 480 mins x 50/812 = 29.5 mins, say Vz hour per 50 m 
i.e. 27 men take V% hour to haul one stone of 1 Vt tons (1524 kg) up a gradient of 8° 
for a distance of 50 m. 
Allowing VA hours for return trips, resting and locating, harnessing and 
dislodging stones: 
5 stones dragged uphill to enclosure wall site will take 2Vi hours + 1XA hours for 
27 men = 108 man hours. 
2) 4 stones of c. IV2 tons (1524 kg) dragged and rolled 30 m down a gradient of 8°. 
On grounds of experience at Carn Brea 8 men would take lA hour per stone, or 4 
man hours per stone 

.*. 4 stones would require 16 man hours. 
3) If one large stone is found in the immediate neighbourhood of the wall little or 
no movement is required. 
4) Trigging slabs into position takes a team of 5 or 6 men lA hour per slab 
(observation at Carn Brea), say 3 man hours per stone 

.". to position 7 basal course stones will require 21 man hours. 
5) Raising 3 blocks to a height of 1.5 m. Observation at Carn Brea indicates that 5 
or 6 men will take 4 hours to raise one stone 

.'. to raise 3 stones will take 24 man hours. 
6) The collection and throwing in of smaller stones of all sizes up to say 100 lb 
would take 10 men 1 hour—a total of 10 man hours. 
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Amassing stones of all sizes to the point of erection, 1) 2) and 6) = 108 + 1 6 + 10 
man hours = 134 man hours. 

Erection, trigging and raising stones 4) and 5) = 21 + 24 man hours = 45 man 
hours. 

Even if it is assumed that only one of the large 1V2 ton blocks of the whole enclosure 
wall was dragged up the eastern slopes of Carn Brea over any distance, then (if 
Atkinson's figures are correct—and the mass of dolerite and granite are 
approximately similar) an approximate minimum of 27 men must have been available 
to move that one stone. The estimate of 50% of the large blocks requiring to be moved 
uphill does however seem a more likely minimum proportion. If it can be accepted that 
27 men must have been available, then this figure will be of value in computing the 
available population for the construction of the enclosure wall. Of course it is possible 
that oxen were available to assist in this task; the evidence from South Street Long 
Barrow (Evans 1967) would suggest on the basis of the depth of ard striations noted 
beneath the long barrow that oxen had been available to haul the ard through the soil. 
A radiocarbon date (BM-356) of 2810 ± 130 be indicates that the availability is 
contemporary with occupation at Carn Brea and the use of oxen would clearly reduce 
the number of men necessary for moving the stones. If however man power alone was 
used then the amassing of all material for 'one metre' of enclosure wall would take 
134/27 hours duration—say 5 hours. Erection of the one metre is estimated to have 
involved 45 man hours and from experience at Carn Brea it seems that a basic 
manoeuvring unit of 5-6 men is the most effective. To work most economically 
therefore an amassing team of 27 would be best assisted by two erection teams of 5-6 
men who would thus keep pace with the collection of material, completing the erection 
of the 'one metre' in 45/10 hours (4Vi hours) duration. Given the basic datum of 27 
needed to move the stones, a total figure of 37-39 men would make the most effective 
unit for wall construction. Of course any number, within reason, of such units could 
have been present on the site during the construction phase, but the unit may be seen 
as approximately indicating the minimum number of men necessary to undertake such 
a task. 

If we adopt the model of construction suggested above then it follows that 2 metres 
of enclosure wall could have been constructed within one 10 hour working day (5 hours 
per metre) with a work force of c. 40 men. The total length of enclosure wall apparent 
on the site at the present day is approximately 155 m which could have been con-
structed in 77.5 working days of 10 hours by a work force of approximately 40 able-
bodied men (31,000 man hours). This estimate, however, takes no account of 
subsidiary activities, timber working, rope making etc., inextricably linked with such 
a task. 

This figure is, of course, founded upon a number of wholly arbitrary assumptions 
which it is hoped have been enumerated and the reader with the information available 
may well wish, using different figures, to rework the problem. 

Cognate with the stone enclosure wall, however, we also have to consider the con-
struction of a relatively shallow and narrow ditch for an unknown distance in front of 
the wall at least on the eastern side of the Eastern Summit. This ditch would appear to 
be 'causewayed', not only at the point examined on Site J where a massive bedrock 
outcrop renders the term 'causewayed' somewhat meaningless, but on Site D, where a 
possible ditch butt does not coincide with any massive obstacle. The filling of this 
ditch (see above) would argue for the prior existence of a 'counterscarp' bank, formed 
by the material extracted from the ditch, on the outer lip. This feature, together with a 
number of simple practical considerations, has prompted the writer to suggest that 
the construction of the ditch was subsequent to the building of the wall and it cannot 
be certain that they are part of the same initial conception. Economy of hypothesis 
would however lead us to accept that they are, and it is therefore necessary to add an 
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uncertain figure of man hours for the construction of this feature. So unclear is our 
information about this feature that it does not seem worthwhile to attempt any 
assessment of the workload implied. This additional feature would not however have 
altered the order of magnitude of work devoted to the enclosure construction. 

The function of the wall is, of course, a matter of subjective interpretation (see PI. 
XXVIII). At the lowest level the evidence would appear to indicate that the wall did 
clearly perform an enclosive function. The evidence of the restricted area examined 
outside the wall on Sites A2 and J has shown a pattern of archaeological expression, 
consistently contrasting with that in the interior. The occurrence of the shallow 
'hearth' scoops on Site A2 and Site J and the long narrow gulley crossing Site A2 
would appear to be expressions of activity quite distinct from those evidenced in the 
interior where features of apparently structural origin—stake- and post-holes—are 
predominant. The few 'fire-pit' type hearths present in the interior (on Site Al , Site J 
and Site K) are morphologically quite distinct from the hearth scoops and again may 
reflect differing function. The contrasting scarcity of structural features in the small 
external areas excavated on Site A2 and Site J adds further to this impression of 
marked difference between the areas within and outside the enclosure wall. It is upon 
this difference, whatever its significance, that the argument for the enclosive function 
of the wall is based. The precise nature of the activities represented by these 
contrasting feature types is not clear, but it is tempting to suggest that the structural 
emphasis in the interior reflects the presence of settlement shelters, with the few deep 
fire pits within and near them being the only safe form of fire control possible within 
this crowded and inflammable environment. The more open hearths, necessary 
perhaps for other activities and considerably more hazardous may have been kept 
quite deliberately outside the enclosure wall. The postulated confinement of 
settlement structures within the enclosure wall leads forward to a consideration of the 
function of the wall over and above its enclosive nature. 

The very massive nature of the wall construction, with its consequent demands upon 
the social structure and economy of its cognate prehistoric community, argues very 
compellingly for its erection for reasons linked with the need for an obstacle directed 
against powers of physical and mental agility only to be associated with man. As an 
obstacle intended to impede ingress by man the wall must be considered 'defensive', in 
that term's broadest sense, and, as defence customarily includes a psychological as 
well as physical posture, it may well be that the structure was deliberately constructed 
to present an imposing appearance, and was, in effect, a statement of the status of the 
community that built it. This suggestion of a positively defensive role is supported by 
the contemporary addition of a ditch outside the wall on the eastern side of the 
Eastern Summit. This ditch has no apparent structural relationship with the wall (i.e. 
it does not apparently serve as a quarry for wall material) and therefore is presumably 
set out purely to reinforce the wall. 

Further support for this suggestion is, in the writer's view, implicit in the quite 
extraordinarily high number of leaf-arrowheads located within the settlement (see 
Section 8). These bifacially worked leaf-shaped points have traditionally been assumed 
to be arrowheads, and evidence for this functional assignation is available in a number 
of instances. Identical leaf-shaped points have been found, in archaeologically suitable 
circumstances, with wooden arrow shafts attached to them. Coles (1973, 275) has 
drawn attention to a fine example from Fyvie, Aberdeenshire as well as describing 
similar instances located during his own excavations on the Sweet Track in the 
Somerset Levels. 

The function as arrows may perhaps thus be inferred for all such lithic points, but 
were these missiles used for killing men as well as for hunting? Two areas of evidence 
can perhaps be adduced to clarify this issue. Firstly a small number of burials occur 
with leaf-shaped points in association in such a fashion as to clearly have been the 
cause of death. Excavations at Fengate, Peterborough (Pryor 1976) have produced an 
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inhumation in a pit with a leaf-shaped point. Also at Hambledon Hill, Dorset (Mercer 
1980, 57) the intact skeleton of a robust young man of about twenty years of age was 
found lying face downwards in the ditch of the small causewayed enclosure on the 
southern (Stepleton) spur of the hill. A finely worked leaf-arrowhead was located 
within the thoracic cavity. 

To these relatively unambiguous instances of killings by arrowshot can perhaps be 
added the very large number of instances where skeletal debris within chambered 
tombs and long barrows is 'accompanied' by leaf-shaped points. The apparent lack of 
any clear tradition of deliberate furnishment of burials within the Early/Middle 
Neolithic and the somewhat random and isolated nature of these occurrences might 
tempt us, in view of the known instances of shootings indicated above, to view these as 
unintentional inclusions of the arrowhead within the grave, embedded within the now 
decayed tissue of the body. 

Green (1980, 178) has recently surveyed the evidence for injury and death from 
arrowshot in Neolithic contexts and a few instances will serve here to illustrate the 
commonness of these occurrences. In Wessex in the long barrow (Barrow 13) on 
Crichel Down, Dorset (Piggott, S. and C. M. 1944) a crouched inhumation was located 
with a leaf-arrowhead set by the ribs while in Derbyshire, at Long Low near Welton, 
(Phillips 1933) fragmentary burials of 13 individuals occurred associated with three 
leaf-arrowheads. At Harborough Rocks near Brassington, also in Derbyshire (Daniel 
G. E. 1950, 183), 16 individuals were located in a chamber again associated with leaf-
arrowheads. Similar deposits occur in Yorkshire long barrows at Cropton Long 
Barrow (Bateman 1861, 211), Cowlam Long Barrow (Greenwell 1877, 214) and further 
north in Scotland arrowheads are relatively frequent finds in chambered tombs (e.g. 
Water of Deugh, Kirkcudbright (Curie 1930) where a leaf-arrowhead was again located 
within the chamber debris) and in a number of Clyde cairns (Piggott 1954, 174-175). 

That such lithic types were widely used as missile armatures and that at least 
occasionally these missiles were used for killing men seems beyond question. That 
they were also used in tactical killing, as opposed to individual assassination, would 
appear now to be clearly in evidence from the work of Dixon at Crickley Hill near 
Cheltenham, Gloucestershire (Dixon & Borne 1977), where some 200 leaf-arrowheads 
have been found around an apparently defensive ditch and rampart, some of them 
being actually embedded in the charred stumps of timbers associated with the 
gateway of this defensive work (Dixon, pers. comm.). 

At Carn Brea 703 arrowheads have been located during the 1970-73 seasons all over 
the Eastern Summit of the hill, in an excavated sample of 20% of that area—a putative 
total for the whole site being 3-4,000. The concentration of these armatures near the 
enclosure wall may be a feature of natural erosion and the consequently artificial 
concentration of material towards the perimeter of the site that has been discussed 
above. It would seem, however, that these processes cannot be held to account entirely 
for the substantial concentration of leaf-shaped points noted within the structure of 
the enclosure wall on Sites A and J and just in front of the wall on the latter site. 
Saville (see below) indicates that of this number, only 30 (c. 4%) were located in 
absolutely complete condition, the remainder all being broken to some extent. 614 (c. 
81.75%) are fragmentary to an extent that does not allow reconstruction of their form. 
However the apparent relative unity of the Carn Brea arrowhead assemblage (see 
Section 8) might indicate a unity of origin either within or outside the settlement. The 
occurrence of a small number of arrowheads in an apparently incomplete state of 
manufacture may well argue for at least part of the assemblage being produced on the 
site. The high proportion (35.9%) of arrowheads in burnt condition compares well with 
the proportion of scrapers in the same condition and thus cannot be linked explicitly to 
any specific level of destruction on the site. It does accord well with the widespread 
evidence of burning retrieved from many points within the Eastern Summit enclosure 
and, in all, 3834 flint fragments on the site exhibited traces of burning. Nevertheless 
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the sheer quantity (approximately 15% of the entire assemblage) of these armatures 
on the site sets the assemblage apart from others retrieved, so far, elsewhere in 
Britain. The very high occurrence of breakage has been held by Saville to be evidence 
of terminal breakage, indicating the arrival of the arrowheads on the site at the end of 
their use. This, together with evidence of quantity and the typological make-up of the 
assemblage, 'tempts' him to link the arrowhead occurrence on the site to working 
activity. This consideration alongside other aspects of the site's structure, indicating 
prima facie the importance of defensive considerations, leaves the writer content to 
postulate the presence of arrowheads on the site in a role linked with warfare. The 
relatively high occurrence figures for arrowheads in the small area excavated on Site 
E, the area suggested to be close to the original entrance to the site, may also relate to 
this suggested interpretation. It is, of course, possible that arrowheads were brought 
to the site within the carcasses of dead beasts. No bone whatever survived on the site 
at Carn Brea, but the apparently minimal importance of hunting activity on other 
sites of the period—notably the causewayed enclosures of Southern England 
(admittedly many of them are probably not occupation sites sensu stricto) might make 
it seem unlikely that such vast numbers of missile points could appear on the site in 
this way. Furthermore the very low proportion of scrapers on the site might point to 
the relative unimportance of processing animal products. Hunting over the site both 
prior to and/or after the period of settlement would seem most unlikely to produce the 
massive concentrations of such points in such a confined area. We have observed that 
very large numbers of the points recovered were broken in prehistory and it would 
seem unlikely therefore that these projectile heads were being imported on to the site 
as part of some exchange activity. It would indeed seem possible that the events which 
led to the introduction of this array might well have been terminal to at least one 
phase of the use of the site. 

Burning of structures is, as we have seen, also a ubiquitous feature on the site and 
should perhaps be connected to the uniformly collapsed nature of the enclosure wall. It 
may be suggested, but cannot be demonstrated, that some element of this collapse 
may indeed represent deliberate spoliation of the site after a successful attack upon its 
defences. 

If the wall is clearly defensive in function, there remains for consideration the nature 
of the activity defined and defended by it. The rugged topography of the Eastern 
Summit is broken by level terraces of natural origin and a larger area of more even 
aspect on the NE side of the summit, below the present-day Castle. At all points where 
excavation has taken place within the enclosure, and when the archaeological circum-
stances have allowed its survival, evidence has been retrieved for the existence of 
timber structures. These structures exhibit two types of construction—timber stakes 
driven into the subsoil surface, or more substantial post-sockets dug into the surface 
with a timber member placed therein and packed around by stones to assure stability. 
Dug sockets of this latter type are occasionally set within a dug gulley or slot 
apparently running along the side of the structure. The post-sockets penetrate well 
below the level of the slot so that it would appear unlikely that any kind of sill beam is 
in question. The existence may be indicated of vertical planks against scantling 
linking the main support posts with the lower ends of the planks set into the earth-dug 
slot. Most of the evidence for this latter type would appear to relate to fragmentary 
and isolated groups of structural elements with only one (Site D) integral building of 
this type emerging as at all clearly defined. Indeed it would appear possible that the 
slot and post-hole structures on this site may represent an early phase of construction 
if we accept the stratigraphical evidence on Site K and the single early C14 date on 
Site D as of more general significance. The sample however is not large and such a 
suggestion can only be extremely tentative. 

Only three well-defined integral structures were isolated on the site during the 
1970-73 seasons of excavation. One of these, the structure complex immediately 
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Table A: Numerical Analysis of Lithic Types by Site from the Eastern Summit 
Enclosure at Carn Brea. 

T Y P E T O T A L 
L I T H I C S S I T E T Y P E S A L L T Y P E S 

S I T E T O T A L A R E A (m2) per site/m2 P E R S I T E 

Leaf A l 8 9 1 0 0 0 . 8 9 4 3 9 9 
Arrowheads A 2 1 8 6 9 0 . 2 6 4 9 9 

D 2 4 8 1 7 7 1 . 4 0 1 0 8 0 4 
E 7 9 9 0 0 . 8 7 1 0 3 5 
J 1 1 5 1 8 0 0 . 6 3 2 0 4 0 
K 1 5 4 1 2 6 1 . 2 2 6 5 1 8 

T o t a l / M e a n 7 0 3 7 4 2 0 . 9 5 2 5 2 9 5 

Edge-trimmed A l 1 0 3 1 0 0 1 . 0 3 4 3 9 9 
Flakes A 2 3 0 6 9 0 . 4 3 4 9 9 

D 1 5 4 1 7 7 0 . 8 7 1 0 8 0 4 
E 3 9 9 0 0 . 4 3 1 0 3 5 
J 8 6 1 8 0 0 . 4 7 2 0 4 0 
K 1 5 0 1 2 6 1 . 1 9 6 5 1 8 

T o t a l / M e a n 5 6 2 7 4 2 0 . 7 6 2 5 2 9 5 

Scrapers A l 2 3 1 0 0 0 . 2 3 4 3 9 9 
A 2 6 6 9 0 . 0 9 4 9 9 
D 4 9 1 7 7 0 . 2 7 1 0 8 0 4 
E 5 9 0 0 . 0 5 1 0 3 5 
J 1 5 1 8 0 0 . 0 8 2 0 4 0 
K 1 7 1 2 6 0 . 1 3 6 5 1 8 

T o t a l / M e a n 1 1 5 7 4 2 0 . 1 5 2 5 2 9 5 

Piercers A l 1 9 1 0 0 0 . 1 9 4 3 9 9 
A 2 6 6 9 0 . 0 9 4 9 9 
D 3 5 1 7 7 0 . 1 9 1 0 8 0 4 
E 2 9 0 0 . 0 2 1 0 3 5 
J 1 0 1 8 0 0 . 0 5 2 0 4 0 
K 1 3 1 2 6 0 . 1 0 6 5 1 8 

T o t a l / M e a n 8 5 7 4 2 0 . 1 1 2 5 2 9 5 

Knives A l 1 1 0 0 0 . 0 1 4 3 9 9 
A 2 1 6 9 0 . 0 1 4 9 9 
D 6 1 7 7 0 . 0 3 1 0 8 0 4 
E 2 9 0 0 . 0 2 1 0 3 5 
J 4 1 8 0 0 . 0 2 2 0 4 0 
K N i l 1 2 6 N i l 6 5 1 8 

T o t a l / M e a n 1 1 4 7 4 2 0 . 0 2 2 5 2 9 5 
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Table A (cont.): Numerical Analysis of Lithic Types by Site from the Eastern Summit 
Enclosure at Carn Brea 

TOTAL 
TYPE ALL 

LITHICS SITE TYPES TYPES 
SITE TOTAL AREA (m2) per sites/m2 PER SITE 

Cores and A l 13 100 0.13 4399 
Core Fragments A 2 11 69 0.16 499 

D 57 177 0.32 10804 
E 7 90 0.07 1035 
J 19 180 0.10 2040 
K 11 126 0.08 6518 

Total/Mean 118 742 0.16 25295 

Unclassified A l 741 100 7.41 4399 
Burnt A 2 39 69 0.56 499 

D 1324 177 7.48 10804 
E 93 90 1.03 1035 
J 265 180 1.47 2040 
K 1259 126 9.99 6518 

Total/Mean 3721 742 5.01 25295 

within the enclosure wall on Site D, was of substantial construction, to judge by the 
size of its relict post-holes, and was associated with an 'activity' deposit which may or 
may not relate to its use. It was clearly burnt down—the fire burning the vertical 
timber members right down into their earth-dug sockets. On Sites J and Al differing 
archaeological expression bears witness to long structures built apparently 'lean-to' 
fashion against the enclosure wall. Again very substantial activity deposits are 
associated with these structures. A very great deal of debris—lithic and ceramic—and 
widespread evidence of organic staining would appear to indicate that domestic 
activities are closely associated with these structures. The differential occurrence of 
artefactual debris, largely derived, from different localities within the Eastern 
Summit area may well point to variations in chronology or function which, however, is 
difficult to gauge. 

It is clear from the evidence presented that the derived and abraded context of the 
vast majority of artefacts from the site must severely constrain the degree to which 
any conclusions based upon their distribution can be drawn; (less that 5% of lithic 
artefacts were located within secure archaeological contexts and only slightly more 
ceramic artefacts). Saville has succinctly expressed the problem (Section 8, 
p.l07)-'There can be little doubt that the synchronic variability between sub-sites 
which must have existed has been largely "ironed out" by the diachronic nature of the 
assemblage samples being analysed representing a compressed, generalised over-view 
of the Neolithic tool-kits'. The degree to which lateral movement has been a feature of 
artefact distribution on the site, while clear in general terms, is not quantifiable and 
the degree to which this has led to 'vertical' concentrations of artefacts in 'concen-
tration receptive' areas—for example immediately behind the enclosure wall is again 
in evidence as a phenomenon, but not expressible in any precise and quantifiable form. 
Frequently, furthermore, the populations of artefacts of distinct types from individual 
site-contexts do not provide samples of a size or nature to render statistical analysis a 
viable approach. 

Nevertheless clear anomalies in artefact distribution and concentration do occur on 
the Eastern Summit at Carn Brea at both inter- and intra-site level. Saville has drawn 
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attention to the very low occurrence of 'scraper' forms on the site. This, on the basis of 
a conventionally accepted functional interpretation of these implements, 
he has used to suggest a tool-kit directed, generally, away from the treatment of 
animal products—skin, bone, sinew and flesh, and more towards vegetable 
processing—to which end he positively adduces the very high proportion of edge-
trimmed flakes on the site. Little direct evidence of the crops in use on the site can be 
brought to bear to illuminate this situation. The evidence provided by impressions of 
indeterminate cereal grains upon pottery sherds from the site is, unfortunately, 
presumably to be discounted as reflecting an economy prevalent at some distance 
from the site and not at Carn Brea (but see below Sites B and F). 

Again at inter-site level, the very high proportion of carinated bowls on the site by 
comparison with other large assemblages in South-West Britain and the low 
proportion of large, necked jars forms (see Section 10) may relate to some overall 
distinction in activity. This basic distinction may also carry with it broader functional 
implications which in the present state of knowledge, where little work has been 
undertaken on the functional interpretation of pottery morphology, cannot be carried 
to any conclusion. 

There are also striking distinctions to be drawn in the distribution of artefact types 
at intra-site level from one part of the Eastern Summit enclosure to another. The 
comparison of information from one sub-site on the Eastern Summit to another can be 
conducted on a number of bases two of which are adopted here: 

(1) The calculation of percentage proportion of implements or vessel types on 
individual sites—to illustrate the relationship of one implement or vessel type to 
another in site terms. 

(2) The expression of a notional figure of implement or vessel types 'per sq. metre of 
site' to link differential occurrence rate to the varying area of excavated deposits on 
the different sites. 

Only those implement and vessel types have been brought into this discussion which 
occur in sufficient quantity to render their differential distribution meaningful and, 
even with this proviso, the caveats noted above with reference to massive contextual 
difficulties on the Eastern Summit at Carn Brea must dictate a very cautious 
approach to any information which may be seen to emerge from the study. For ease of 
reference the information to be used is tabulated in Tables A and B. From this 
presentation a number of points would appear to emerge: 

(1) From the figures relating to unretouched flint debitage on the sites on the 
Eastern Summit it is clear that within the area of Site Al , 33.4 pieces per m2, on Site D 
49.6 pieces and on Site K 37.8 pieces were located whereas Site E produced only 8.8 
and Site J 8.18 pieces per m2. This basic distinction presumably indicates that, over 
time, certain areas were more favoured than others for flint-working although the very 
even percentage of working debris vis a vis the total assemblage (70-80% on all sites) 
must register the general background of debitage that one would associate with 
general occupation activity. 

(2) A glance at the figures for core and core fragment distribution again indicates 
that Site D has a relatively high density of pieces per m2. Curiously, Site J and Site A2 
exhibit a fairly high occurrence per m2 comparable with Sites A l and K, while these 
two former sites have a much lower density scatter of unretouched material than the 
latter sites. Site E, however, produces both low core and low debitage counts. 

(3) Unclassified burnt lithic material, probably a function of occupation activity, is 
clearly concentrated both in terms of pieces per m2 and percentage of total inventory 
on Sites A l , D and K and possibly J, where percentage is high but spatial occurrence 
low (as was the case with core fragments). 

(4) For all the implement types except leaf arrowheads, Site A2, set just outside the 
enclosure wall below Site A l , reveals higher percentages per total of the assemblage 
than any other site. These figures presumably simply reflect the less dominant 
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quantity of waste debris on the site and most notably the low number of lithic objects 
in general whereby each item takes an enhanced value. This distortion is corrected by 
examination of the pieces per m2 index which clearly shows A2, set outside the 
enclosure, to be consistently the lowest density for almost all lithic and ceramic 
artefacts. Nevertheless the occurrence of scrapers and piercers on this extra-mural site 
is marginally greater than on Sites J and E in the interior and this may indicate a 
minor concentration of such types which may match other evidence on Site A2 for 
specialist extra-mural activity. 

The occurrence of implements over the site reflects the general focus of 
concentration away from Sites J and E, with maxima on Sites A l , D and K which 
appear to be principal activity areas in terms of the non-randomly selected areas 
excavated. However one or two anomalies appear to be worthy of note. The dominance 
of Site D in terms of spatial concentration of all implements is broken in the case of 
edge-trimmed flakes where Site A l and Site K emerge as clearly prominent. 
The total lack of knives from Site K may also be worthy of comment although the 
sample here is probably so small as to be misleading. 

The distribution of leaf arrowheads on the settlement reflects very closely this 
general pattern of Al/D/K dominance which might be seen to suggest an 'internal' 

Table B: Numerical Analysis of Recognised Vessels by Site from The Eastern Summit Enclosure at Carn 
Brea 

Type Type Total All % Of 
Vessel Site Vessels Vessels Type Vessels 

Site Total Area (m2) per site/m2 Per Site Vessel per site/m2 

Cups A l 30 100 0.30 215 13.9 2.15 
A2 2 69 0.03 11 18.18 0.16 
D 5 177 0.03 164 3.1 0.92 
E 3 90 0.03 30 10.0 0.33 
J 3 180 0.02 30 10.0 0.16 
K 4 126 0.03 80 5.0 0.63 

Total/Mean 47 742 0.06 530 8.86 0.72 

Carinated Al 55 100 0.55 215 25.58 2.15 
Bowls A2 4 69 0.06 11 36.36 0.14 

D 95 177 0.53 164 57.93 0.92 
E 3 90 0.03 30 8.33 0.33 
J 7 180 0.03 30 23.33 0.16 
K 43 126 0.34 80 53.75 0.63 

Total/Mean 207 742 0.28 530 39.05 0.72 

Bowls with A l 5 100 0.05 215 2.32 2.15 
Trumpet or A2 0 69 0.00 11 Nil 0.14 
Tubular D 4 177 0.02 164 2.43 0.92 
Lugs E 1 90 0.01 30 3.33 0.33 

J 2 180 0.01 30 6.66 0.16 
K 3 126 0.02 80 3.75 0.63 

Total/Mean 15 742 0.02 530 2.83 0.72 

Bowls and Al 23 100 0.23 215 10.70 2.15 
Pots with A2 3 69 0.04 11 27.27 0.14 
other D 12 177 0.07 164 7.32 0.92 
Handles E 2 90 0.02 30 6.67 0.33 
and Lugs J 3 180 0.02 30 10.00 0.16 and Lugs 

K 2 126 0.01 80 2.50 0.63 

Total/Mean 45 742 0.06 530 8.5 0.72 
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orientation for the distribution as opposed to an 'external' one. Yet, in terms of their 
general relationship with these sites, far more (by a factor of more than 100%) 
arrowheads occur on Sites J and E than one might have expected. One interpretation 
of this information might be that while arrowhead distribution does reflect internal 
arrangements on the site that distribution is clearly 'disturbed' in terms relative to 
other implement types by some other influence—possible external. It may well be that 
while the site at Carn Brea was attacked by archers it was also defended by archers 
who manufactured their weapon armatures on site. 

A review of ceramic distribution on the site (see Table B), through the same crude 
expression, reveals a very similar situation with clear emphasis placed upon the 
importance of Sites A l , D and K. The dominance of small cup forms in the ceramic 
inventory of the users of Site A l as shown by Dr Smith (see Section 10) is an indication 
(as perhaps the distribution of edge-trimmed flakes is) of some activity differential 
between this site and Site D. The spatial concentration of carinated bowl fragments 
which appears, in percentage terms, to give prominence to Sites D and K shows if 
anything comparability between Site A l and Site D with Site K less favoured. Again 
in spatial terms the clear preponderance of Site A l in the distribution of bowls and 
pots with other handles and lugs is perhaps a further indication of specialisation in 
this area. 

In the final analysis, nevertheless, the degree of uniformity throughout the 
assemblage over the whole site is remarkable. However these observations based upon 
relatively crude displays of information, (and founded solely upon the identification 
and comments of Alan Saville and Dr Smith) may help to indicate four important low-
level factors: 

1) That evidence for occupation activity is not wholly even over the interior of the 
Eastern Summit enclosure. 

2) That evidence for occupation activity drops off steeply as one moves outside the 
enclosure (Site A2). 

3) That idiosyncratic variations in the style of archaeological information from 
differing areas within the Eastern Summit enclosure may indicate differing specialist 
activity (or just possibly micro-chronological) relationships between different 
settlement areas. 

4) That arrowhead distribution, while clearly reflecting strictly localised 
occupational orientation, is also distorted by some other influences perhaps indicating 
the introduction of arrowheads from off-site, possibly in a violent manner. 

The population, or scale of occupation, on the site is also difficult to assess. It is 
clear that Neolithic activity is ubiquitous, if of varying intensity, within the area 
excavated in 1970-73 and that, wherever survival was archaeologically possible, 
structural traces have been recorded in the interior of the enclosure. However it is also 
clear that this activity was protracted and involved more than one and possibly many 
phases of construction and occupation. At a simplistic level, however, there would 
appear to have been at least 15 level cleared occupable areas within the area of the 
enclosure. Site A l is one of the smallest of such areas and has produced clear evidence 
of a structure which might have accommodated a small unit of 5-7 persons. Other 
areas are considerably larger and, if all areas were occupied at any one point, then a 
population ranging from 150-200 souls might be postulated for the whole site. It is 
interesting to note that the number of men suggested to be necessary to build the 
enclosure wall (see above) would correspond approximately to the number of able-
bodied males to be expected in a community of this size. The apparent close restriction 
of occupation to the interior and the social and economic cohesion hinted at by the 
construction of the enclosure wall would appear to justify, in the writer's view, the 
suggestion that overall occupation did occur at least at one stage within a setting that 
can best be described as a 'village' with all the economic and social overtones of that 
word accepted. 
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That this community exerted widespread influence and was able to attract materials 
from a wide variety of sources is clearly witnessed in the artefactual record as it 
survives (see Sections 8, 9 and 10 below). 
Grouped Stone Artefacts. Among the grouped stone artefacts (for catalogue see p. 158) 
it will immediately be noted that there is no deviation from the clear dominance of 
Group XVI visible from unprovenanced axes from the site sectioned prior to 1970. It 
would appear that the sources of rock pertaining to Groups I, IV and XVII were also 
regularly exploited by people in contact with the site. Long range contact is perhaps to 
be seen in the four artefacts made of tuff which bear close resemblance to, but are not 
identical with, the rocks quarried in South West Wales (Group VIII) and at Great 
Langdale, Cumbria (Groups VI and XI). (Section 9 p. 153) 
Nodule Flint—in fresh unweathered condition suggesting a source presumably on the 
chalk indicating a nearest point of access in the Sidmouth/Beer Head area of South 
Devon. Flint axe-fragments may well indicate a different source and presumably were 
imported implements. (Section 8. pp. 107-8, 138) 
Cherts—Four types of chert have been recognised by Saville among the lithic 
assemblage from Carn Brea, the numerically dominant group being similar to the 
Portland type although beach pebble sources probably provided the bulk of this 
material. The Broome chert source on the Devon/Dorset border was also probably a 
supplier of raw material. The occurrence of six leaf arrowheads formed on chert of 
likely Portland origin may indicate a specialist activity in this direction. Clearly chert 
working is in progress on the site. (Section 8 pp. 108-9) 
Pottery with gabbro grits included within the fabric. Inspection of the whole pottery 
assemblage from the site indicates that all c.550 vessels recognisably represented by 
sherds located during the 1970-73 excavations on the site contained within their fabric 
grit content which may at least have partly emanated from an area of 7 sq.km on the 
south tip of the Lizard Peninsula, c. 30 km to the south by any feasible route (but see 
Section 10, p. 179 for comments as to the likely complexity of this situation). 

It is clear from this summary that the settlement site at Carn Brea had wide-ranging 
contacts throughout the south-west of England, and possibly, sporadically, further 
afield. The heavy preponderance of Group XVI type rocks on the site must 
presumably indicate relatively regular contact, in whatever capacity, with this local 
quarry source. Group I rocks are the next most frequently recognised type on the site 
and again recurrent contact with this source may be indicated. Two possibly 
unfinished axes, retrieved from the site (neither from the 1970-73 excavations) pertain 
to the Group I and Group XVI sources. The presence of axe-polishers, also, on the site 
may, presumably, indicate that local rock sources were being directly exploited and 
unfinished axes imported to the site where pecking, grinding and polishing activities 
took place. It is indeed unlikely that such activities would lead to any identifiable 
debris within the archaeological record other than the presence of polishing stones and 
of the end product. This close association with the Group I, Group XVI and possibly 
Group XVII sources is of importance in indicating one major area of economic activity 
at Carn Brea and indeed, by extension, in assisting with the chronology of these 
particular factory sites (see Smith 1979). Group XVI, XVII and IV rock sources are 
seen to be centres with distributions of finished and 'roughout' products centring in 
the SW of England. Group I on the other hand has been shown by Cummins (Cummins 
1979) to be a centre with a local distribution which includes 'roughouts' but also with a 
massive hinterland of distribution centred upon South Essex and East Yorkshire 
where 'roughouts' do not occur. While it is possible that such far-flung distribution 
was a feature only of the later part of the long life of this factory it is possible that, as a 
source of finished Group I implements, the Carn Brea settlement was part of the 
network of communication which (pace Briggs 1976) extended far into east and north 
Britain. In such a context, perhaps, imports of chert and flint from Wessex become 
more easily understood. The importation of flint axes to Carn Brea is perhaps an 
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activity with the air of 'coals to Newcastle' which at first sight may be puzzling. It is 
however one which, if one takes the view that ground stone and flint axes must have 
satisfied, by virtue of their widely differing qualities, radically different requirements 
(whether utilitarian or aesthetic), is readily comprehensible and which anyway is 
complemented by the converse use of greenstone implements of Cornish origin during 
the mining process at the Grimes Graves flint mine complex in East Anglia (Greenwell 
1870). 

As well as the long-distance importation of nodule flint it was, of course, necessary 
that all flint used on the site be imported from more readily available sources of small-
sized material such as the beaches of south and north Cornwall particularly at 
Ludgvan and at Gunwalloe to the south, where small rolled pebbles occur in large 
numbers, and at Baldhu, west-south-west of Truro; Kea, south of Truro; and Stithian, 
near St Agnes, where larger nodules occur (Hencken 1923, 11). These latter three 
sources are no more than 10-12 km from the site and must have yielded readily 
available sources of raw material. 

As well as an extensive command of sources of lithic raw material, certainly 
throughout Cornwall and possibly reaching far away to the east, a further dimension is 
added to the pattern of regional interdependence by the ceramic assemblage from the 
site. The work of Dr I.F. Smith, Miss S. Sofranoff and Ms Hilary Howard has shown 
the entire ceramic assemblage from the site, representing some 550 vessels from the 
excavated sample of c. 20% of the total site area, to comprise material which may in 
part be imported to the site from a likely manufacturing source on the south coast of 
the Lizard Peninsula 15 miles (24 km) away 'as the crow flies'. The degree of 
specialisation implied by this economic activity perhaps offers other insights into the 
economic status of the Carn Brea community. There is no evidence for the 
manufacture of the vessels at Carn Brea from imported clays and it would therefore 
appear that vessels of all types comprising 'fine', 'medium' and 'coarse' wares were 
transported to the site to be used and broken there. The writer would suggest that the 
transport of such fragile items on such a regular basis would have almost certainly 
been conducted, in so far as was possible, by water and that such transport would be 
available to within 5 km of Carn Brea. The most likely route would be a coastal voyage 
from the region of St Keverne across the estuary of the Helford River and along the 
coast of Falmouth Bay turning north into Carrick Roads thence proceeding into 
Restronguet Creek by Devoran as far north-west as Twelve Heads. Thence porterage 
would have probably been necessary for 5 km via Carkerrack and Carn Marth to Carn 
Brea itself. This route would involve navigation for 25 km, 20 of which would have 
been in relatively open water conditions. Replacement and the normal processes of 
domestic activity must have demanded that this route was relatively frequently and 
reliably traversed with, if the excavated sample can be accepted as a representative 
one, a substantial number of vessels being transmitted during the life of the 
settlement. 

The economic basis of this transmission is, of course, not understood. There may or 
may not have been some tangible reciprocation whether archaeologically recognisable 
or not. The possible production and finishing of Group XVI and Group I axes at Carn 
Brea may have formed part, or the whole, of the basis of any such reciprocation. 
Whatever the case, the site at Carn Brea can be seen in terms of archaeologically 
tangible imports, to have maintained regular contact with lithic and ceramic sources 
within a radius of 20 miles (32 km) and less regular contacts a good deal further afield. 
That other sites were similarly organised and took part in similar exchange schemes 
seems most likely and the evidence at the Carn Brea Neolithic settlement enclosure 
might appear to indicate that these parallel communities were close enough and of a 
similarity of interest to result in competition, direct conflict and warfare (PI. XXVIII). 
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Breton style axes found in 1749 on Carn Brea; from Observations on 
Antiquities . . . of the County of Cornwall by William Borlase. Photo: 
Edinburgh University Library. 
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II Late Iron Age coinage from Carn Brea hoard; from Observations on 
Antiquities . . . of the County of Cornwall by William Borlase. Photo: 
Edinburgh University Library. 



I l l Carn Brea—General view of Central and Eastern Summits; from the south. 
Photo: Charles Woolf. 

IV The Eastern Summit at Carn Brea; from the west. Photo: author. 



VI Site A l . An upright of the Eastern Summit enclosure wall collapsed 
forward from earth-dug socket; from the south-west. Photo: author. 



VII Site Al . The Eastern Summit enclosure wall set on top of the granite ledge. 
Photo from the east. Photo: Charles Woolf. 

VIII Site Al . Compacted pottery within feature 71. Scale in cm. Photo: author. 



IX Site A2. Two shallow hearth-scoops in section; from the north (Fs 14 and 
15). Photo: author. 

X Site D. The traces of structures set behind the enclosure wall; from the west. 
Photo: author. 



XI Site D. The totally collapsed wall on the lower side of Site; from the east. 
Photo: author. 

XII Site J. General view of the Eastern Summit enclosure wall; from the south-
east Photo: author. 



XIII Site J. Detail of enclosure wall structure; from the north. Photo: author. 

XIV Site J. The small rubble debris tumbled behind the enclosure wall; from the 
north. Photo: author. 



XVI Site K. The orthostat lining of the 'wicket gate' entrance; from the west. 
Photo: author. 



XVII Site K. General view of the terrace looking directly towards the wicket gate 
from the north with collapsed walling to the south east and south west. 
Photo: author. 

XVIII Site E. View from within the enclosure from the north east showing 
horizontal collapsed facing slab of enclosure wall (below scale) beneath 
which lay sealed charcoal deposit and vessel (PI). Photo: author. 



X X Site H. View of the hut circle from the west in excavated state. Photo: 
author. 



X X I XXII 

X X I Site A3. View of the rampart's coursed stonework face with the ditch 
excavated to the surface of layer 2; from the south. Photo: author. 

XXII Site A3. View from the north from the rampart of Rampart 5 across 
external ditch in excavated condition. Photo: Charles Woolf. 

XXII I Site A3. Casement wall structure of the rampart; from the west. Photo: 
author. 



XXIV Site G. View of the Rampart 5 gateway in excavated condition; from the 
south. Photo: Charles Woolf. 

XXV View outward (from the north) through the Rampart 5 gateway with, in the 
middle distance the one surviving great orthostat of the pair that originally 
flanked the outermost entrance. 



XXVI Site G. Sections of orthostat sockets lining the gate passage; from the 
north. Photo: author. 



XXVII Site B. View of clearance piles on rabb surface; from the north. Photo: 
Charles Woolf. 



XXVIII Plate introducing the 'Neolithic' chapter of L. Figuier's book Primitive Man 
published in 1870. His prescient view of Neolithic society, in the light of the 
evidence retrieved at Carn Brea, is perhaps as instructive as it has always 
been amusing. Photo: Edinburgh University Library. 



SECTION 4 E X C A V A T I O N S ON THE SE SLOPE OF THE HILL 
(SITES B, C, F, H) 

Preliminary fieldwork on the gently sloping, south eastern flank of the hill revealed 
the possibility of non-random stone and boulder arrangement over a relatively wide 
area. The examination of the surface was very difficult owing to extremely dense 
bracken, gorse and heather cover. 

In order that the examination of the prehistoric surface could be undertaken over a 
sufficiently large area to establish whether anthropogenic interference had taken 
place, it was necessary to use mechanical means for initial clearance. 

Objectives 
This exercise was conducted in two stages. Firstly, in 1970, a 40 m long 4 m wide 

strip (Site B) was cut over the hill slope (Figs. 35-36 and PL XXVII) to determine the 
nature of stratigraphy in the area and secondly, in 1971 a square cutting 15 m x 15 m 
(Site F) was excavated to determine the nature of the activity in plan. 
SITE B (Figs, 35-36) 
The Stratigraphy 

The situation was essentially similar on both sites. With the humic turf layer (Layer 
1) stripped away, a clayey sub-huniic layer, the subject of much leaching and incipient 
podsolisation appeared (Layer 2). This layer produced little in the way of artefactual 
material other than some recent objects, including a number of brass buttons, and 
would appear to correspond with the leached sub-humic deposits located at virtually 
all points excavated on the hill during the 1970-73 seasons. Beneath Layer 2 and lying 
uniformly over the whole area was a brown gritty layer (Layer 3) which produced a 
substantial number of artefacts of diagnostically Neolithic type, both ceramic and 
lithic. It also contained two sherds of Iron Age pottery (P(1A) 10 & 12) exhibiting 
curvilinear decoration associated with SW'B' wares and one featuring a hard red-
brown fabric (P(1A 7) and clearly related to Carloggas Type J wares (see Section 11). 
Both types would appear to be indicative of Late Iron Age activity. One Roman coin 
was also retrieved from this layer which despite its very eroded condition can almost 
certainly be identified as Vespasianic and therefore minted between 69-79 AD and 
deposited at some point subsequent to this date. (I am grateful to Mr P. Curnow, 
Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments and Dr R. Casson, British Museum for this 
identification). 

Layer 3 was directly superimposed either upon the rabb subsoil or upon a widely 
distributed leached yellow/brown layer (Layer 4), extremely gritty in texture and 
somewhat variegated in colour with patches upon its surface where only grits were 
present as a fine gravel (Layer 3A). The variegation of colour and the variations of 
texture present within this layer suggested a considerable degree of overall 
disturbance. Within the la3/er a large number of artefacts were located and where 
diagnostic were, in all cases, Middle Neolithic in date. Two stone implement fragments 
(CO 303 and 304) were retrieved here as well as three leaf-shaped arrowheads and a 
quantity of sherds of pottery the majority of which were concentrated in the upper 
part of the deposit. 

This layer of disturbed soil occurs, apparently, over a very wide area (see below Site 
H) superimposed directly upon the natural rabb. At irregular intervals piles of stones 
occur embedded within, and piled on top of, this soil horizon. The piles of stone 
(detected in the initial field survey) are directly related to the rabb in that this subsoil 
horizon appears often to rise in low 'humps' beneath each pile of stones. In some 
instances the piles of stones are built upon natural outcrops of bedrock. The 
impression received is that the positioning of the piles has to some extent protected 
the subsoil surface from disturbance. Between these piles of stone the variegated 
Layer 4 with its contained artefactual material is ubiquitous. 
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Fig. 35 
Carn Brea. Sites B and F; Plan of excavation area, all features; Plan of stone 

clearance on cultivated surface. 
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The piles contain stones of different geological origin (although all of these occur 
within the immediate locality) and in one instance a clearly utilised saddle quern has 
been incorporated within one of the piles (see PI. XIX). The piles were, as stated, 
surrounded and partially sealed by the Layer 4 deposit. It has already been indicated 
how gritty was the texture of this deposit and how the grits on its surface became so 
dense as to become a fine gravel layer (3A) with no soil matrix. This latter feature is 
one well known with cultivated soils where dug soils with no consolidating 
vegetational cover are left open to weathering. The soil matrix washes out leaving only 
the heavier grit element forming a superficial 'skin' in precisely the way observed on 
Sites B and F. Dr Susan Limbrey inspected this soil profile during a visit to the site 
and very kindly offers the following comment:-

'The interest of the soil in the "cultivation" areas lay in the presence of a layer of 
coarse sand bearing a strong resemblance to the rain-washed horizon at the surface of 
areas currently free of vegetation and exposed to the weather. I would interpret this 
layer as a similar surface horizon exposed perhaps during cultivation, the finer 
material having been dispersed and removed in surface run-off. The pre-existing soil 
was an acid brown soil, which would have been highly suseptible to dispersion in a 
cultivated surface horizon, and incipient podzolisation and/or gleying had resulted in 
stripping of iron oxides from the sand grains and the slight development of a thin iron 

SITE B 

[ 7 ] 1 Topsoi l 

fTTn 2 P o d s o l i s e d z o n e at b a s e of topso i l 

VA 3 Brown gritty soil 

^ 3A Gravel 

• 4 Cultivated s u r f a c e 

Fig. 36 
Carn Brea. Site B; Section; Fs 1-13 Profiles and Plans. 

79 



pan. A further soil layer has been deposited over the coarse sand horizon. This is a 
humic acid brown soil, perhaps derived from disturbance of a soil upslope, within the 
upper part of which a thin podzol profile has developed. Comparison of the 
"cultivation" areas with soils elsewhere on the hill, which are variably developed 
stagnopodzols, indicates that podzolisation has been more marked since the 
phase of cultivation than it was at that time.' 

Beneath Layer 4 patchy iron pan deposits have formed upon the rabb surface 
bearing witness to leaching processes at work within Layer 4 and the layers above. 

SITE F (Fig. 35) 
Within the 'Site F' square in 1971 the stratigraphy described above was replicated 

without any variation. The site was seriously disturbed at its centre by a recent (18th-
19th century?) tin prospecting pit but this did not detract significantly from the plan 
retrieved which revealed an open area surrounded on three sides by fairly massive 
stone concentration. Within Layer 2 two groups of Roman coins were located. Two 
(71/1608 and 1609) were found together in the northernmost edge of the site near its 
centre and may be part of a larger assemblage the remainder of which remains 
unexcavated. Three others (71/1323-1325) were located to the south and west among 
the stones of the pre-existing clearance. 

The associated pair comprised an illegible fragment, and a plated denarius of 
Augustus, minted in Spain during the years 19-18 BC, while the group to the south 
contained a plated denarius of Tiberius (AD 14-37) and of Galba (AD 68-69) and a 
denarius of Vitellius (AD 69). This latter group can perhaps be seen, alongside the 
Vespasianic coin located in Site B, to indicate an horizon of activity early in the second 
half of the 1st century AD on this site. (Once again I am grateful to Mr Curnow and Dr 
Casson for these identifications). 

The Layer 4 deposit occurred evenly spread over the defined open area but at this 
point produced far fewer artefacts than in the 'Site B' long cutting — only two flint 
fragments (one a broken leaf-shaped arrowhead) and a group of Neolithic pottery 
sherds. Charcoal flecks were, however, located quite regularly throughout the depth of 
Layer 4 on Site F whereas these had not been observed within the layer as excavated 
on Site B. 

The evidence from the excavation of Sites B and F during 1970 and 1971 seems to 
indicate the presence, on the gentler south facing slope of the hill, of widespread areas 
of soil disturbance associated with the differential distribution of small linear cairns of 
stones. The disturbed layer of soil (Layer 4), where excavated, has produced 
exclusively (where these are diagnostic) Neolithic artefacts. Where Iron Age and later 
artefacts occur on the site, these are stratified above the Layer 4 deposits. Such a 
widespread disturbance of apparently anthropogenic origin associated with evidence 
of selective stone clearance is perhaps best interpreted as evidence of primitive 
cultivation which, on the basis of associated artefacts, would appear to be Neolithic in 
date. The apparent washing out of the soil matrix from the surface of the deposit 
leaving a thin superficial layer wholly composed of the heavy sandy grit element of 
this soil might well indicate the weathering of an exposed soil surface with little 
vegetation cover to retain its structure and again widespread existence of such a bare 
and disturbed surface is perhaps best explained by cultivation. Certainly if cultivation 
did occur on Carn Brea, it is upon the south facing gentler slopes of the hill that it 
would be expected. Presumably it is anyway a sine qua non of settlement of the kind 
perceived on the Eastern Summit that cultivation was present in the locality. Little 
assistance, of course, is afforded by material from within the settlement itself. 
Flotation of selected deposits of high carbon content (see Section 12) have tended to 
confirm the overall impression from the site that the hostile soil conditions have very 
generally reduced carbons to an unrecognisable state so that seed recovery is non-
existent. Pollen analysis would be similarly unrewarding and even the relatively few 
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instances where seed-impressions have been preserved within the ceramic assemblage 
are rendered of little value in this particular context as it would appear that every 
vessel was imported to the site from a distance. The existence of a very few stone 
rubbers within the enclosure at Carn Brea, for instance on Sites A2 and D, might be 
seen to indicate the relative unimportance of cereal processing in this area (or the 
preparation of cereal products for consumption by other means) but the presence of a 
fine saddle quern built into one of the stone piles of the cultivated surface would 
appear to indicate the possible presence of cereal cultivation and even the possibility 
of cereal processing taking place in the agricultural area as opposed to within the 
settlement. 

That this distinction may, however, not be a simple one is possibly indicated by the 
presence of a pattern of post-holes cut into the Layer 4 surface (Fig. 35). There is no 
evidence for the date of this group of structural features, which presumably represent 
a building of some kind constructed over and into the Neolithic cultivated surface. The 
pattern of the posts (Fs 1-13) point to no clear structural form although again the 
comparatively small scale of the sample excavated is principally responsible for the 
incomplete and inadequate state of this evidence. None of the post-sockets are more 
than 15 cm in depth and all were filled with a dark organic loamy material somewhat 
looser in composition than their Layer 4 matrix. None produced any clearly associated 
artefactual material and it is therefore equally likely that this structure should be 
Neolithic or post-Neolithic in date. 

In the body of Layer 4 no trace whatever was recovered of any negative impression 
resulting from the use of cultivation implements and therefore it is not possible to 
indicate with any degree of certainty the actual agricultural process responsible for 
the creation of the Layer 4 deposit. The uneven and gritty texture of the granite-
derived soil at Carn Brea and the very patchy leaching and staining activity 
associated with such a soil make it quite unsuitable for the preservation of this kind of 
evidence. Nevertheless the disposition of the piles of stone on the hillside of Carn Brea 
to create uneven but very small cleared patches is paralleled during the 3rd 
millennium be at the Scord of Brouster in the Shetland Islands (Whittle priv. circ. 
paper) where a number of house sites appear to be associated with irregular stone 
clearance heaps. It would perhaps seem unlikely that ard cultivation with draught 
animals would be practicable within small irregular plots of this kind. However the 
evidence as retrieved from a number of Shetland houses (Calder 1963) reveals a very 
large number of large stone implements which have been confirmed as ard-shares by 
recent work (Rees 1978). Rees has made the suggestion that the very frequent 
occurrence of such stone implements in the Northern Isles is a function of the absence 
of available timber and that elsewhere archaeologically intangible wooden ard tips 
were in use at this time. The evidence from the South Street Long Barrow (Fowler & 
Evans 1967) indicates clearly that the animal-drawn ard was available in southern 
Britain at this time. 

While evidence for the existence of the Layer 4 'cultivated soil' horizon is 
widespread occurring as described on Sites B and F and also featuring on Site H (see 
below), it is not universally present on the southern slopes and is not represented on 
the area examined on Site C or Site G (see below). 

SECTION 5 THE HUT CIRCLES 

A good deal of confusion has been created by the retrieval by Thurstan Peter, within 
a number of hut circles, of material of clearly Neolithic date (p. 15). The suggestion had 
naturally followed that the hut circles were of Neolithic date and formed the focus of 
Neolithic activity on the hill (Piggott 1954, 36). It was thus necessary for the 1970-73 
excavation project to establish the true relationship of these structures to the 
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Neolithic occupation. The situation had been considerably confused by the tendency of 
the earlier workers on the site to regard as of equal status, clearly defined hut-circles, 
arid 'attractive' groupings of rocks including natural outcrops. With this in mind the 
i l S hut circles recorded on the hill by Thurstan Peter fall into place as a 
riiisiriterpretation of the evidence. Sir Gardner Wilkinson recorded twelve true hut 
circles on the site in 1860 and archaeological field survey carried out during the 
1970-73 seasons recorded the existence of eleven (Fig. 37). It must however be 
remembered that conditions of survey in the 1970s had shown a marked deterioration 
sihce the mid 19th century and the very dense undergrowth now covering the site may 
Well Conceal detail unobserved despite persistent and careful attention. All of the 
Observed hut circles have apparently been disturbed by earlier excavators on the site. 

The attempt to establish the date and nature of these structures comprised a narrow 
Section cut across the wall and floor of Hut Circle 11 (Site B Fig. 38) during 1970, and 
the total excavation of Hut Circle 5 in 1972 (Site H Figs. 26 & 39). 
Hut Circle 11 This hut circle is one of the largest of the eleven present on the site, 9.6 m 
In diameter. Its interior had been almost totally destroyed by a large pit dug in the 
centre still clearly visible on the surface. It was decided, initially, to section the wall of 
this badly damaged example to establish, if possible, its relative stratigraphical 
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Fig. 37 
Carn Brea General Survey Plan of known hut circle distribution. 
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position and date prior to the further examination of a less badly damaged example. 
Within the section excavated it was found that previous digging had left a narrow 
'shelf of the original hut floor, approximately one metre in width, still extant. The hut 
floor rested, as did the walls of the hut, not upon the natural rabb subsoil but upon a 
leached gritty layer of disturbed soil in every way similar to Layer 4 on Sites B and F. 
This soil layer was of a colour and texture that rendered the detection of soil features 
extremely difficult and no 'occupation layer' as such survived upon the surface of 
Layer 4 representing the floor of the hut. No finds were retrieved upon this surface. At 
this point the Layer 4 subsoil, upon which the hut foundation wall was built, was 15-20 
cm in depth with, beneath it, the natural rabb and a sporadic thin lens of iron-staining 
separating the two. 

Within the hut circle the whole of Layer 4, the cultivated surface, had been removed 
during prehistory to present a distinct surface of rabb upon which the brown gritty 
Layer 3 had formed and above this the present humic turf line. A 'platform' of Layer 3 
existed c. one metre wide in situ around the periphery of the hut floor and within the 
'halo' an excavation had taken place cutting through the lower elements of the modern 
turfline where incipient podsolisation had been taking place and removing the Layer 3 
deposit in its entirety. This disturbance was identical in its appearance and filling with 
that of the interior of the Site K platform on the Eastern Summit. A few fragments of 
broken late 19th century bottle glass were located within its filling (the writer is 
grateful to Mr John Stengelhofen for this identification). No artefacts were located 
upon the rabb surface immediately within the wall of the hut. Three soil dug features, 
all less than 10 cm deep with loose brown soil filling, were recovered upon this 
platform, none producing any artefacts. 

Within Layer 4 under the hut, one flint flake of indeterminate type and date was 
retrieved, although the same layer outside the hut produced two leaf arrowheads 
among other flint working debris. 

The initial excavation of Hut Circle 11 demonstrated the complex stratigraphy 
associated with these structures. It was apparent that the hut circle was constructed 
upon a pre-existing surface of disturbed soil, although the limited evidence from Hut 
Circle 11 produced no incontrovertible evidence of the date of either the hut circles or 
the underlying Layer 4. This soil, however, was identical with the horizon (Layer 4) 
encountered during an altogether broader inspection on Sites B and F (see above) 
where all the evidence pointed to Neolithic date for this phase of activity. The clear 
determination of the date of the hut circles had to await the total excavation of Hut 
Circle 5, set in the centre of the group in the saddle of the hill. 
Hut Circle 5 Site H (Figs. 39 & 26) was excavated totally by hand by the quadrant 
method. The circular walled structure was substantially intact with an entrance 
clearly visible in the SSE sector (PI. XX). In all principal respects the stratigraphy on 
this site was similar to that of Hut Circle 11. Beneath the topsoil of tussocky humus 
(Layer 1), patchy incipient podsolisation occurred at the base in the area close to the 
hut walls. It was clear that this lower element of the turf had been cut through in the 
relatively recent past and a very large proportion of the hut circle interior had been 
destroyed down to the surface of the rabb. This disturbance was filled with a 
heterogeneous deposit of soil, variegated in texture ranging from yellow to brown in 
colour with lumps of rabb subsoil, and was apparently the deliberate backfilling of a 
pit dug into the centre of the hut circle. Such a disturbance accords well with the 
activities of Thurstan Peter. His procedure appears to have been a standard one with 
regard to the hut circles with the whole central area of the hut floor being stripped 
right down to the rabb subsoil leaving a rim of soil ranging from 20 cm to one metre in 
width. In the eastern sector clearance had indeed taken place right back to the hut 
wall. The rabb subsoil appears to have been scrupulously respected. Once again debris 
within the backfill dates to the late 19th century and may testify to the substantial 
luncheons partaken during these excavational excursions of the 1890s. 
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Fig. 39 
Carn Brea, Site H Hut Circle; Plan of excavated area, all features (see Fig. 26 for 

section). 

The rim of the hut floor was the only place where the original stratigraphy of the 
interior survived. At this point two superimposed layers lay within the hut wall and on 
top of the rabb. A brown gritty soil (Layer 3) lay directly superimposed upon the 
gently sloping Layer 4. The surface of Layer 4 had been dished in antiquity, probably 
reflecting the wear on the floor. The wall was built on top of Layer 4. The Layer 3 
material clearly pre-dates the collapse of the walls of the hut circle at least in part as 
some of the collapsed slabs seal this material in situ. The junction of Layer 3 and 
Layer 4 appears therefore, to represent the floor of the hut, although on stratigraphic 
grounds it is inherently unlikely that Layer 4 was continuous over the entire floor. 
Probably the rabb subsoil was revealed by the erosion consequent upon use, so that in 
the centre of the hut Layer 3 lay directly superimposed upon the rabb. The evidence 
for this had been lost as a result of previous investigation of this site. 

In the NE sector a base sherd of Iron Age pottery (P(1A) 14; Section 11) was set into 
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the surface of Layer 4 and a Cordoned Ware sherd lay on its surface in the SW sector. 
A further rim of Iron Age fabric (P(l A) 6) was found upon the surface of Layer 4 near F 
3 and a fourth sherd, a rim, on the rabb surface close to the paving within the entrance 
(Fig. 39). The cultural context associated with use of the floor and probably the 
construction of the hut circle is that linked with the appearance of Cordoned Ware on 
the site and while the precise chronological bracket for this ceramic type is uncertain, a 
date in the centuries immediately prior to the Roman conquest (Section 11) would 
seem to be likely. 

The inner face of the hut circle wall was remarkably intact, with only five or six slabs 
prostrate on the hut floor in the northern sector. The outer face wall has almost totally 
collapsed. The entrance has also been extensively damaged with the facing slabs on 
the eastern side in a somewhat collapsed state. A concentration of cobbling and four 
laid paving slabs were located in situ just outside the entrance and may indicate the 
presence of some porch structure, although no ground-fast evidence of such a 
structure was recovered. The disposition of these stone features might indicate a 
laterally disposed porch opening to the SW, not one axially aligned on a radius of the 
hut passing through the entrance passage . Such a porch entrance may also be present 
in Hut Circles 3 and 4 excavated by the writer at Stannon Down, St Breward, where 
porches apparently opening to one side (to the SE) relate to an occupation date 
apparently tied to the Middle Bronze Age (Mercer 1970) and at Kestor, Dartmoor if 
one follows Cunliffe's amendment (Cunliffe 1974, Fig. 12:4) of Fox's published plan 
(Fox, A. 1955, Fig. 6), a site probably of somewhat later date. 

Within the hut circle in the eastern and north-eastern sectors six dug sockets were 
located, interpreted as the remaining ground-fast supports for the original conical roof 
which rested upon the hut's circular wall. Only one of these features, F 3 (Fig. 39), was 
of appreciable depth (30 cm) as it survived upon the very edge of the widest fragment 
of original floor surface 'platform' left by Thurstan Peter. Elsewhere the features were 
very shallow (less than 15 cm) because of the 19th century disturbance. The surviving 
features would appear to witness an original layout of eight secondary roof supports 
and central roof-tree. The emplacement of a massive block of stone against the NW 
side of F 5 is not apparently accounted for by tumble from the wall facing; the block 
would certainly have been suitable as a piece of internal furniture. It rested upon a lens 
of Layer 4 material some 10 cm thick. Other slabs on the hut floor are almost certainly 
wall facing collapsed, apparently, after the investigation by Thurstan Peter. 

The ceramic evidence from the surviving hut floor indicates a late prehistoric date 
for this stucture. Neolithic objects including two leaf-arrowheads occur within the 
Layer 4 deposit upon which this hut circle was built. This evidence would appear to 
reinforce the less satisfactory data from Hut Circle 11 and may perhaps be extended to 
the other hut circles within this closely-knit group. Inspection of the plan of this 

Table C: Hut Circle dimensions and direction of Entrances 
Hut Circle Diameter Diameter Floor area Entrance 

External Internal sq. m 
1 10 8? c. 50 ? 
2 9 7? c. 36? ? 
3 9 7? c. 36? SE? 
4 8 6 c. 31 SE? 
5 10 7 c. 36 SE 
6 10 x 9 6 c. 31 SE? 
7 12 9 c. 62 SE? 
8 8 5? c. 20? SE?? 
9 8 5? c. 20? SE?? 

10 9 7? c. 36? ? 
11 10 7 c. 36 SE? 
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concentrated group shows that the circles vary considerably in size ranging from 8-12 
m in external diameter. 

The floor area of these hut structures as tentatively reconstructed (Table C) 
indicates a very considerable range from 20-62 sq. m in extent. Such distinctions, 
while impossible to categorise in the very damaged conditions which obtain on the 
site, may indicate differences of function and status which may in turn reflect the 
organisation of the community which constructed them. It will be observed from the 
general site plan (Fig. 2) that the huts are aligned upon the northern gateway to the 
hillfort enclosure and this may be a slight indication that the hillfort construction 
furnishes a date post quem for the hut circle settlement. 

SECTION 6 THE HILLFORT 

The hillfort is divisible, on the grounds of layout and morphology, into seven 
constructional elements (Fig. 2). 
Ramparts IS and IN. Ramparts enclosing the immediate summit of the saddle lying 
between the Central and Eastern Summits on both its northern (IN) and southern (IS) 
sides. (An apparent extension of Rampart IS (Rampart ISX) completes this circuit.) 
These ramparts are composed of many upright orthostats revetting the rear and front 
faces of a boulder-built wall which runs continuously from the west tip of the Eastern 
Summit around the central summit returning along the southern crest of the hill to 
meet the Eastern Summit again. No external ditch seems to be associated with this 
rampart, except for a short stretch on either side of one gateway on the southern side 
(IS). The construction of this Rampart (with facing orthostats) and the difficulty of its 
explanation in strategic terms without a contemporary defence of the Eastern Summit 
renders it prima facie tempting to link this rampart chronologically with the Neolithic 
defences on the latter summit. Rampart IS has a number of narrow entrances, 
Rampart IN overlooking a far steeper slope and exhibiting, apparently, only one well-
defined entrance above a still-extant spring. The gateway in IN is somewhat complex 
(Fig. 40) with the Rampart turning inwards to form a narrow (4 m wide) entrance 
passage giving access to a quite clear hollow-way that ascends the last remaining 
slope of the hill out on to the saddle area. The north western flank of this entrance is 
protected by a claw-like earthwork running north and then north east from the main 
rampart for some 15 m. One even more complex entrance also exists today on the 
southern Rampart IS (Fig. 41). This entrance appears to be double (and in this 
connection we should note the close juxtaposition of the Site C gateway to its near 
neighbour to the east and the closeness of the Site G entrance to that beside Site A3 
set immediately to the east). The east entry is guarded by an internal claw-like feature 
8 m in length springing from an 'island'-like 'rampart-bastion' 10 m in length 
separating the two entrances; the western entrance of this complex is flanked by a 
claw-like arm running out some 13 m NE from the main rampart. This entrance in 
Rampart IS appears to have been sited so that a seemingly natural hump behind the 
gateway provides yet a further point of vantage from which the inner end of the gate-
passages could be assailed. These entrances are also lined with massive stone 
orthostats (see Site C below). 
Rampart ISX. Joining Rampart IS to the southern extremity of the Eastern Summit 
is a short (30 m) stretch of low, rather ill-defined rampart with little surviving inner 
face although its outer face is plain. This rampart 'completes' the Rampart 1 enclosure 
but would appear to be of somewhat different construction than IS or IN. 
Rampart 2. Cutting off the Central Summit is another rampart surviving only as an 
earthwork of indefinite form, much damaged apparently by recent activity — possibly 
linked with the construction of the de Dunstanville monument. It may be suggested 
from surface indications that this earthwork is later than Rampart IN at its 
northernmost end. No excavation of this earthwork was attempted. 
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Fig. 40 
Carn Brea. Detailed Plan of Main Northern Gateway Rampart IN. 

Rampart 3. Outside Rampart IS on the southern side of the hill is a massive 
fortification running from the southern tip of the Central Summit to the east to 
become almost totally lost within the extensive workings of South Carn Brea Tin 
Mine. One very substantial orthostat probably marks the position of a gateway on the 
site of, and much disturbed by, the modern trackway. The massive proportions of this 
rampart precluded any excavation. 
Rampart 4. Outside Rampart IN, on the northern slope of the hill, is a further stone-
built wall without a ditch and in very collapsed condition. Extending from just below 
the Central Summit on the northern side some 600 m to the east it skirts the lower 
scarps of Carn Brea and becomes lost in the extensive mine workings which dominate 
the eastern and south-eastern slopes of the hill. On the northern flank of the hill some 
40 m outside Rampart 4 another rampart is just possibly visible running parallel with 
it for a stretch of some 350 m (not shown in Fig. 2). 
Rampart 5. A stretch of rampart runs east from a point on Rampart IS some 30 m 
south of the skirts of the Eastern Summit in a sharp 'hairpin-bend' arrangement to 
almost join Rampart 3. Rampart 5 has a coursed stone outer face and survives as a 
massive earthwork with a very substantial ditch on its outer side. In morphological 
terms this Rampart is most closely related to, if less massive than, Rampart 3. A 
complex gateway exists at Site G (see below) and the ditch and rampart were sectioned 
at Site A3. In both these instances these features were shown to be of early prehistoric 
date (see below Sites A3 and G). 
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Fig. 41 
Carn Brea. Detailed Plan of Main Southern Gateway Rampart IS. 

Rampart 6. Amongst the mine workings on the SE flank of the hill, 60 m outside 
Rampart 5, is a further stretch of possible rampart — much damaged and confused by 
the mining activity. If this trace does comprise a prehistoric rampart then it may 
represent a continuation of Rampart 3 which may in turn ultimately have been linked 
with Rampart 4 to the north. 

Ramparts 4 and 6 are either so ruined or damaged as to be uncertain in their precise 
extent and layout, although the existence of some outer defence on the northern flank 
of the hill is fairly clear. Rampart 3 has also been effectively destroyed at its south 
eastern end. Figure 2 shows, what the writer believes to be the only clearly defined 
rampart traces on the hill (but see Hogg 1975, 162; Fig. 41). Hencken (1932, 129; Fig. 
36) also hints at a further complication at the south-eastern surviving limit of 
Rampart 3 but these were not apparent to survey in the early 1970s. Hogg states that 
his plan is very much a sketch based upon Sampson Hill's original plan and 
Hencken's, with further observations made during perambulation of the site. 

Rampart Morphology 
The morphology of the ramparts on the hill is thus divisible into three construction 

types on the grounds of surface observation: 
1) Slab revetted stone-built ramparts without ditch. This category includes the 

greater part of Ramparts IS and IN and Rampart 4. More massive but of similar 
construction is the enclosure wall on the Eastern Summit. 

2) Low ramparts with no facing slabs revetting either front or rear of the rampart. 
Rampart 2 and Rampart ISX fall into this category. Rampart ISX is, indeed, more of a 
'step' than a bank in its present condition. 

3) Ramparts accompanied by a ditch on the forward face. A short stretch of Rampart 
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IS falls into this category, on either side of the 'entrance' through which the modern 
track to the castle passes. However the principal ramparts of this type are Rampart 5, 
the extension of Rampart IS beyond the Site G gateway and, on a much more massive 
scale, Rampart 3 the outer defence on the southern slope. The existence of this 
massive defence on the southern flank may well reflect the relatively easy approaches 
on this flank of the hill and need not indicate any chronological divorce of this line 
from its equivalent, the far less substantial outer Rampart 4, on the northern slopes. 

The Area of the Hillfort 
Any estimate of acreage of the total enclosure is thus difficult due to the appalling 

damage sustained by the monument on its southern and south-eastern flanks. The 
area enclosed by Ramparts IN and IS is c. seven acres with two acres in addition 
enclosed on the Eastern Summit. The additional area enclosed on the southern side by 
Rampart 3 is c. six acres and on the northern flank of the hill within the much 
dilapidated Rampart 4 are a further five acres. Thus the total enclosed area which is 
clearly recognisable would approach 20 acres, although a further eight acres would be 
added if one includes the area to the south east which may have been enclosed within 
the fragmented traces of Rampart 6 — observable within the massive disturbance in 
this area. 

Site C (Fig. 42) 
The presence of an apparent narrow gateway in rampart IS on its south western 

flank prompted the siting of this excavation. The rampart here appeared to be of 
uneven thickness, narrower to the east of the gateway and considerably wider to the 
west. On both sides of the gate the structure of the rampart was similar, with slab-like 
orthostats revetting a stone core and no indication of any outer ditch. Excavation 
revealed a narrow passage-like gateway approximately 1.5 m wide and 9 m long. The 
walls of the gate-passage were revetted by orthostats on both sides which splayed 
outwards on the interior. At its outer end the passage does not widen and the uneven 
thickness of the rampart terminals creates a short stretch of flanking wall on the 
western side. The entrance-passage has two recesses, one on either side, at its middle 
point. These recesses are 0.5 m deep and may well have been 'passing points' in the 
confined space of this very narrow passage. They would appear to be far too shallow, 
and wrongly positioned, to serve as 'guard chambers' or any similar tactical 
construction. The floor of the passage is quite uneven with a number of bedrock 
masses standing proud of the rabb surface, which lies directly beneath the rubble of 
rampart collapse intermixed with humic material. No artefacts were located within the 
passage on the subsoil surfaces and this surface showed no undue signs of wear. On 
this surface set just to the east of the inner limit of the entrance-passage and close to 
the rampart inner revetment, a group of flint flakes including one serrated edge flake 
(L206, 70/397) were located. These flakes were closely juxtaposed and appear to be one 
unitary deposit, and it would seem unlikely that they would have survived, 
undispersed, the processes of construction of the rampart. In the centre of the inner 
end of the passage a pit was located 2m long by 1 m broad and 0.5 m deep, which 
contained humic material indicating a probably recent origin but no artefacts. Pits of 
this size and type occur regularly on the site, clearly of recent origin and appear to be 
an aspect of metal prospection in the area in the comparatively recent past. 

This narrow gate-passage appears to be 'paired' with another only 5 m to the east 
but the relationship between the two cannot be known on the basis of excavation 
carried out. Nor can any firm attribution of date to Rampart IS be made on the basis 
of evidence retrieved during the investigation of the Site C entrance. Its form 
proclaims it to have been intended for pedestrian access only and the seven entrances 
visible in this Rampart on the southern side must call into question its ultimate 
function as a defensive barrier. It should be emphasised that the later insertion of 
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Fig. 42 
Site C; 
Plan of excavated area of 
Gateway in Rampart IS. 
Carn Brea. 

entrances into a rampart of stone-filled and slab-faced construction of this kind would 
be most difficult to detect archaeologically. 

Twenty-five metres to the south-west of the Site C gateway a further 4 m x 30 m 
cutting by mechanical digger was made to assess the possibility of further extinct 
cultivation surfaces being present at this point. The wiry turf and its subhumic layer 
of incipient podsolisation lay directly imposed upon the natural rabb surface with no 
evidence of any intervening disturbance of any kind and no artefacts whatever were 
located in this area. At the SW extremity of this cutting a further pit of recent origin 
was encountered with a partial filling of humic material and a massive double-pointed 
iron pick head lying on its base. 



SITE A3 (Figs. 43-44) 

On the SE flank of the hill a short stretch of rampart (Rampart 5) survives 
confronted by a massive ditch. This Rampart, upon clearance of vegetation, was found 
to survive to a considerable height (2 m) and extant coursed stonework was visible on 
the outer face surviving to a height over the original ground surface of approaching 
one metre. The ditch was visible as a shallow depression some 5 m wide. The ditch 
terminates at a narrow causeway leading through the rampart and recommences for a 
short length to run south-west and turning sharply north-west, towards Site G, where 
it bifurcates into a shallow pronged fork and terminates finally. How far the ditch 
extended originally into the area of mine workings to the south-east of the site (South 
Carn Brea Tin Mine) is not known. 

Objectives 
Site A3 was set out through Rampart 5 as a 'classic' rampart and ditch section 4 m 

in width, close to a point where the detected ditch abutted against an entrance 
causeway — a point at which relatively high artefact yields could be expected to assist 
with the establishment of a chronology for its construction. The site was dug over two 
seasons, the first season completing the excavation of the ditch and the second the 
dismantling of the rampart itself. 

The Ditch (Section Fig. 44) 
The turf was removed to reveal a mass of stone tumble lying in the top of the ditch 

fill. Towards the southern edge of the ditch the topsoil with substantial leaching at its 
base gave way to Layer 1, a brown gritty soil — the brown earth familiar as Layer 3 in 
other areas of the south-east slope of the hill (see Sites B, F, and H). Beneath this 
superficial deposit lay Layer 2, a yellow sandy and gritty layer. This layer would seem 
to represent washed out rampart make-up containing a large number of tumbled 
stones (PI. XXI). Below Layer 2, still at a high level within the ditch, was a compact 
layer of whitish grey clay (Layer 3) representing an extended period of water-borne 
deposition which had been subjected to heavy leaching. Beneath Layer 3 a vivid 
orange sand (Layer 4X) of extremely hard and compact composition was probably the 
deposit into which the leached products from Layer 3 were concentrated. The 
appearance of Layers 3 and 4X would suggest a very considerable time-span for their 
formation. On the surface of Layer 3 at its junction with Layer 2 two base sherds of 
Iron Age pottery (P(1A) 13 and 14, see Section 11) were retrieved. Below Layer 4X the 
main body of ditch-fill commenced, with much material apparently derived from both 
sides of the ditch. Layer 4, a yellow/orange sand, and Layer 4A, a yellow/brown sandy 
gritty soil, both suggest a major source of material on the outer lip of the ditch and 
perhaps point to the former existence of a now denuded counterscarp bank. Layer 5, a 
dark yellowish brown very clean soil, would appear to represent weathering of the 
southern ditch side resulting in the exposure of the putative counterscarp structure to 
erosion. Beneath Layers 5, 4A and 4B were a series of primary deposits: 1) Layer 5A, a 
very clean orange sand which may be natural subsoil left in situ against a massive 
obtrusion of bedrock into the section; 2) Layers 6 and 6A, presumably, represent 
erosion of the berm between the inner rampart and ditch and also the soil matrix of the 
rampart itself which has moved into the ditch; 3) Layer 7, a yellow/buff gritty soil; and 
4) Layers 8 and 8A, brown/yellow sandy and gritty lenses of washed silting occurring 
on the side of the ditch. The rock floor of the ditch may be seen in PI. XXII. 
The Finds 

Within Layer 4 a sherd of Neolithic pottery (on grounds of fabric determined by Dr 
Smith, 71/1278) was located, as was a sub-circular shallow depression with silt 
containing tiny flecks of charcoal. Further Neolithic sherds and charcoal flecks were 
present in Layer 5 at about the same level as that in Layer 4 (71/1956 and /1957). 
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Fig. 43 
Carn Brea. Site A3; Plan of excavated area. 
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Flecks of charcoal were again present in Layer 8A and within Layer 7, as were three 
wall-sherds of Neolithic pottery (71/2094, /2097 and /2098). Hard against the base of 
the ditch, here formed by the surface of the bedrock beneath the natural rabb, Layers 8 
and 8A formed the primary silt on the northern (inner) side of the ditch and produced 
five wall-sherds of unbraded Neolithic pottery (71/2161 and /2222-2225) and two 
fragments of a greenstone implement (CO 335/341: 71/2227, /2369) in unbraded 
condition. 

The Rampart (Section Fig. 44; plan Fig. 43) 
The Rampart was excavated in 1973, by a 4 m wide transverse cutting. Its 

construction was complex and massive. Front to rear the Rampart would appear to 
have been 6 m wide; its rear edge was marked by irregularly set massive orthostats 
and its forward face stood over the ditch, with five and occasionally six courses of 
stone remaining to a height of c. one metre (PI. XXI). Outside Site A3 the forward face 
was locked together by periodic 'standers' — orthostats running up through the 
coursed stonework. Within the section it was seen that the rampart was founded on a 
central line of orthostats giving additional stability to the whole structure. This 
central structural feature was linked forward and rearward apparently to the outer 
limits of the Rampart by 'casement walling' (PI. XXIII and Fig. 43). Only one such 
wall was encountered within the cutting so that the casement width is not known, but 
certainly the 'casement voids' were then filled with dug rabb material (presumably 
extracted from the ditch) which exhibited prominent tip-lines running up against the 
'casement wall' and dipping away to the west. These tip lines, often apparent as humic 
inclusions, appeared in transverse section as Layer 1A in the rampart cross-section 
(Fig. 44). To the rear of the central orthostatic setting the soil matrix of the Rampart 
changed sharply (Layer IB) and presumably represents a different borrow source (to 
the rear of the Rampart?) from the material (Layers 12, 11 and 10) which was derived 
from the ditch. The sequence of construction would appear thus to have been: 

1) Erection of central orthostatic 'spine'; 
2) Building of casement walls to create 'bays'; 
3) Filling of 'bays' with (to the south) ditch-derived material and to the north, 

scraped up debris including high humic element; 
4) The construction of the frontal and rearward revetments. 

No artefacts were located within the make-up of the Rampart, a situation perhaps to 
be expected in the ditch-derived material in the forward area but certainly a cause for 
some surprise in the more humic Layer IB material to the rear of the Rampart. 
Immediately behind the Rampart two charcoal spreads were located in the west of the 
cutting, both of which appeared to be undisturbed and contained wall-sherds of 
Neolithic pottery. A depression occurred immediately behind the Rampart which the 
profile of the Layer 2 material followed and on to and into which most of the Rampart 
collapse has taken place. This depression possibly reflects scraping-up activities to 
produce material for casement filling in the Rampart structure. In amongst the stone 
tumble here four leaf-arrowheads were located. Two flint flakes were all that was 
retrieved from the natural rabb surface under the Rampart. In dismantling the 
structure of the Rampart the great orthostats (weighing 3 tons) were lifted from their 
sockets and the sockets excavated. A complete stone axe of Group 1 rock in fresh 
condition (CO 363, 73/363) was located within the socket of the inner of the two major 
orthostats present in the cutting (Fig. 43). 

Clearly the evidence from this 4 m cutting was of very considerable interest. Its 
significance has to be assessed in terms of the very great quantities of Neolithic debris 
present on the hill which might have resulted in a substantial and, indeed, exclusive 
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Neolithic artefactual presence within features of an altogether later date. The presence 
of Iron Age pottery in very superficial levels in the ditch, stratified above a deposit of 
apparently very considerable longevity (Layers 3/4X), possibly represents a very 
extended date ante quern the ditch construction took place and the two unweathered 
greenstone implements found in primary contexts (CO 335/341 and CO 363) prima 
facie provide approximate dates for the construction of both ditch and rampart. The 
undisturbed Neolithic deposits on the ground surfaces immediately to the rear of the 
Rampart and the lack of Neolithic material within the make-up of the Rampart may 
support the date indicated by the artefactual data. No carbon in sufficient quantity, 
and in sufficiently closed contexts, was retrieved during the excavation of this site 
(other than the burning associated with Neolithic pottery on the surface behind the 
rampart) that was suitable for radiocarbon dating. 

The Site A3 Rampart cutting represents one third of available excavation resources 
for two seasons on the site. It was therefore felt, with the material and archaeological 
problems in view, that further cuttings of this kind in the limited ditched areas 
available might at considerable expenditure of resources provide only further evidence 
of similar quality. It was therefore decided to allow the evidence of Site A3 to stand, 
and to attempt to clarify the situation by another approach — the excavation of a 
principal gateway through the Rampart 25 m to the west (Site G). 
SITE G (Figs. 45-47, Pis. XXIV & XXV) 
Description 

The gateway on Site G was an immensely impressive monument, especially once 
1000 sq. m of fern, bracken and heather had been stripped in the area around it. As an 
entrance through the rampart it was clearly complex and comprised a sophisticated 
defence in depth (Fig. 45). The main gateway which formed the focus of excavation 
was, in fact, but one element in a complex design providing three major obstacles for 
any would-be agressor to overcome before gaining access to the interior of the 
enclosure. This gateway was one of the principal gateways on the southern rampart of 
the hillfort. The rampart approaching this entrance from the west terminates against 
a massive outcrop of bedrock standing 2.5 m high which was utilised to provide one 
'flanking wall' of a long entrance passage leading into principal gateway. The other 
side of this passage is defined by a broad arc of the ditch bifurcating from the outer 
ditch terminal on the east. The passage thus defined is some 15 m long. At its 
outermost limit a great orthostat stands over 2.5 m in height, marking the eastern 
jamb of the outer gate. A low bank, possibly originally reinforced with a timber 
stockade, runs eastwards to link this orthostat with the barrier provided by the outer 
fork of the ditch. The western jamb of this outer gate was formed by another orthostat 
over 2.5 m in length which now lies prostrate in a N-S orientation having broken in two 
when it collapsed. This western jamb was apparently set 1 m from the face of the great 
bedrock outcrop which comprises the western face of the entrance passage. This 1 m 
gap was blocked by a further low bank with stonework apparently within it. The outer 
entrance with both jambs as originally disposed could have only been 1.5 m in width 
(similar in width to the Site C gateway). 

Moving through this outer entrance one enters an open area flanked on the west by 
the massive rock outcrop and on the east by a platform formed between the two 
forking arms of the eastern ditch terminal. Beyond this area a further constriction 
occurs as a great mass of bedrock juts out towards the inner ditch butt-end once again 
restricting the passage to just over 2 m. 

Once past this second obstacle a further space is encountered confined by the 
granite outcrop and the inner ditch terminal. This area, in turn, opens on to the third, 
innermost, gateway which was excavated in 1972. This gateway was clearly visible 
prior to excavation as five orthostats which formed the eastern flank of the gate 
passage, while a further upright marked the inner end of the gate passage on the west. 
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Fig. 45 
Cam Brea. Site G; Detailed Plan of Gateway complex. 

The gateway is set upon a fairly steeply rising slope, so that the innermost of the 
orthostats lining the passages is set some 0.5 m higher than the outer. The form of this 
inner gate passage would appear to have been lobate, with narrow constrictions 2 m 
wide at its innermost and outermost points. The rampart runs from both sides of this 
gateway, from the western side where it also abutts against the rock outcrop and from 
the east whence it proceeds towards Site A3. 

Within the Site G gate, set to the west, was an inner triangular enclosure formed by 
a low, apparently much denuded, rampart which joins the main rampart to the outcrop 
masses of the Eastern Summit (Rampart ISX; Fig. 2), and by the even slighter line 
that rims south-eastward from this defence to join rampart 5 as it swings south-
eastward. This enclosure has approximately equal sides of c. 15 m length and the 
means of access from it into the hillfort interior is not at all clear. An ill-defined 
interruption is apparent in the rampart forming its northern flank, and it would seem 
that the Site G gateway at least at one stage was only intended to give access to the 
northern area of the hillfort — the area to the south-east of the Eastern Summit 
enclosure. 

The whole of this massive gate-complex would appear to be mutually inter-
dependent and probably of one construction. Within the resources available it was not 
possible to inspect the whole of the gate-complex and it was decide to excavate the 
inner gateway only where the group of surviving orthostats promised the existence of 
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Fig. 46 
Carn Brea. Site G; Plan of excavated area. 
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supportive sockets as a context for artefactual material relating to the date of 
construction. It was clear from the commencement of investigation that this gateway 
had already been the focus of earlier archaeological attention as a deep steep-sided pit 
('disturbance', Fig. 46) was located in the centre of the outermost part of the gate 
passage. A thin lens of dug rabb occurred on top of the humic layer around this pit 
presumably representing much decayed recent spoil tips. That this hole was dug by 
Thurstan Peter is uncertain as it penetrates the natural rabb by 65 cm — an 
unnecessary and unsophisticated aspect of digging not noted in any other of his 
excavations. 

Excavation 
The stratigraphy in the gate passage was simple down to the floor of the gateway 

and then somewhat complex. Beneath the turf. Layer 1, was a dark greyish material, 
very gritty in texture, containing a large body of stone presumably as tumble from the 
rampart on either side. Beneath this layer, Layer 2 was of lighter grey colour, much 
harder in composition with a high proportion of grit with large stones set within it — 
again elements of structural decay of the rampart with the soil matrix being largely 
composed of rotted stone elements. Both layers contained exclusively Neolithic 
artefacts. 

Beneath these two superimposed layers lay the rabb floor of the gateway. This floor 
had a distinctive step somewhat irregularly cut into the rabb running between the two 
innermost orthostats 1 and 2 of the gateway. Traces of burning in the form of a black 
charcoal smear were located at the foot of this step and further away to the east close 
to and on top of the packing of the socket (F9) of orthostats 3 and 4 (Fig. 46). The rabb 
floor of the gateway was extremely irregular, with a further step running away from 
orthostat 3 to the south-west, and exhibited very little trace of wear. The step at the 
innermost extent of the gateway (between orthostats 1 and 2) may represent a stop 
against which a timber gate was intended to close — the charcoal smear possibly 
representing the ultimate fate of this structure. The base of Layer 2 where it lay 
against the rabb floor of the gate contained a number of tiny sherds of much abraded 
pottery. 

Towards the outer part of the gateway the floor level appears to have been made up 
by the redeposition of fresh rabb material (Layer 4), which sealed beneath it an 
undisturbed turfline (Layer 5). This turfline, in turn, was cut through by the sockets 
for orthostats 3, 4, 5 and 6 (Fs 8 and 9). Within this turfline were unabraded sherds of 
Neolithic pottery (P5, 72/1775 with an unperforated trumpet lug and P126, 
72/1775-1777), and within F9 substantial quantities of Neolithic pottery were located 
including fragments of a carinated bowl (P74, 72/1674) and of two other vessels 
(72/1542). A leaf arrowhead (72/1776) was also found within this socket. The material 
within socket F8/9 could possibly result from its derivation from the buried turfline 
through which the socket cuts, but the occurrence of a number of fragments of one 
vessel in unabraded condition within one socket suggest that the vessel was 
incorporated during the backfilling of the feature. It would thus appear that, within 
the entrance, rabb was redeposited upon an extant surface, upon which Neolithic 
sherds already existed in unabraded condition; that soon after this event the sockets 
were dug for the orthostats of the Site G gateway and that during the excavation and 
backfilling of which further Neolithic sherds were incorporated. No later prehistoric 
material whatever was located on the Site. The uneroded nature of the 'step' between 
orthostats 1 and 2 and the general rather uneven nature of the gate floor surface would 
seem to indicate that little wear of the surface took place in antiquity. Indeed the 
sockets of the orthostats are shallow (Fig. 47) and substantial erosion of this floor 
might well have led to instability in the revetment of the gate passage. 

The excavation of these sockets was only partial. There was a proper unwillingness 
to remove the orthostats which still form such an impressive monument to prehistoric 
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Fig. 47 
Carn Brea. Site G; Fs 1-10 Profiles <for plans see Fig. 46). 

technology on the ground, as well as a respect for the nature of the task — most of the 
stones in question weighing, on volumetric calculation, at least 4 tons. The nature of 
available resources, combined with consideration for the safety of personnel 
concerned, dictated the propping of the orthostats in position and the excavation and 
refilling of their sockets around them. 

Excavation also indicated something of the form of the gateway on the western side 
where orthostats were no longer extant. On this side Fs 1 and 2 (Fig. 46) appear to 
have held the uprights of a facade built out from the bedrock outcrop at the outermost 
limit of the gate; F4 would appear to be the socket of the j amb stone of the outer limit 
of the gate passage. This slab was present collapsed on top of Layer 1 and had to be 
removed. The traces of the impression of a stone base was visible behind this jamb 
socket (Fig. 46 'x'). If these traces are indicative of the gate outline, the form would 
appear to be lobate with constriction at the forward and rearward limit (cf. Site C and, 
indeed, the 'wicket entrance' on Site K). When the orthostats were removed from these 
sockets is not clear but only the one 'eligible' stone was located on the site. 

The evidence from Site G would then appear to suggest the construction using 
massive orthostats, of a rampart entrance, the floor of which was accidentally or 
deliberately 'made up' with dug rabb presumably from the nearby ditch material. The 
construction took place directly on top of a turfline containing some unabraded 
Neolithic pottery and fragments of a Neolithic vessel appear to have been 
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incorporated with the backfilling of one of the stone sockets of the entrance structure. 
The gateway appears to have been lined with orthostats on both sides to produce a 
lobate plan with constrictions c. 2 m wide at both the outer and inner ends. This 
gateway appears to have been but one part of a more massive scheme of 'in-depth' 
defence producing a formidable barrier to undesired penetration. 

SECTION 7 THE HILLFORT: DISCUSSION 

The utmost caution is necessary in the interpretation of the results of excavation of 
Sites C, A3 and G for three reasons. 

1) The area excavated forms a miniscule sample of the total 'hillfort' defensive 
complex — in all its possible phases of construction. 

2) The existence of very large quantities of Neolithic debris on the hill may have 
allowed the 'contamination' of later structures, which may have been built at a time of 
relatively sparse surviving artefactual deposition. 

3) The interpretation of the chronology of these defences, if a Neolithic date is 
suggested, would carry with it very major implications for the understanding of our 
overall view of the period. Such a revolutionary step should naturally be based upon 
evidence of as incontrovertible nature as possible. 

In so far as these caveats are in review, 
1) It is clear that any conclusion drawn from the evidence provided by the 

excavation of Sites A3, C and G can only bear upon the date of Ramparts IS (and 
possibly IN by implication) and Rampart 5. A different scale of investigation is now 
required to clarify their relationship with the other ramparts on the hill. 

2) The presence of an overall scatter of Neolithic material is well in evidence. 
However the massive fall-off in density of artefacts retrieved on the immediate outer 
side of the Eastern Summit enclosure, if continued, could not allow the fairly 
substantial Neolithic presence in the vicinity of Sites A3 and G. 

3) Here the writer felt that interpretation had to await the accrual of evidence from 
elsewhere. Once the 'revolutionary' step had been taken whereby massive hillfort 
defences enclosing many acres could clearly be shown to relate to Neolithic date, then 
the Carn Brea evidence could appear as supportive to this conclusion although not, he 
felt, foundatory to it. It is, of course, not coincidental that the writer has concerned 
himself with the search for such evidence since the termination of the Carn Brea 
project in 1973. It is, however, a product of the greatest good fortune that it should 
clearly have emerged during his more recent excavations at Hambledon Hill in Dorset. 
Here (see Mercer 1980) evidence has been retrieved of a multivallate hilltop enclosure 
of at least 160 acres with massively built timber-framed ramparts (see priv. circ. 
Interim Report 1981) running for many hundreds of metres. 
Site C 

The data retrieved from Site C provides no date for this narrow gateway. The only 
relevant evidence is the concentration of flint flakes, presumably of Neolithic date, 
immediately behind the rampart wall but apparently not disturbed by the wall 
construction. Had the wall been built after the deposition of the flakes one would have 
expected such disturbance to have taken place. 
Site A3 The chronological information from Site A3 falls under four headings:-

1) Neolithic pottery and greenstone implement fragments exclusively were located 
in the primary silts of the ditch. 

2) One intact and unabraded greenstone implement of Neolithic type was found 
within a primary context (a structural orthostat's ground-fast socket) in the rampart. 

3) Iron Age pottery occurred stratified within the ditch filling at a very high level, 
superimposed upon a thick layer of waterborne silted and leached material, a deposit 
certainly requiring a considerable passage of time for its formation. 
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4) Behind the rampart Neolithic occupation deposits appear to be undisturbed, 
again an unlikely situation if the construction had taken place around them. 
Site G The chronological evidence takes two forms:-

1) Fragments of three vessels, some fragments in unabraded condition, were located 
within the earth-fast socket of one of the orthostats defining the gate passage. 

2) A number of small abraded sherds of Neolithic pottery occur scattered on the floor 
of the gate passage. 

In the face of the variety of this evidence, of its quantity, and collectively, of its 
quality, the writer would feel that it would be unreasonable to argue for anything 
other than a Middle Neolithic date for the construction of Ramparts IS and 5 at Carn 
Brea. He would also suggest that Rampart IS cannot be understood without the 
contemporary existence of Rampart IN or its equivalent. It is not possible, within the 
limitations of the evidence to extend this chronological framework to any other of the 
defensive elements present on the site. 

The ramparts of known or putative Neolithic date (IS, IN and 5) comprise 60 m of 
recognised and surviving ditch and approximately 500 m of stone-built rampart. The 
scale of the ditch in Site A3 is considerably greater than that encountered on Site J on 
the Eastern Summit and it represents some 4.5 cubic metres of quarrying for every 
metre of length, a total therefore, if its depth as demonstrated on Site A3 is accepted 
as representative, of some 270 m3. 

Startin and Bradley (1981) have drawn attention to the value of 19th century 
records of digging-rates as a source of information for the replication of prehistoric 
work rates and effort input. They draw attention to the Architectural Surveyors 
Handbook by J.J. Hurst (1886) in which a series of work rates are suggested for the 
digging of a range of materials. Figures for gravel digging are given which would 
appear to replicate the digging of the rabb on Carn Brea most closely. Apparently 
Hurst suggests that 3 man teams (one breaker, one shoveller and one basketer) could 
extract 36 cubic ft per hour. Startin and Bradley are inclined to accept the 
efficiency rate' for prehistoric tools proposed on the basis of experiment conducted at 
the Overton Down experimental earthwork (Jewell 1963). In prehistoric circumstances 
therefore one might have expected a working rate of c. 24 cubic ft per working hour (for 
3 men (0.82 m3) = 0.27 m3 per man per hour). If the suggestion of a total volume for the 
known length of ditch of 270 m3 is accepted, then its production may have taken of the 
order of 1000 man hours (16.6 man hours per metre). 

The work involved in the building of 500 m of enclosure wall, which varies 
considerably in form from the stone coursed outer face of the A3 rampart to the 
orthostatic faced stretches of rampart IS by Site C, is, of course, most difficult to 
estimate. In order to give a rough indication of the work which would appear to be 
required the writer proposes simply to extend the calculation as set out above, (p. 64) 
for the Eastern Summit enclosure wall. This from surface indications would appear to 
represent the median amount of effort expended per metre for the hillfort ramparts; 
sometimes these are more massive and sometimes less so. It will be recollected that 
the garnering of stone and the erection of the edifice was calculated to represent c. 200 
man hours per metre length. Thus 500 m of rampart would require 100,000 man hours 
for its construction. If we use the figures suggested for the Eastern Summit enclosure 
for the number of men needed to complete such a task (c. 60 men) then this number of 
men could complete the work in 166 days of 10 hours. As Ramparts IS and IN and 
Rampart 5 are prima facie separate undertakings, this input almost certainly would 
have been exerted in a series of separate phases. 

The area enclosed by Ramparts IS and IN comprises some seven acres. It has been 
shown that, at least at one point in time, part of this area had been devoted to arable 
agriculture during the period of Neolithic occupation. At the points where the 
ramparts were sectioned it proved impossible to establish any relationship between the 
ramparts and this cultivated surface. No trace of cultivated surfaces was located 
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within the small area excavated within the (ill-understood) enclosed area defined by a 
Rampart 5 and any continuation of it. 

Clearly information relating to differential activity within, and the relative 
chronology of, this rampart system is far too scanty to allow much comment upon the 
function of these enclosures. The execution of such a very major project in order to 
enclose seven acres for arable agriculture seems, to the writer, inherently unlikely and 
the use of the area for this purpose may have been incidental to the original function of 
the enclosure — or indeed, possibly, prior to its construction. A more attractive 
hypothesis, to the writer, would be the construction of an enclosure for the retention 
and protection of stock. Grave shortcomings in this hypothesis would appear to exist 
however. The excavated gateway on Sites C and G are, it would seem, manifestly 
unsuitable in their complexity and narrowness for the egress and ingress of animals, 
certainly of cattle. Furthermore Saville has shown (Section 8) that the flint industry, in 
the light of current functional interpretation, would not appear to be notably biased 
towards the processing of animal products, but rather towards the treatment of 
vegetable materials. This latter difficulty might be countered by suggesting a dairy-
based economy at Carn Brea, a suggestion possibly supported by Legge's proposal of 
a dairy economy at the contemporary enclosure at Hambledon Hill, Dorset (Legge 
1981); although of course, killing, and thence, the treatment of products, still forms 
part of such an economy. It may, however, be segregated, and the settlement 
enclosure on the Eastern Summit thus not reflect in its lithic assemblage the true 
importance of these activities. Furthermore, the main northern and southern 
gateways into the Rampart IS and IN hillfort enclosure are, apparently, on the basis 
of surface inspection far wider than the smaller excavated gateways (Sites C and G). 
Furthermore the hollow way leading from the northern entrance to an extant spring 
may again offer some slight support for the possibility of stock retention at some 
stage in the site's use. In the present state of evidence from the site the writer feels 
that little more can be said. 

SECTION 8 THE FLINT AND CHERT ARTEFACTS by ALAN SAVILLE 

Introduction 
A total of 26382 pieces of cultural flint and chert, weighing 31.69 kg, was recovered 

during the 1970-73 excavations. Table 1 lists these pieces according to their artefact 
typology, and assigns them to the sub-site from which they were excavated. Only a 
fraction of the total pieces derive from truly stratified Neolithic contexts. Table 2 lists 
the stratified finds, which can be seen to comprise only 5% of the total finds both by 
number and by weight. The proportional presence of the artefact categories in the 
stratified sample compares closely with that in the total sample (Table 1), apart from 
obvious gaps such as the absence of polished flint axe-head fragments. However, the 
proportional inversion of the leaf arrowhead and edge-trimmed flake categories, 
though the difference is slight, may well reflect the ease of identification of fragments 
of the former type, whose relative occurrence may more truly be indicated by the 
stratified sample. 

That mixing occurred in the superficial horizons was confirmed by the rejoinable 
fragments of polished flint axe-heads from Site K, in one case combining fragments 
from layers 1, 2 and 4, and in another from layers 2, 4, and 5. However, the numerical 
insignificance in the lithic assemblage of typologically non-Neolithic artefacts, none of 
which come from stratified contexts, and the dominance of Neolithic traits within the 
overall cultural assemblage, encourage the view that the lithic assemblage as a whole 
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Table 1. Struck lithic artefact categories, quantified by site, number and weight (in 
grams) 

CATEGORY A l A2 A3 B C 

No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. 
Unretouched flakes 3340 2572.0 372 504.0 297 224.0 326 378.0 16 25.0 
Unclass. burnt fragments 741 992.0 39 105.0 38 58.0 42 78.0 — — 
Core fragments 3 38.1 1 25.2 — - 1 15.9 — -
Cores 10 549.0 10 209.0 2 56.0 2 147.0 - — 
Leaf-shaped arrowheads 89 82.9 18 20.4 12 11.8 19 21.1 — — 
Edge-trimmed flakes 103 271.1 30 79.1 13 36.0 28 37.8 2 26.1 
Scrapers 23 136.5 6 31.5 2 8.4 13 49.7 1 8.1 
Piercers 19 43.1 6 15.9 — - 2 5.4 — -
Polished axe-head fragments 2 7.3 — — — — — — — 
Knives 1 1.7 1 1.2 1 1.2 — — — -
Microliths 2 0.2 1 0.1 — — — — — — 
Edge-blunted flakes 3 4 . 4 _ - - -
Truncated flakes 2 7.7 1 6.2 — - - — — — 
Serrated flakes _ _ _ _ _ - _ 1 1.9 
Microburins _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Barbed-and-tanged 
arrowheads _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ 
Miscellaneous retouched 61 193.2 14 52.1 9 24.7 13 61.5 — — 
Totals 4399 4899.2 499 1049.7 374 420.1 446 794.4 20 61.1 
% 16.7 15.5 1.9 3.3 1.4 1.3 1.7 2.5 0.1 0.2 

Table 1. Continuation 

CATEGORY 

Unretouched flakes 
Unclassified burnt fragments 
Core fragments 
Cores 
Leaf-shaped arrowheads 
Edge-trimmed flakes 
Scrapers 
Piercers 
Polished axe-head fragments 
Knives 
Microliths 
Edge-blunted flakes 
Truncated flakes 
Serrated flakes 
Microburins 
Barbed-and-tanged arrowheads 
Miscellaneous retouched 
Totals 

No. 
K Unlocated 

No. Wt. No. Wt. 
4764 2804.7 21 13.9 
1259 3379.5 12 8.3 

4 126.9 — 

7 148.5 1 11.9 
154 109.2 2 2.0 
150 321.5 1 0.7 

17 100.1 — 

13 35.8 _ 
34 423.2 1 2.8 

4 1.4 

2 
1 

109 
6518 
24.7 

0.3 
0.8 

247.6 
7699.5 

24.3 

1 
39 
0.1 

0.6 
40.2 
0.1 

Total No. 
% 

Total Wt Total V 
or. 

77.0 15549.6 49.1 
14.5 7349.8 23.2 
0.2 1036.7 3.3 
0.3 2584.4 8.2 
2.8 700.6 2.2 
2.4 1557.7 4.9 
0.5 747.8 2.3 
0.3 240.9 0.8 
0.2 462.7 1.5 
0.1 68.1 0.2 

2.6 \ 
9.0 

\ o . i 21.5 \ o . i 
6.5 
1.0 / 
2 . 2 / 

1.6 1348.9 4.2 
100 31690 100 

100 
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D E F G H J 
No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. 
8786 6948.0 793 596.0 68 120.0 15 24.0 40 45.0 1473 1295.0 
1324 2063.0 93 169.0 10 8.0 3 3.0 8 9.0 265 477.0 

20 678.5 2 9.2 — 1 3.1 — — 9 139.8 
37 1197.0 5 53.0 2 33 0 — — — — 10 180.0 

248 222.6 79 88.9 3 5.5 2 3.2 10 12.5 115 120.5 
154 359.9 39 118.4 12 59.1 4 10.5 11 46.4 86 191.1 

49 307.6 5 17.0 — — — — — — 15 88.9 
35 115.7 2 8.2 — — — — — — 10 16.8 

5 29.4 — 

6 26.5 2 6.1 — — 3 18.0 — — 4 13.4 
— — 1 0.8 1 0.1 
3 4.6 — 

— — 1 2.9 — — — — — — 1 4.7 
1 3.0 — — 1 1.6 — — — — — — 

1 0.7 — 

— 1 1.4 
135 480.0 14 56.0 4 9.6 5 20.9 4 7.6 51 195.1 

10804 12436.5 1035 1124.7 100 236.8 34 84.1 74 121.3 2040 2722.4 
41.0 39.3 3.9 3.5 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.4 7.7 8.6 

represents basically a homogeneous Neolithic product, attributable to the Neolithic 
occupation dated by ceramic evidence and C-14 determinations. For these reasons the 
lithic assemblage is treated as a single entity throughout this report, and the 
possibility of minor non-Neolithic contamination within non-diagnostic artefact 
categories is ignored. 

Because of the small number of securely contexted finds, it is not possible to isolate 
meaningful lithic feature groups. Nor has it proved possible to present any 
distribution plots of the lithic finds within each Site, though this technique is unlikely 
to have provided much information at Carn Brea in view of vertical and horizontal 
displacement, and the incomplete excavation or definition of occupation/activity 
areas. The only distributional sub-division of the lithic assemblage is therefore at the 
Site level. Analysis of the Site lithic distribution shows that 82.4% of the assemblage 
by number, and 79.1% by weight, derive from Sites A l , D and K. These are precisely 
the Sites which provide the largest excavated area samples of intensive Neolithic 
occupation. Sites outside the Eastern Summit, including Sites like H which 
encompass specific structures of post-Neolithic date, produce a uniformly low lithic 
count. This fact cannot be taken completely at face value, since it is clear that the low 
lithic count from Site C, which was large in terms of area, must be biased by the partial 
machine-excavation of this Site, which would prejudice the recovery of lithic debris. 
On the other hand the careful hand trowelling of deposits on Site A3 has led to a 
relatively high lithic count. Nevertheless, there is a trend for areas outside the 
Neolithic enclosure to contain only a general scatter of lithic material, which may well 
derive ultimately from within the enclosure, where there is clear evidence from the 
relevant Sites for the production and use of lithic artefacts on a considerable scale. 

Intra- and inter-Site variability was investigated by a consideration of the major 
artefact component composition of each Site assemblage (Table 3), and by 
examination of the implement population on each Site (Table 4). Table 3 shows an 
extremely consistent pattern amongst the 3 largest assemblages from Sites Al , D and 
K. The greatest divergence is exhibited by Site F, which is explained by the fact that it 
has the smallest total converted to percentages. Although this table represents a 
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fairly crude level of analysis, it appears to indicate that there is no accumulated 
specificity about the composition of the assemblages from the enclosure Sites, i.e. 
artefacts and implements were equally produced and used at each Site. Table 4 also 
demonstrates a consistent pattern. Within each Site assemblage the internal 
implement representation is similar, with few marked divergences from the mean, of 
which the Site E leaf arrowheads, the Site B scrapers, and the Site K polished flint axe-
head fragments are the most notable. The axe-head fragments are misleading because 
they do not equate with actual implement numbers, and because the implement total 
is anyhow low, but the leaf arrowhead and scraper modulations appear significant. No 
explanation can be offered for the high proportion of scrapers on Site B, but the 
dominant presence of leaf arrowheads at Site E may possibly be related to the location 
of the Site at what appears to be an entrance into the Eastern Summit enclosure. 
Within each Site assemblage the implement representation needs to be compared with 
the overall artefact and implement inter-Site distribution shown in Table 1. The 

Table 2. Struck lithic artefacts from stratified Neolithic contexts 

ARTEFACT TYPE A l D J K 
No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. No. Wt. 

Unretouched flakes 322 385.0 508 350.0 117 138.0 106 57.0 
Unclassified burnt fragments 25 19.0 44 106.0 21 57.0 20 34.0 
Core fragments — — 1 6.9 — — — — 

Cores 1 12.0 2 40.0 2 75.0 — — 

Leaf-shaped arrowheads 5 7.0 8 8.5 22 24.0 7 7.0 
Edge-trimmed flakes 24 68.9 17 41.4 8 15.1 5 9.2 
Scrapers 3 13.2 2 5.4 2 12.4 — — 

Piercers 2 10.0 — — — — — — 

Polished axe-head fragments — — — — — — — — 

Knives — — 3 14.5 — — — — 

Microliths — — — — — — — — 

Edge-blunted flakes — — — — — — — — 

Truncated flakes — — — — — — — — 

Serrated flakes — — — — — — — — 

Microburins — — — — — — — — 

Barbed-and-tanged arrowheads — — — — — — — — 

Miscellaneous retouched 8 32.0 8 26.3 4 10.0 4 3.9 
Totals 390 547.1 593 599.0 176 331.5 142 111.1 

Unretouched flakes 
Unclassified burnt fragments 
Core fragments 
Cores 
Leaf-shaped arrowheads 
Edge-trimmed flakes 
Scrapers 
Piercers 
Polished axe-head fragments 
Knives 
Microliths 
Edge-blunted flakes 
Truncated flakes 
Serrated flakes 
Microburins 
Barbed-and-tanged arrowheads 
Miscellaneous retouched 
Totals 

TOTAL TOTAL 
No. % Wt. % 
1053 80.9 930.0 58.5 

110 8.5 216.0 13.6 
1 0.1 6.9 0.4 
5 0.4 127.0 8.0 

42 3.2 46.5 2.9 
54 4.2 134.6 8.5 

7 0.5 31.0 2.0 
2 0.2 10.0 0.6 

3 0.2 14.5 0.9 

24 1.8 72.2 4.6 
1301 100 1588.7 100 
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Table 3. Major lithic assemblage components by site 

N o . o f p i e c e s A l A2 A3 B C 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Unretouched flakes. 
unclassified burnt 
fragments, and 
microburins 4081 92.8 411 82.4 335 89.6 368 82.5 16 X 

Core fragments and cores 13 0.3 11 2.2 2 0.5 3 0.7 — — 

Retouched pieces 305 6.9 77 15.4 37 9.9 75 16.8 4 X 

Total No. 4399 499 374 446 20 

Weight in grams 
Unretouched flakes, 

unclassified burnt 
fragments, and 
microburins 3564.0 72.7 609.0 58.0 282.0 67.1 456.0 57.4 25.0 X 

Core fragments and cores 587.1 12.0 234.2 22.3 56.0 13.3 162.9 20.5 — — 

Retouched pieces 748.1 15.3 206.5 19.7 82.1 19.6 175.5 22.1 36.1 X 

Total Wt. 4899.2 1049.7 420.1 794.4 61.1 

Table 3. Continuation 1 
D G H 

N o . o f p i e c e s No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Unretouched flakes, 
unclassified burnt 
fragments, and 
microburins 10111 93.6 886 85.6 78 78.0 18 X 48 X 

Core fragments and cores 57 0.5 7 0.7 2 2.0 1 X — 

Retouched pieces 636 5.9 142 13.7 20 20.0 15 X 26 X 

Total No. 10804 1035 100 34 74 

Weight in grams 
Unretouched flakes, 

unclassified burnt 
fragments, and 
microburins 9011.7 72.5 765.0 68.0 128.0 54.1 27.0 X 54.0 X 

Core fragments and cores 1875.5 15.1 62.2 5.5 33.0 13.9 3.1 X — — 

Retouched pieces 1549.3 12.4 297.5 26.5 75.8 32.0 54.0 X 67.3 X 
Total No. 12436.5 1124.7 236.8 84.1 121.3 

Table 3. Continuation 2 
J 

No. of pieces No. 

Unretouched flakes, unclassified burnt 
fragments and microburins 1738 

Core fragments and cores 19 
Retouched pieces 283 
Total No. 2040 

Weight in grams 
Unretouched flakes, unclassified burnt 

fragments and microburins 1772.0 
Core fragments and cores 319.8 
Retouched pieces 630.6 
Total Wt. 2722.4 

K Unlocated Total 
% No. % No. « % No. % 

85.2 6025 92.4 33 X 24148 91.5 
0.9 11 0.2 1 X 127 0.5 

13.9 482 7.4 5 X 2107 8.0 
6518 39 26382 

65.1 6184.5 80.3 22.2 X 22900.4 72.3 
11.7 275.4 3.6 11.9 X 3621.1 11.4 
23.2 1239.6 16.1 6.1 X 5168.5 16.3 

7699.5 40.2 31690.0 
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greatest variation between the overall figures occurs in Sites D and J, the former being 
less prominent when only implements are considered, the latter more prominent. 
When contrasting the implement types themselves, and ignoring the polished axe-
head fragments, the Site E leaf arrowheads and the Site B scrapers stand out again, as 
noted above. But also there is a relatively low presence of edge trimmed flakes at Site 
D, as well as a high presence of scrapers, a relatively low presence of scrapers at Sites 
E and K, and a low presence of miscellaneous retouched pieces at Site E. This 
patterning is not necessarily marked enough to be other than random (a statistical test 
of significance would be inappropriate for these data), but could just possibly contain a 
reflection of proportional variation in activities between Sites. However, the 
similarities are far more significant than the minor variations, and point to a marked 
homogeneity. There can be little doubt that the synchronic variability between Sites, 
which must have existed, has been largely 'ironed out' by the diachronic nature of the 
assemblage samples being analysed, representing a compressed, generalised overview 
of the Neolithic tool-kits. The similarity of the assemblages between Sites is therefore, 
albeit at a crude level, an index of the technological and functional, and therefore 
'cultural', uniformity of the total assemblage. 

RAW MATERIAL 
The raw material used for the lithic flaking industry at Carn Brea is overwhelmingly 

flint, with the additional use of small amounts of chert. The cores and core fragments 
which retain cortex give the clearest indication of the type of flint exploited and its 
origin, and fall into two types: a) light coloured, heavily abraded and completely 
smoothed cortex on rounded pebbles, and b) brown coloured, thin and relatively 
unabraded cortex on nodules which can retain marked surface irregularities. There can 
be little doubt that the former represent beach pebbles, while the latter nodules 
originate from an inland chalk deposit, and for convenience the two types are labelled 
beach and non-beach. Their occurrence within the cores and core fragments is 
quantified in Table 5. 

Table 5. Cortical cores and core fragments subdivided by raw material 
Cores Core Fragments Totals 

No. Wt. in g No. Wt. in g No. % Wt. in g 

Beach 25 1103.0 5 111.4 30 30.6 1214.4 
Non-beach 42 1160.5 25 810.2 67 68.4 1970.7 
Not assessed 1 6.0 — — 1 1.0 6.0 
Totals 68 2269.5 30 921.6 98 3191.1 

The assessment provided by Table 5 indicates that while beach pebbles were a 
significant source of raw material, they were substantially less important than 
nodules obtained from elsewhere. An attempt was made to corroborate this pattern by 
examining the cortex type on the measured unretouched flake sample (see below) and 
the edge-trimmed flakes, as in Table 6. 
Table 6. Cortical unretouched and edge-trimmed flakes subdivided by raw material 

Unretouched flakes Edge-trimmed flakes 
No. % No. % 

Beach 67 11.1 16 5.8 
Non-beach 382 63.6 233 84.1 
Not assessed 152 25.3 28 10.1 
Totals 601 277 

Although the high proportion of unassessed pieces (ie. those pieces on which the 
cortex area is too small for a reliable estimate) lessens the significance of the analysis 
in Table 6, the results are broadly compatible with those obtained from the cores in 
confirming the trend for exploitation of non-beach flint to be the most important. 
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Apart from the cortex, the non-beach flint also appears relatively homogeneous in 
internal colour, ranging from a medium grey to dark grey-black. The flint colour can 
easily be assessed because the normal condition of the flint in the acid Carn Brea soil is 
uncorticated (unpatinated). Only if a flint has been burnt does its surface become 
susceptible to surface discolouration at this site. However, flint colour alone cannot be 
used as a conclusive guide to flint type, because, although 15 of the beach pebble cores 
are distinctive in having a light grey or grey-brown colour, the other 10 are of a 
medium grey colour which cannot definitely be separated out from the non-beach flint. 
This is unfortunate because it is thus impossible to estimate the origin of the raw 
material for certain categories of implement, especially the arrowheads which are very 
rarely cortical, which might be expected to be liable to show a differential source 
pattern. Only in the case of the polished flint axe-head fragments is it possible to say 
that a completely different source was being exploited, since the flint type matches 
neither non-beach nor beach variables, and these almost certainly represent imported 
implements rather than imported raw material. 

The natural occurrence of flint in the form of redeposited beach pebbles is well-
known throughout the South West as far as the Isles of Scilly, and in Cornwall these 
pebbles were exploited by man as a source of raw material from the Mesolithic 
onwards. The beach type of flint at Carn Brea could presumably have been obtained 
from either the north or south coasts, though the north coast, which is at present a 
minimum distance of 5.7 km (3V4 miles) as the crow flies, as opposed to 15.5 km {93A 
miles) for the south coast, seems the more likely. The origin of the non-beach flint is 
more problematic. The nearest known source of in situ inland flint to Carn Brea is Beer 
in East Devon, though re-deposited flint does occur elsewhere within Devon, as at 
High Peak west of Sidmouth (c.f. Smith 1966, 48). Macroscopic comparison of samples 
of the Carn Brea non-beach flint with the Beer flint in the British Museum collections 
(MacAlpine Woods 1929, 1933) suggests that the Carn Brea flint could all be 
encompassed within the variability of the Beer flint, in cortex type and flint colour, 
though in the main the Beer flint is a dark grey-black colour. All that can safely be 
concluded at this stage is that Beer is the most likely source for the Carn Brea non-
beach flint. At a distance of 146 km (91 miles) as the crow flies, and considerably 
further in reality, the use of Beer flint would imply transportation arrangements of 
some sophistication, though this should occasion no surprise in view of the 
contemporary long-distance movement of stone axe-heads. 

In addition to the use of flint, some chert was exploited. There are no chert cores in 
the recovered assemblage, but the knapping of chert on site is shown by the presence 
of chert flakes. Table 7 quantifies the occurrence of chert amongst the total 
unretouched flake population, and shows that chert does not constitute a significant 
raw material at Carn Brea. 

Table 7. Unretouched flakes subdivided according to raw material 

Flint 
Chert 
Totals 

20230 
81 

20311 

No. % Wt. in % 
grams 

99.6 15440.0 99.3 
0.4 109.6 0.7 

15549.6 

An attempt was made to assess the types of chert involved (Table 8). 
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Table 8. Chert types amongst unretouched flakes 
CHERT TYPE No. % Wt. in gms % 
Dark grey/black—probably Portland 57 70.4 23.45 21.4 
Light to dark grey—probably not Portland 3 3.7 14.9 13.6 
Light grey/grey-brown quartzy 19 23.4 68.1 62.2 
Grey-brown quartzy—possibly Broome 2 2.5 3.1 2.8 
Totals 81 109.55 
Numerically dominant, though usually represented by tiny flakes, is a grey chert of 
smooth and consistent texture, with a colour range from light grey through a greeny-
grey to black. The majority of pieces of this type are similar to Portland chert. The 
other chert type, a coarse grey-brown 'quartzy' chert, which to judge from the weight 
values was the most readily obtainable, could be seen from the flakes which retained 
cortex to have a beach pebble origin. This chert variety included two flakes which 
closely resemble the Broome chert from the Devon/Dorset border. The presence of 
chert amongst the implement categories is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9. Chert occurrence by implement type 

IMPLEMENT TYPE FLINT QUARTZY GREY GREY NON- TOTALS 
CHERT ? PORTLAND PORTLAND 

CHERT CHERT 
Leaf arrowheads 744 1 6 — 751 
Edge-trimmed flakes 631 1 1 1 634 
Scrapers 129 1 1 — 131 
Piercers 87 — — — 87 
Knives 17 — — — 17 
Microliths 9 — — — 9 
Edge-blunted flakes 6 — — — 6 
Truncated flakes 5 — — — 5 
Serrated flakes 3 — — — 3 
Barbed-and-tanged 
arrowheads 2 — — — 2 
Miscellaneous retouched 419 — — 1 420 
Totals 2052 3 8 2 2065 

While the Table 9 data could contain a hint that more exotic raw material was 
preferentially used amongst the leaf arrowheads, the overall presence is really so low 
that no firm conclusions are possible. Chert types and their sources are by no means as 
readily distinguishable as has sometimes been maintained (e.g. Palmer 1970, 84), and 
all the chert in this assemblage could potentially have a local origin (Norman 1977, 4). 
But even if the identification with Portland chert given here is correct, there is 
obviously no question of the actual import of this raw material in the manner of the 
non-beach flint. The unretouched Portland chert flakes are more likely to derive from 
the reflaking of imported implements than of cores. Whether these implements 
themselves would originate from Portland, or from derived beach occurrence of the 
raw material further west along the south coast is a matter for speculation. 

NON-NEOLITHIC FLINTS 
The diagnostically non-Neolithic flints fall into two distinct categories a) the 

microliths/microburins, and b) the barbed-and-tanged arrowheads, 
a) Microliths/Microburins 

The 9 microliths comprise only 4 which are wholly classifiable:- 1) RHS obliquely-
blunted point, with slight ancilliary retouch on lower RHS, dorsal (Fig. 49, 6); 2) LHS 
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KEY TO SYMBOLS USED IN FLINT ARTEFACT ILLUSTRATIONS 

+ 

O 

111111 

AA/VN 

Indicates the presence and position of an intact striking platform and 
bulb of percussion on a struck f lake. 

Indicates the position of the proximal end of a struck flake when the 
striking platform is absent , normally through breakage. 

Edge retouch : used in instances when this is not otherwise clear from 
the illustration itself. 

Edge g loss: visible on the surface alongside which the symbol is placed. 

Edge smoothing : pronounced rounding of the flake edge . 

Edge serration . 

Fig. 48 
Symbols used in flint artefact illustration. 

obliquely-blunted point, with slight ancillary retouch on lower LHS, dorsal (Fig. 49, 
5); 3) geometric scalene triangle, retaining its bulb of percussion (Fig. 49, 4); 4) atypical 
short RHS obliquely-blunted point (Fig. 49, 3). Of the remainder, one may be a 
geometric quadrangular form (Fig. 49, 1) and another a rod-like form (Fig. 49, 2). 

Two of the microburns are butt types (Fig. 49, 7 and 9), notched on the LHS, though 
one is broken at the platform end, while the third (Fig. 49, 8) is a tip type, notched on 
the LHS. 

None of the microliths or microburins come from stratified contexts. One of the 
microliths has dense white surface discolouration; the rest are of light grey flint except 
for 2 microliths and 1 microburin in medium/dark grey. This pattern contrasts with 
that found in any other implement category, and points to the preferential use of beach 
flint. Typologically the microliths suggest a later Mesolithic dating (Mellars 1974, 87). 

The presence of the microburins alongside the microliths is a strong indication of the 
actual manufacture of microliths at Carn Brea, and therefore of Mesolithic occupation 
of the hilltop (Jacobi 1979, Fig. 17; Wymer 1977, 36). The suggestion that Neolithic 
people collected items such as microliths, and transported them to their own 
settlements (Smith 1965, 86 and 168-169), is regarded as extremely improbable. It is 
far more likely that here, as elsewhere, the area of Neolithic settlement had previously 
seen Mesolithic use. The presence of diagnostically Mesolithic tools in the assemblage 
must imply the possibility that a proportion of the waste material is equally 
Mesolithic. Such admixture must be accepted, but it is unlikely to be numerically 
significant enough to introduce any real bias, except perhaps with regard to the raw 
material. If the Mesolithic industry was wholly based upon beach flint, then this could 
indicate that the use of non-beach flint in the Neolithic was even more significant than 
has been shown. Although the use of imported non-beach flint has sometimes been 
suggested for the Cornish Mesolithic (Wainwright 1960, 197) this he's yet to be 
satisfactorily proven, and the bias is certainly overwhelming towards the use of beach 
flint. 
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b) Barbed-and-tanged arrowheads 
The two barbed-and-tanged arrowheads (Fig. 49, 10-11) can be set alongside similar 

previous finds from the hilltop (Peter 1896, 98; Green 1980, 360) as an indication of 
some kind of formally Bronze Age activity at Carn Brea. Since the present lithic 
assemblage contains no other definite indications of typically Bronze Age flintwork, 
there seems no reason to suspect anything other than casual visits to the hilltop in this 
period. Both barbed-and-tanged arrowheads are damaged, but they can probably be 
classified as of Sutton (Fig. 49, 10) and Green Low (Fig. 49, 11) types according to 
Green's terminology (1980, Figs. 45-46). 

Fig. 49 
Carn Brea. Flint, Ll-11. 1/1. 
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THE NEOLITHIC ASSEMBLAGE 
In the following sections each of the major artefact categories into which the 

assemblage is sub-divided are discussed in turn. 
Unretouched flakes 

The 20311 unretouched struck flakes, with an average weight of 0.77 g, represent a 
mass of tiny chips and broken fragments, with isolated larger flakes. These larger 
pieces exhibit a marked tendency towards blade attributes. The largest three groups 
of flakes, from Sites A l , D and K, were selected for detailed examination. Since even in 
this category the numbers from stratified Neolithic contexts were so small, all the 
excavated flakes are included in the following analyses. Table 10 shows the initial 
subdivisions. 

Table 10. Untouched flakes from the main sites: separation into complete and 
fragmentary (weights in grams) 

SITE A l SITE D SITE K 

UNRETOUCHED No. % Wt. % No. % Wt. % No. % Wt. % 
FLAKES 
Complete 293 8.8 453 17.6 1006 11.5 1329 19.1 614 12.9 550.1 19.6 
Fragmentary 3047 91.2 2119 82.4 7780 88.5 5619 80.9 4150 87.1 2254.6 80.4 

Totals 3340 2572 8786 6948 4764 2804.7 

TOTALS 

UNRETOUCHED No. % Wt. % 
FLAKES 
Complete 1913 11.3 2332.1 19.0 
Fragmentary 14977 88.7 9992.6 81.0 

Totals 16890 12324.7 

Table 11. Cortex categories of the complete unretouched flakes from the main sites 
(weights in grams) 

SITE A l SITE D SITE K 

CORTEX 
CATEGORY No. % Wt. % No. % Wt. % No. % Wt. % 
Primary 2 0.7 6 1.3 7 0.7 24 1.8 6 1 24.6 4.5 
Secondary 105 35.8 297 65.6 315 31.3 749 56.4 166 27 236.6 43.0 
Tertiary 186 63.5 150 33.1 684 68.0 556 41.8 442 72 288.9 52.5 

Totals 293 453 1006 1329 614 550.1 

TOTALS 

CORTEX 
CATEGORY No. % Wt. % 
Primary 15 0.8 54.6 2.3 
Secondary 586 30.6 1282.6 55.0 
Tertiary 1312 68.6 994.9 42.7 

Totals 1913 2332.1 
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As is usually the case, the tertiary flakes with no cortex are the most frequent, 
though in terms of weight they represent less raw material. Primary flakes, with a 
wholly cortical dorsal surface, are infrequent. A single example of a flake composed 
entirely of cortex is included amongst the primary flakes from Site Al . The 
proportions are similar amongst the three Sites though Site K has a very high 
incidence of tertiary flakes, a factor which correlates with the high proportion of small 
flakes in the sample from this site. Further typological subdivision of the complete 
flakes was not pursued, though it can be noted that the Site A l flakes included 3 core 
rejuvenation flakes, 6 flakes with facetted platforms, and one flake with abraded 
exterior, probably from a hammerstone; Site D flakes included 19 core rejuvenation 
flakes and 31 flakes with facetted platforms; and Site K flakes included 13 core 
rejuvenation flakes and 24 flakes with facetted platforms. 

The 1913 complete flakes were analysed metrically to examine the attributes of 
length, thickness, and breadth:length ratio (see Note 1). Tables 12-14 record the length 
data. 

Table 12. Length values of complete unretouched secondary flakes from the main sites 
Length in A l D K Totals 

mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 9 3 2.9 10 3.2 13 7.8 26 4.4 

10-19 28 26.7 94 29.9 73 44.0 195 33.3 
20-29 39 37.1 123 39.1 61 36.8 223 38.0 
30-39 24 22.9 70 22.2 16 9.6 110 18.8 
40-49 6 5.7 17 5.3 2 1.2 25 4.3 
50-59 
Cfl RQ 

4 3.8 1 0.3 1 0.6 6 1.0 
ou-oy 
70-79 1 0.9 — — — — 1 0.2 
Totals 105 315 166 586 

Table 13. Length values of complete unretouched tertiary flakes from the main sites 
Length in Al D K T o t a l s 

mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 9 17 9.1 106 15.5 101 22.9 224 17.1 

10-19 105 56.5 346 50.6 230 52.0 681 51.9 
20-29 40 21.5 166 24.3 81 18.3 287 21.9 
30-39 22 11.8 54 7.9 25 5.7 101 7.7 
40-49 2 1.1 9 1.3 5 1.1 16 1.2 
50-59 — — 3 0.4 — — 3 0.2 

Totals 186 684 442 1312 

Table 14. Length values of all complete primary, secondary and tertiary unretouched 
flakes from the main sites 

Length in A l D K Totals 
mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 9 21 7.2 116 11.5 114 18.6 251 13.1 

10-19 133 45.4 444 44.1 306 49.8 883 46.2 
20-29 79 27.0 290 28.9 144 23.4 513 26.8 
30-39 47 16.0 126 12.5 41 6.7 214 11.2 
40-49 8 2.7 26 2.6 8 1.3 42 2.2 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 

4 1.4 4 0.4 1 0.2 9 0.5 50-59 
60-69 
70-79 1 0.3 — — — — 1 0.0 

Totals 293 1006 614 1913 
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In length there is a consistent pattern for the flakes to be extremely small, rarely 
exceeding 40 mm. This reflects in part the constraint of small sized raw material, but 
the smallest flakes are predominantly the impact chips indicative of in situ knapping. 
The tertiary flakes are on average far shorter than the secondary flakes. The separate 
Site samples are all very similar, the only notable contrasts being the relative scarcity 
of flakes shorter than 10 mm at Site A l , and the relative abundance of small flakes at 
Site K. The latter trend also emerges from a consideration of the average flakes 
weights (Table 15). 

Table 15. Mean weight in grams of complete unretouched flakes from the main sites 

CATEGORY Al D K All flakes 
Secondary 2.8 2.4 1.4 2.2 
Tertiary 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.8 
All flakes 1.5 1.3 0.9 1.2 

There is no obvious explanation for this variability. The possibility of bias from 
differential recovery must be considered, especially since sieving was not generally 
employed at any of the Sites, but there are no reasons for thinking that the standard of 
recovery from the particular Sites of A l and K should be at variance. The variability 
matches the imbalance in the proportion of secondary and tertiary flakes (Table 11), 
but its significance, if any, remains obscure. 

The thickness measurements of the unretouched flakes are recorded in Tables 16-18. 

Table 16. Thickness values of complete unretouched secondary flakes from the main 
sites 

Thickness A l D K Totals 
in mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 0.9 — — 3 1.0 — — 3 0.5 
1- 1.9 8 7.6 26 8.3 30 18.1 64 10.9 
2- 2.9 15 14.3 74 23.5 28 16.9 117 20.0 
3- 3.9 23 21.9 61 19.4 41 24.7 125 21.3 
4- 4.9 20 19.0 47 14.9 30 18.1 97 16.5 
5- 5.9 8 7.6 30 9.5 10 6.0 48 8.2 
6- 6.9 5 4.8 24 7.6 11 6.6 40 6.8 
7- 7.9 11 10.5 14 4.4 9 5.4 34 5.8 
8- 8.9 4 3.8 13 4.1 4 2.4 21 3.9 
9- 9.9 4 3.8 7 2.2 2 1.2 13 2.2 

10-10.9 3 2.9 10 3.2 — — 13 2.2 
11-11.9 — — 3 1.0 1 0.6 4 0.7 
12-12.9 3 2.9 2 0.6 — — 5 0.8 
13-13.9 1 0.9 — — — — 1 0.1 
14-14.9 

105 
1 

315 
0.3 

166 
— 1 

586 
0.1 
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Table 17. Thickness values of complete unretouched tertiary flakes from the main 
sites 

Thickness A l D K Totals 
in mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 0.9 7 3.8 34 5.0 35 7.9 76 5.8 
1- 1.9 47 25.3 232 33.9 154 34.8 433 33.0 
2- 2.9 69 37.1 208 30.4 128 29.0 405 30.9 
3- 3.9 33 17.7 103 15.1 55 12.4 191 14.6 
4- 4.9 14 7.5 45 6.6 40 9.0 99 7.5 
5- 5.9 6 3.2 33 4.8 14 3.2 53 4.0 
6- 6.9 7 3.8 11 1.6 10 2.3 28 2.1 
7- 7.9 2 1.1 7 1.0 2 0.5 11 0.8 
8- 8.9 1 0.5 3 0.4 2 0.5 6 0.5 
9- 9.9 — — 3 0.4 1 0.2 4 0.3 

10-10.9 — — 2 0.3 — — 2 0.2 
11-11.9 — — 2 0.3 1 0.2 3 0.2 
12-12.9 — — — — — — — — 

13-13.9 — — — — — — — — 

14-14.9 — — 1 0.2 — — 1 0.1 
186 684 442 1312 

Table 18. Thickness values of 
unretouched flakes from the main 

Thickness A l 

all complete primary, secondary 
sites 

D K 

and tertiary 

Totals 
in mm No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0- 0.9 8 2.7 37 3.7 35 5.7 80 4.2 
1- 1.9 55 18.8 258 25.6 185 30.1 498 26.0 
2- 2.9 84 28.7 284 28.2 157 25.6 525 27.4 
3- 3.9 56 19.1 165 16.4 96 15.6 317 16.6 
4- 4.9 34 11.6 93 9.2 71 11.6 198 10.4 
5- 5.9 14 4.8 63 6.3 25 4.1 102 5.3 
6- 6.9 12 4.1 35 3.5 21 3.4 68 3.6 
7- 7.9 13 4.4 21 2.1 11 1.8 45 2.4 
8- 8.9 6 2.1 17 1.7 7 1.1 30 1.6 
9- 9.9 4 1.4 11 1.1 3 0.5 18 0.9 

10-10.9 3 1.0 12 1.2 — — 15 0.8 
11-11.9 — — 5 0.5 3 0.5 8 0.4 
12-12.9 3 1.0 3 0.3 — — 6 0.3 
13-13.9 1 0.3 — — — — 1 0.0 
14-14.9 — — 2 0.2 — — 2 0.1 

293 1006 614 1913 

In line with the length measurements the thickness values emphasise the 
complementary thinness of the Carn Brea flakes, and just as the tertiary flakes tend to 
be shorter than the secondary ones, so they also tend to be thinner. Variability 
between the Site samples is not marked, except for the expected contrast between the 
low and high values for very thin flakes at Sites A l and K respectively. 

The breadth:length ratio of the flakes was calculated and presented in the standard 
ranges (see Note 2 p.147) as in Tables 19-21. 
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Table 19. Breadth:length ratio values of complete unretouched secondary flakes from 
the main sites 

Breadth: Al D K Totals 
length ratio 

ranges No. % No. % No. % No. % 
1:5-2:5 6 5.7 14 4.4 6 3.6 26 4.4 
2 :5-3 :5 32 30.5 97 30.8 42 25.3 171 29.2 
3 :5-4 :5 25 23.8 83 26.4 49 29.5 157 26.8 
4 :5 -5 :5 19 18.1 63 20.0 30 18.1 112 19.1 
5 :5-6 :5 19 18.1 46 14.6 23 13.9 88 15.0 

6:5 + 4 3.8 12 3.8 16 9.6 32 5.5 
105 315 166 586 

Table 20. Breadth:length ratio values of complete unretouched tertiary flakes from the 
main sites 

Breadth: A l D K Totals 
length ratio 

ranges No. % No. % No. % No. % 
1:5—2:5 12 6.4 43 6.3 35 7.9 90 6.8 
2 :5-3 :5 50 26.9 206 30.1 114 25.8 370 28.2 
3 :5 -4 :5 44 23.7 152 22.2 102 23.1 298 22.7 
4 :5-5 :5 36 19.4 146 21.4 88 19.9 270 20.6 
5 :5-6 :5 30 16.1 106 15.5 88 19.9 224 17.1 

6:5 + 14 7.5 31 4.5 15 3.4 60 4.6 
186 684 442 1312 

Table 21. Breadth:length ratio values of all the complete primary. secondary and 
tertiary flakes from the main sites 

Breadth: A l D K Totals 
length ratio 

ranges No. % No. % No. % No % 
1:5—2:5 18 6.1 57 5.7 41 6.7 116 6.1 
2 :5-3 :5 82 28.0 303 30.1 157 25.6 542 28.3 
3 :5-4 :5 69 23.6 235 23.3 154 25.1 458 23.9 
4:5—5:5 56 19.1 211 21.0 118 19.2 385 20.1 
5 :5-6 :5 50 17.1 156 15.5 113 18.4 319 16.7 

6:5 + 18 6.1 44 4.4 31 5.0 93 4.9 
293 1006 614 1913 

Table 22. Breadth:length ratio values of all complete unretouched flakes longer than 
20 mm from the main sites 

Breadth: A l D K Totals 
length ratio 

ranges No. % No. % No. % No. % 
1:5-2:5 13 9.3 48 10.8 29 15.0 90 11.5 
2 :5-3 :5 60 43.2 172 38.6 71 36.6 303 38.9 
3 :5-4 :5 39 28.1 134 30.0 59 30.4 232 29.8 
4 :5-5 :5 17 12.2 60 13.4 20 10.3 97 12.5 
5 :5-6 :5 7 5.0 25 5.6 12 6.2 44 5.6 

6:5+ 3 2.2 7 1.6 3 1.5 13 1.7 
139 446 194 779 
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The breadth:length ratio values for the secondary and tertiary flakes are closely 
comparable, and overall there is a consistency in the trend towards a dominance of 
narrow flakes, with 78% as long or longer than they are broad. However, this trend is 
slightly masked in these samples by the presence of so many tiny flakes, since these 
inevitably exhibit a tendency to broadness, and are anyway unlikely to reflect an 
intentional type of flake product with cultural overtones. For these reasons the 
breadth:length ratio values for all the flakes longer than 20 mm were calculated 
separately (Table 22). 

Table 22 shows that without the bias of the tiny flakes, the trend to narrowness 
emerges more clearly. 93% as opposed to 78% are as long or longer than they are 
broad, while the 50% of flakes in the narrowest two categories serve to define the 
intended narrowness of the product. 

Although the breadth:length ratios are presented here for convenience of 
comparison with previously published analyses, there are reasons (Pitts 1978; Saville 
1980B) for preferring a length/breadth index for a more accurate gauge of shape, and 
this alternative approach is pursued below (see Note 2). 
Unclassified burnt fragments 

The 3834 pieces in this category are almost wholly to be regarded as cultural 
artefacts which have subsequently become damaged by burning, to the extent that 
they cannot usefully be otherwise classified. It is important to note that they rarely 
include flints of 'pot-boiler' type. Recognisable implements which are burnt have been 
included in their appropriate categories. Subjectively these pieces are considered to 
largely comprise unretouched flakes, which explains their inclusion with the product 
waste in Table 3. 

The distribution of these pieces across the site (Table 23) is basically proportional to 
the total distribution (Table 1), except for the concentration at Site K as reflected by 
weight. The Site K pieces include 2 large nodules weighing almost 300 grams each, and 
this is the same Site from which the majority of the burnt polished axe-head fragments 
derive (see below). The possibility of some major conflagration at this Site is possible, 
therefore, though a domestic fire is just as likely. Overall the general distribution 
pattern of the burnt fragments would fit an explanation of random exposure to 
burning, and is not obviously indicative of any specialised activities. There is nothing 
to suggest that heat pre-treatment of flint prior to flaking was being practiced. 

Table 23. Distribution of unclassified burnt fragments 
No. % Wt. in grams % 

Al 741 19.3 992.0 13.5 
A2 39 1.0 105.0 1.4 
A3 38 1.0 58.0 0.8 
B p 42 1.1 78.0 1.1 
Ky 
D 1324 34.6 2063.0 28.1 
E 93 2.4 169.0 2.3 
F 10 0.3 8.0 0.1 
G 3 0.1 3.0 — 

H 8 0.2 9.0 0.1 
J 265 6.9 477.0 6.5 
K 1259 32.8 3379.5 46.0 
Unlocated 12 0.3 8.3 0.1 
Totals 3834 7349.8 
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Core fragments 
The 41 core fragments comprise a variety of broken cores and flaked lumps, 19 of 

which have been burnt. They are not susceptible to further analysis beyond the 
comments already made on the raw material. It can be noted however, that they 
include one large core from Site D, damaged by burning, on a cortical non-beach 
nodule, which still has a maximum dimension of 94 mm and weighs 390 grams. This is 
larger than any of the intact recovered cores, and demonstrates the import of large-
sized nodules of flint onto the site. The fact that such a large piece of potential raw 
material had been abandoned may indicate relative abundance of raw material, or 
simply accidental damage by burning (LI3). 
The Cores 

All the cores are of flint. They comprise 86 examples, with a total weight of 2.563 kg, 
giving an average weight of 29.8 g per core. Further details of the size and weight 
values of the cores are given in Tables 24 and 25. 

Table 24. Maximum dimension of cores 
Maximum 

Dimension in mm No. % 
2 0 - 2 9 18 20.9 
3 0 - 3 9 45 52.3 
4 0 - 4 9 15 17.5 
5 0 - 5 9 3 3.5 
6 0 - 6 9 3 3.5 
7 0 - 7 9 2 2.3 
Total 86 

Table 25. Core weights 
Weight in grams No. % 

0 - 9 10 11.6 
10 -19 36 41.9 
20—29 23 26.7 
3 0 - 3 9 3 3.5 
40—49 4 4.6 
5 0 - 5 9 2 2.3 
6 0 - 6 9 2 2.3 
8 0 - 8 9 1 1.2 

120-129 2 2.3 
130-139 1 1.2 
180-189 1 1.2 
270-279 1 1.2 

Total 86 

These measurements establish the predominant small sizes of the cores, with 91% less 
than 50 mm in maximum dimension, and 80% less than 30 grams in weight. This is 
largely a reflection of their residual condition. Although some of the beach cores must 
have been small initially because of small pebble size, the fact that one of the beach 
pebble cores weighs 291 grams indicates that quite large pebbles were obtainable from 
this source. The sample size is too small to test for divergence between the cores of the 
different raw materials. 

A guide to the size of the core product is provided by measurement of the lengths of 
the longest remaining flake-scar beds relating to the surviving platforms on each core 
(Table 26, p. 122). 
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Fig. 50 
Carn Brea. Flint, L12-14 cores, x Vs. 
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Fig. 50 
Carn Brea. Flint, L12-14 cores, x Vs. 
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Fig. 52 
Carn Brea. Flint, L22-29 cores, x Vs. 



Table 26. Maximum flake-scar lengths 
Length in mm No. % 

0 - 9 3 3.5 
10 -19 36 41.9 
2 0 - 2 9 38 44.2 
3 0 - 3 9 8 9.3 
4 0 - 4 9 — — 

5 0 - 5 9 1 1.1 
Total 86 

Comparison of the data in Table 26 with those relating to flake length (e.g. Table 14), 
demonstrates a correlation between the most frequent flake-scar bed lengths and the 
most frequent flake sizes. 

The typology of the Carn Brea cores is expressed in Table 27 by the standard 
method based upon the surviving platforms (Clark et al. 1960). 

Table 27. Core class typology 
Core class No. % Previous Illustrations 

flaking 
A l 4 4.7 — Fig. 52, 28-29 
A2 37 43.1 18 Fig. 50, 14; Fig. 51, 15 
B2 27 31.4 22 Fig. 50, 12-13; Fig. 51, 
B3 1 1.1 — Fig. 51, 17 
C 15 17.5 12 Fig. 51, 16 & 19 
D 1 1.1 — — 

E 1 1.1 1 — 

Totals 86 53 (62%) 

Single platform cores are the most frequent type (cf. Whittle 1977, 69), though about 
half of the A2 cores showed signs of previous flaking from obscured platforms. 
Typologically the cores are almost all of common types, an exception being the flat 
class C core (Fig. 51, 16). One non-cortical core, which has a creamy-brown 
discolouration masking light grey flint, appears likely from its shape and the 
similarity of flint type, to have been made on a fragment of a polished flint axe-head 
(Fig. 50, 14). None of the cores showed any definite signs of re-use as implements. 
Subjectively, the general appearance of the beach pebble cores (e.g. Fig. 50,12; Fig. 52, 
25-27) suggests that they did not flake as effectively as the non-beach nodules. 

The core:unretouched flake ratio at Carn Brea appears very low. If the core 
fragments are included with the cores, and the unclassified burnt fragments excluded, 
then the ratio is 127:20311, or 160 flakes to one core. However, this ratio can fluctuate 
widely from site to site, and there are probably too many unquantifiable biasing 
factors for it to have much significance. Also if the relative weight values of the cores 
and unretouched flakes at Carn Brea are considered, the imbalance between the two 
categories is far less. 
Leaf-shaped arrowheads 

The vast majority of the arrowhead pieces are fragmentary, and it is only because of 
the easily identifiability of thin, bifacially-flaked fragments that the total is so large, 
and would be larger still if the 74 fragments of probable arrowheads included with the 
miscellaneous retouched (see below) were added. With many of the arrowhead 
fragments there must exist the theoretical possibility that they could derive from 
barbed-and-tanged arrowheads rather than from leaf-shaped ones. However, given the 
absolute rarity of identifiable barbed-and-tanged examples amongst the assemblage, 
this possibility has been ignored. 
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Fig. 53 
Carn Brea. Flint, L30-58 leaf-shaped arrow heads, x Vs. 



For purposes of analysis the arrowheads were initially divided into three categories:-
a) absolutely complete examples: total 30; b) nearly complete examples, whose 
dimensions could confidently be reconstructed, and including 4 arrowheads rejoined 
from fragments: total 107; c) fragmentary examples whose dimensions could not be 
reliably reconstructed: total 614. 

Comparison of the first two categories showed no appreciable differences, so they 
were combined to give a sample of 137 arrowheads for metrical analysis, the results of 
which are summarised in Table 28. 
Table 28. Leaf-shaped arrowhead metrical characteristics: sample size 137 

Maximum Minimum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Length in mm 49 17 27.5 5.97 
Breadth in mm 23 11 17.1 2.45 
Thickness in mm 7 2 3.3 0.82 
Weight in grams 3 0.4 1.4 0.60 

The values for length and breadth compare closely with those obtained by Green for 
his Carn Brea sample (Green 1980, Table III, 1), and provide an interesting contrast 
with the values Green obtained for a national sample of 846 leaf-arrowheads (ibid, 
Table II, 1), since the Carn Brea arrowheads cluster at the low end of the range in all 
the above variables. 

The size/shape attributes of the arrowheads were further investigated using the 
indices a length x breadth and length -r- breadth, following Green (ibid, 21-22), and the 
classification given in Table 29 follows Green's system. 

Table 29. Leaf-shaped arrowhead size/shape types (cf. Green 1980, figs. 28-29) 
Type No. % Ogival No. Kite No. 
3A 37 27.0 4 7 
3B 29 21.2 2 4 
3C 2 1.4 — — 

4A 59 43.1 6 1 
4B 10 7.3 2 — 

Totals 137 14 (10%) 12 (8.8%) 
Type 4A, the shortest and squattest type recognised, is markedly predominant, while 

slender varieties, such as 3C, are notably rare. Ogival forms (Fig. 53, 38), and forms 
which approximate to kite-shapes (e.g. Fig. 53, 42-43 and 54) are present in small 
numbers. The Carn Brea arrowheads are therefore at the small and squat end of the 
leaf arrowhead size/shape spectrum for the British Isles as a whole (Green Ibid), and 
the results in Table 29 are fully in agreement with those obtained by Green for his own 
sample of 115 arrowheads from the site. One example classified as a leaf arrowhead 
(Fig. 53, 47) superficially resembles a barbed-and-tanged type, but is in fact partly 
damaged at the base, and has been regarded as a leaf-shaped variant rather than an 
incipient barbed-and-tanged form. 

The fragmentary arrowheads not included in Tables 28-29 appear to match the 
complete examples, though isolated pieces suggest the presence of elongated ogivals 
(Fig. 54, 72), very large forms (Fig. 53, 37, 46), and the underrepresentation of 
elongated fine tips, which must be specially prone to breakage (Figs. 53, 58; 54, 65). 

Class A arrowheads (Clark et al. 1960, 220; Smith 1965, 100), with complete or 
nearly complete bifacial flaking, predominate amongst the measured sample (117 = 
85.4%), though several examples in this category do retain a patch of the original 
ventral surface of the parent flake. The remainder divide between Class B forms (Fig. 
54, 70; Fig. 55, 80) with peripheral retouch (12 = 8.8%), and A/B forms with one face 
completely flaked and the other peripherally trimmed (8 = 5.8%). Positive evidence for 
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Fig. 54 
Cam Brea. Flint, L59-79 leaf-shaped arrowheads, (L70 & L79 of chert), x Vs. 



the reworking of an arrowhead is present in only one case (Fig. 53, 31), where the 
reworking has clearly emphasised the ogivality. It is of course possible that some of 
the smaller arrowheads result from complete reworking. 

Some insight into manufacturing methods is provided by one example of a slightly 
damaged arrowhead, which may be unfinished, but which has been fashioned 
transversely on a broad flake which retains its bulb and platform (Fig. 54, 71). A 
similar technique is represented by another example (Fig. 55, 89), and also apparently 
by a further piece (Fig. 63, 207), classified as miscellaneous retouched because it 
cannot be positively typed, which is probably best regarded as an arrowhead in the 
process of manufacture. The technique exemplified by several of the Class B 
arrowheads is different, however, the arrowhead being formed longitudinally on a 
pointed flake (e.g. Fig. 55, 80 & 87). In the majority of completely bifacially flaked 
examples the orientation of the original flake blank is obscured. 

In the section on raw material above, it was noted that the total of 751 leaf-shaped 
arrowheads includes 6 made from what is probably Portland chert, and one of a 
quartzy chert. Amongst the measured sample, excluding the 3 chert examples, the 
flint types present are recorded in Table 30. 

Table 30. Leaf-shaped arrowhead flint types. 
FLINT COLOUR No. 
Medium/dark grey 110 
Light grey 8 
Grey/red-brown 1 
White 1 
Cream 1 
Burnt/discoloured 13 
Total 134 

This analysis indicates that there is no domination by exotic flint types, although a 
few are present. The majority are of macroscopically identical flint to the bulk of the 
assemblage, and there is therefore no reason to suggest that arrowheads were 
necessarily imported to the site rather than manufactured on the spot. This is equally 
true for the 'fancy' ogival and kite-shaped arrowheads, none of which are made from 
exotic flint. 

Although a relatively high proportion of the total leaf arrowheads are burnt (270 = 
35.9%), this is only marginally more than for the scrapers (31.3%), and does not 
indicate a trend different to the assemblage as a whole. It is not possible therefore to 
use this attribute of the arrowheads in support of any 'destruction level' hypothesis. 
Edge-trimmed flakes 

A total of 633 flakes were isolated as having edge traits consistent with use. The 
deciding factors for inclusion were the presence of areas of edge-trimming and/or edge-
gloss, based upon an examination of each piece under a binocular microscope at 10 x 
magnification. The edge-trimming is rarely extensive or regular, and varies in 
character between what could subjectively be defined as positive retouch on the one 
hand and use damage on the other. In only a few cases, e.g. Fig. 55, 94, is the trimming 
as regular as on the illustrated examples of Smith's class A utilised flakes at Windmill 
Hill (Smith 1965, Fig. 39). These pieces must include a proportion of flakes with purely 
fortuitous edge-damage, just as they almost certainly include pieces with serrations 
obliterated through use or damage (e.g. Figs. 56, 100-101; 57, 116), or pieces on the 
borderline of the knife category (e.g. Fig. 55, 92). Edge-gloss is recognised as such 
when it forms a solid band or streak of lustre on the edge of the flake surface. The 
nature of the edge-gloss as defined here is identical to that conveniently illustrated by 
Curwen on a flake from Whitehawk, Sussex (1930, photograph 1, facing page 182). The 
frequent presence of a slight edge-shine, though this may equally reflect some usage, 
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was not thought distinctive enough to merit inclusion in this category on this basis 
alone. Since the band of gloss rarely exceeds a width of 0.5 mm in from the flake edge, 
it must frequently be obscured by even minor edge-damage. The limitations of this 
category classification are obvious, but it was felt that the attempt must be made to 
quantify what appears from the more distinctive pieces to be a deliberate and specific 
tool type, and one which, if the figures given here are an indication, is proportionally 
very significant within the assemblage as a whole. 

The 633 flakes comprise 186 complete pieces and 448 extensively damaged or 
broken. None of the broken examples showed any sign of deliberate breakage or 
truncation. The 186 complete flakes, which comprise 113 secondary flakes, 72 tertiary 
flakes, and 1 flake of a grey-brown quartzy chert, were measured for length, thickness 
and breadth:length ratio in the same way as the unretouched flakes. 

Table 31. Length values of the complete edge-trimmed flakes 
Length in mm No. % 

2 0 - 2 9 50 26.9 
3 0 - 3 9 89 47.8 
4 0 - 4 9 35 18.8 
5 0 - 5 9 7 3.8 
6 0 - 6 9 5 2.7 
Total 186 

Table 32. Thickness values of the complete edge-trimmed flakes 
Thickness No. % 

in mm 
1 - 1.9 1 0.5 
2 - 2.9 23 12.4 
3 - 3.9 49 26.4 
4 - 4.9 41 22.0 
5 - 5.9 23 12.4 
6 - 6.9 19 10.2 
7 - 7.9 14 7.5 
8 - 8.9 6 3.2 
9 - 9.9 3 1.6 

10-10.9 3 1.6 
11-11.9 2 1.1 
12-12.9 2 1.1 

Total 186 
Table 33. Breadth:length ratio values of the complete edge-trimmed flakes 

Breadth:length No. % 
ratio 

1:5-2:5 26 14.0 
2:5-3:5 108 58.1 
3:5-4:5 38 20.4 
4 :5-5 :5 8 4.3 
5:5-6:5 4 2.1 

6:5 + 2 1.1 
Total 186 

When the values in Tables 31-33 are compared with those for the unretouched flakes, 
the edge-trimmed flakes stand out as a population with far higher proportions of 
relatively long and blade-like flakes, and it is of interest to note how few long flakes 
could be produced from the cores in their present form (Table 26). There is a danger of 
circular argument, in that flakes of this shape are distinctive simply because they fall 
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at the blade end of the spectrum, but the view is taken here that they represent the 
preferential product of core flaking precisely to serve as flakes for use. 

This is reinforced by the presence of edge-gloss, which can only result from usage 
and not accidentally. 135 (21%) of the 633 pieces retain some edge-gloss, and amongst 
the 186 complete flakes this percentage is raised to 31.7% (= 59 flakes), a figure which 
is likely because of edge-damage to be an underestimate. Further analysis of the 59 
flakes was undertaken to assess the position and extent of the edge-gloss. 

Table 34. Edge-gloss positioning on complete edge-trimmed flakes 
POSITION No. 
1 lateral edge, ventral 34 
1 lateral edge, dorsal 9 
1 lateral edge, dorsal and ventral 3 
2 lateral edges, both ventral 5 
2 lateral edges, both dorsal 1 
2 lateral edges, 1 dorsal, 1 ventral 4 
2 lateral edges, 1 dorsal, 1 dorsal and ventral 1 
2 lateral edges, both dorsal and ventral 1 
1 transverse distal edge, dorsal, and 2 lateral edges, 

1 ventral, 1 dorsal and ventral 1 
Total 59 

From this it can be seen that a ventral positioning for the edge-gloss is the most 
common, but that dorsal gloss does occur. The 59 flakes have a total of 80 edges with 
gloss, and the lateral extent of this was measured in all except 2 cases. 
Table 35. Edge-gloss lateral extent in mm on complete edge-trimmed flakes: sample 
size 78 

Maximum Minimum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

24 0.5 5.9 4.2 
The average extent of the edge-gloss is therefore short when compared with the flake 
lengths (Table 31), but the figures in Table 35 must be regarded as minimal because of 
the problem of interruption from edge-damage. 

The position of edge-trimming on the 186 complete flakes is recorded in Table 36. 
Table 36. Position of edge 'retouch' on complete edge-trimmed flakes 

POSITION No. 
1 lateral edge, dorsal 58 
1 lateral edge, ventral 20 
1 lateral edge, dorsal and ventral 22 
2 lateral edges, both dorsal 30 
2 lateral edges, both ventral 5 
2 lateral edges, both dorsal and ventral 12 
2 lateral edges, 1 dorsal, 1 ventral 7 
2 lateral edges, 1 dorsal, 1 dorsal and ventral 15 
2 lateral edges, 1 ventral, 1 dorsal and ventral 3 
1 transverse distal edge, dorsal 4 
1 transverse distal edge, dorsal and 1 lateral edge, dorsal 3 
1 transverse distal edge, dorsal, and 2 lateral edges, 

dorsal 2 
No edges trimmed, edge-gloss only 5 

Total 186 
There is little evidence of patterning except insofar as trimming is more frequently 

found on dorsal surfaces. The irregular and interrupted nature of the trimming makes 
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metrical analysis impossible. In two cases flakes from the complete sample had edges 
worn smooth by use, while this trait also occurred on 7 examples amongst the broken 
flakes. 

Edge-trimmed flakes of one kind or another have long been recognised as a 
distinctive and prominent part of earlier Neolithic assemblages in southern England 
(Smith 1965, 92-93), and are a tool-type which can, with morphological variation, be 
seen to occur in other contexts as well (Saville 1981). Their function is as problematic 
as their typology, and is anyway unlikely to be unique, so that a whole variety of 
cutting, sawing and scraping actions can be envisaged. Given the obvious importance 
of archery at Carn Brea, the use of these implements in the preparation of arrow-shafts 
is one possibility (cf. Rozoy 1978, 970-971). The condition of the edge-trimmed flakes 
and the circumstances in which they are found, certainly at Carn Brea, probably 
renders them unsuitable for experimental or microwear research, especially given the 
absence of any preserved organic materials on which they could have been used. The 
flakes with edge-gloss may have more potential in this respect, and may be more 
functionally specific. There now seems to be a measure of agreement on the mechanical 
explanation of how flint acquires gloss by frictional fusion (Witthoft 1967, 387-388), 
but it is not proven that all macroscopically visible edge-gloss relates to a single 
function or to use on a single class of raw material. Keeley (1978, 170; 1980, 60-61) is 
adamant that corn-gloss is unmistakable in terms of microwear polish (though see 
Keeley 1980, 141), but neither the appearance of the gloss, nor the attributes of the 
artefacts on which it is found, have yet been adequately characterised. There is 
therefore scope for much confusion when considering the occurrence of edge-gloss in 
British post-glacial lithic assemblages. Certainly it would seem wrong at present to 
suggest a one-to-one correlation between edge-gloss and the harvesting of cereal crops, 
or the cutting of wood or grasses (pace Bell 1977, 26) or even bracken. By the same 
token, exclusive labels such as sickle-flint (Pryor 1974, 12) for edge-gloss flakes should 
be avoided. 
Scrapers 

131 of the retouched implements could be classified as scrapers, though only 67 of 
these are complete and undamaged. The typology of the complete scrapers, with 
reference to the positioning of the retouched edge on the scraper blank, is given in 
Table 37, together with a division into long and short types where appropriate (Clark 
et al. 1960, 217; Smith 1965, 95). 
Table 37. Scraper typology 
TYPE No. Long Short Illustrations 
End 51 12 39 Fig. 58, 121-123, 125-130, 132-133, 137; 

59, 138-139, 142, 144, 147-149 
Extended-end 11 — 11 Fig. 58, 124, 134-135; Fig. 59, 140, 143 
End-and-side 1 — 1 Fig. 59, 145 
Discoidal 1 — — Fig. 59, 141 
Others 3 — 1 Fig. 58, 131, 136; Fig. 59, 146 
Total 67 
The extended-end scrapers are an end scraper variant, usually on a squat blank, on 
which the retouch at the distal end is continued laterally down one or both edges, 
without any pronounced angle between the distal and lateral retouch as is the case 
with the end-and-side scraper. End scrapers are dominant amongst the complete 
scrapers, and this pattern is replicated amongst the damaged examples. The 3 
unclassified complete scrapers comprise 2 end scrapers which have their retouched 
edge at the proximal end of the flake, removing the platform, and one extended-end 
scraper which has flaking on its ventral surface which truncates part of the distal 
edge, though it appears to be complete. Eighteen of the complete end scrapers have 
some lateral retouch of ancillary trimming or shaping type (e.g. Figs. 58, 121 & 133; 
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59, 147), possibly including utilisation (Fig. 59, 144). Only one example has what 
might be classed a prepared base (Fig. 59, 149), though another has inverse peripheral 
trimming (Fig. 59, 148). 

The damaged scrapers, comprising 54 end or extended-end types, 1 discoidal scraper 
and 9 unclassified types, match the complete sample typologically, with the exception 
of a) an extended-end scraper with extensive flake removal across the ventral surface 
distally, in the manner of a piece esquillee, and b) a beaked end scraper, broken at the 
base, though this may be intentional (Fig. 58, 136). 

The scraping edges are normally convex, the exceptions being an end scraper with a 
straight transverse distal edge (Fig. 58, 137) and a pointed form included in the end-
and-side category (Fig. 59, 145). Three of the end/extended-end scrapers have only 
minimal retouch forming the scraping edge (e.g. Fig. 58, 124 & 127). None of the 
scrapers have edges so heavily worn that they have become smooth. 

Typologically there is no obvious reason to doubt that the scrapers are all Neolithic, 
though two examples amongst the complete sample could be Mesolithic (Figs. 58, 131; 
59, 145), and some examples have Beaker milieu traits such as shallow retouch (e.g. 
Fig. 59, 138). Since only 9 of the scrapers come from stratified contexts, and of those 
only 5 are complete (Figs. 58, 122, 125, 127; 59, 139, 147) there can be no independent 
confirmation of this. 

Of the 131 scrapers, 73 retained intact striking platforms, of which 70 are plain and 
3 facetted, but all the scrapers appear to be on struck flakes, rather than using thermal 
flakes, lumps or cores. Of these 73, the 67 complete scrapers were measured for length 
and breadth to determine their size and shape, as in Table 38, which excludes the 3 
examples on which retouch has removed the striking platform. 

Table 38. Length and breadth:length ratio values of complete scrapers on bulbar 
flakes 

Length in mm No. Breadth:length ratio No. 
10-19.9 2 2:5-3:5 12 
20—29.9 20 3:5-4:5 22 
30-39.9 34 4:5-5:5 19 
40-49.9 8 5:5-6:5 9 

6:5+ 2 
Totals 64 64 

Table 38 confirms the domination of short scrapers (Table 37), and indicates a 
markedly small population, within which there is a contrasting tendency towards 
narrowness. Comparison of the figures in Table 38, and the scraper weights given in 
Table 39, with complementary values for the cores in Tables 24-25, indicates that the 
scrapers could all be produced from the raw material available on site, though large 
nodules were preferred since only 29 of the complete scrapers retain any cortex. 

Table 39. Weight values of the complete scrapers 
Weight range in grams No. 

1 - 4.9 21 
5 - 9.9 33 

10-14.9 11 
15-19.9 1 
20-24.9 1 

Total 67 
The contrast between the flakes used for scraper blanks and the normal flake type is 
further emphasised by their thicknesses. One hundred of the scrapers were complete 
enough for their maximum thickness to be measured. 
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Table 40. Thickness values for all scrapers with intact maximum cross-section 
Thickness range in mm No. 

3 - 4.9 12 
5 - 6.9 37 
7 - 8.9 26 
9 - 1 0 . 9 12 

11-12 .9 5 
13 -14 .9 5 
15 -16 .9 2 
17-18 .9 1 

Total 100 
Measurement of the angle of scraper retouch was possible in 107 cases, and this was 
recorded as a sequence of overlapping ranges. 

Table 41. Scraping edge retouch angle values of scrapers with intact scraping edges 
Angle range in degrees No. 

3 0 - 4 0 2 
3 0 - 5 0 2 
3 0 - 6 0 1 
4 0 - 5 0 25 
4 0 - 6 0 18 
4 0 - 7 0 3 
5 0 - 6 0 17 
5 0 - 7 0 18 
5 0 - 8 0 1 
6 0 - 7 0 5 
6 0 - 8 0 8 
7 0 - 8 0 4 
7 0 - 9 0 3 

Total 107 
Most of the scrapers fall into the middle angle ranges, i.e. 80% are between 40°—70°, 
with only a few scrapers having purely steep or shallow angles. 
Piercers 

The 87 implements with retouched points classified as piercing tools range from 
examples with minimally retouched fine, sharp points, to more elaborately retouched 
examples, usually with stubby, blunt points. The diversity is best appreciated from 
the illustrations rather than attempting rigorous typological subdivision. 

All the piercers are basically short-pointed. The more minimally retouched piercers 
normally utilise the distal tip of a naturally pointed flake (Figs. 59,152 & 155; 60,169), 
and presumably differed in usage from the thicker, stubby points. Of the latter type 
one example (Fig. 60, 172) approaches the elongated forms more familiar in Late 
Neolithic/Bronze Age contexts. The most elaborately retouched example in the 
present assemblage (Fig. 60, 167), is a prismatic tool with similarities to implements of 
plano-convex knife and 'fabricator' classes, but it seems most likely in this instance 
that the pointed tip functioned as a piercer. 

In 18 instances the piercers have inverse as well as dorsal retouch at the points (e.g. 
Fig. 60, 170-171 & 173) but few, if any, of these resemble rotating awls. At least three 
of the piercers have double points (e.g. Fig. 60, 170-171). Five of the piercers are on 
flakes which also have edge gloss, and one example (Fig. 60, 173) has become worn 
smooth by use at the point. Two of the piercers which have blunting retouch, and 
which appear to be on flakes of beach pebble flint, are typologically Mesolithic in 
character and could be residual (Figs. 59, 154; 60, 161). 
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The metrical data obtained from the 37 piercers which are complete are summarised 
in Table 42. 
Table 42. Length, thickness and weight values for the complete piercers on struck 
flakes 

Length in mm No. Thickness in mm No. Weight in grams No, 
10-19.9 3 1 - 2.9 2 0 - 1.9 18 
20-29.9 16 3 - 4.9 23 2 - 3.9 12 
30-39.9 15 5 - 6.9 6 4 - 5.9 3 
40—49.9 2 7 - 8.9 4 6 - 7.9 3 
50-59 .9 1 9 - 1 0 . 9 1 8 - 9.9 — 

11-12.9 — 10-11.9 — 

13-14.9 1 12-13.9 1 
Although only a small sample, the results obtained do indicate some uniformity, 
suggesting a preference for light, short and thin piercer blanks. 

Polished axe-head fragments 
As shown on Table 1, the majority of these fragments derive from Site K, and these 

include the only joining pieces. Eight heavily burnt fragments could be rejoined to 
form part of one axe-head, weighing 125.8 grams (Fig. 61, 175), and 4 fragments 
another, weighing 231.9 grams (Fig. 61, 174). Most of the remaining 22 fragments 
from Site K may originally have come from these 2 axe-heads, but there are a few 
fragments which definitely belong to neither, so that a minimum of 3 axe-heads is 
indicated. 

The Site D fragments include 2 non-joining pieces obviously from the same axe-
head, and a further substantial fragment from a different axe-head, so that a minimum 
of 2 axe-heads is represented. The two fragments from Site A l could come from the 
same axe-head, but assuming they do not belong to the axe-heads from Sites D and K, 
a further implement is indicated, giving a minimum total of 6 separate polished flint 
axe-heads in the total assemblage. This minimum figure must be borne in mind when 
assessing the relative significance of polished axe-heads in the assemblage using the 
total number of 42 fragments (Tables 1 and 4). 

The supposition that damaged axe-heads would be reused to exploit the raw 
material seems to be confirmed by the probable axe-head fragment used as a core from 
Site A l , but no implements obviously made on polished fragments are present in the 
collection. Thirty of the 42 fragments are burnt, and it is burning which accounts for 
the shattered condition of the axe-heads in most cases. It would seem most unlikely 
that complete axe-heads were accidentally burnt, but were more probably damaged in 
use before becoming burnt. Either way this implies a disregard, in some instances, for 
re-exploitation of the axe-head flint, unless, once broken, the axe-heads took on a new 
value as potboilers. 

In size it is clear that both of the partially reconstructable axe-heads are very 
different, though they share the typological trait of pronounced side facets. The flint 
type of which the axe-heads are made is both varied and unidentifiable, and contrasts 
with the raw material otherwise exploited on the site. The implication is that these are 
imported implements from further afield than Beer, as would also appear to be the 
case with the flint axe-heads found at Beer itself (British Museum collection), and at 
Hembury (Liddell 1935, 162) and High Peak (Smith 1966, 52). 

The presence of at least 6 polished flint axe-heads in the present assemblage, plus 
what is probably a further separate example in the Blight collection (Megaw 1958, 
17-18; Thomas 1962), does pose a problem of explanation. Assuming that axe-heads of 
igneous rock and flint are functionally interchangeable and of comparable practical 
durability, then the ready availability of the former at Carn Brea must place a special 
significance upon the existence of the latter. To understand such a significance is 
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probably impossible, since it could merely be a question of fashion, with the rarity of 
the object in contrast to the 'common' stone axe-head dictating its value. The flint axe-
heads could easily have arrived at Carn Brea by the same long distance transportation 
mechanisms which brought the flint raw material to Cornwall, and which dispersed 
the stone axe-heads and gabbroic pottery elsewhere. 

The nature of these transportation mechanisms, and their motivation, are obviously 
key questions. Commercial trade is a possibility (Cummins 1974; Peacock 1969, 147), 
though the concept of commercial exchange of flint and stone axe-heads (Megaw 1963, 
7) seems most unlikely. The ethnographic record reminds us of the potential diversity 
of contexts of acquisition for axe-heads (Phillips 1979). 
Knives 

The 18 retouched artefacts classified as knives share the common attribute of one or 
more edges having shallow, invasive retouch which leaves the edge sharp. Only 2 of 
these implements are complete, but the variety of types, with a mixture of unifacial 
and bifacial, unilateral and bilateral retouch, can be appreciated from the illustrations. 
Four of the knives possess edge-gloss, which may suggest that some of them are 
simply more elaborately prepared versions of the edge-trimmed flakes. At least one of 
the knives (Fig. 62, 183) resembles a plano-convex form, albeit less extensively 
retouched, while Fig. 62, 189 is possibly an atypical leaf-shaped arrowhead. Five 
pieces have some surface lustre (e.g. Fig. 62, 187 & 190), and can be compared with so-
called 'sickle-flints' or 'reaping-knives' (Curwen 1936; Smith 1965, 97). The 
interpretation of this surface lustre is unclear. It is present on at least 118 (= 18.6%) of 
all the edge-trimmed flakes, but also on 22 (= 16.8%) of all the scrapers, and for this 
reason is not used as an index of function in this report. The character of the surface 
gloss varies between the sort of lustre described by Curwen (1936) and patches, often 
minute, of brilliant gloss (Bell 1977, 23), and it may have had a variety of origins. 
Edge-blunted flakes 

The 6 flakes in this category share the attribute of blunting retouch, and this 
distinguishes them from the edge-trimmed flakes they otherwise resemble. None of 
the examples are complete, but the blunting can be seen as facilitating 
hafting/handling leaving the unblunted edge(s) for use. The possibility that some of 
these implements, particularly perhaps Fig. 63, 193 & 198 are Mesolithic residuals 
must be borne in mind. One example (Fig. 63, 197) has extensive bifacial surface lustre 
and perhaps belongs with the knife category. 
Truncated flakes 

Four of the 5 truncated flakes have an artificial transverse truncation with blunting 
retouch, in 3 cases at the distal end of the flake, in one case at the proximal end, while 
the other has a naturally straight transverse distal end which has been blunted. Only 
one example is complete, but this type appears to be a further variation of the edge-
trimmed flake, in one instance having edge gloss (Fig. 63, 201). The complete example 
(Fig. 63, 199) is atypical in being both finely retouched and very short, and possibly 
represents a separate class of implement. 
Serrated-edge flakes 

Three serrated-edge flakes, all fragmentary, are present in the assemblage, and all 
three have edge-gloss on the ventral surface of the serrated edge. In two cases there is 
no doubt that the serrations are regular and deliberate. While it is probable that some 
of the edge-trimmed flakes are serrated flakes which have lost their serrations in use or 
by edge damage, it would appear that at Carn Brea true serrated flakes are rare, and 
represent an extreme variable of the edge-trimmed category. 
Miscellaneous retouched 

This final implement category provides an umbrella for all the retouched pieces 
which cannot positively be placed in other implement classes, either because they are 
too damaged, or because they lack regular and recurrent attributes. Some pieces with 
purely fortuitous retouch may be included. 
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Subdivision within this category was undertaken to isolate those implements, all 
fragmentary, which are possibly/probably leaf-shaped arrowheads, scrapers, piercers 
and knives, and to distinguish these from those pieces which definitely do not pertain 
to these types. 
Table 43. Miscellaneous retouched implements in terms of site distribution. 

Possible Possible Possible Possible All Others Total No. 
Arrowheads Scrapers Piercers Knives 

A l 13 14 4 1 29 61 
A2 — 4 2 — 8 14 
A3 1 2 2 — 4 9 
B 1 — 4 — 8 13 
D 22 17 17 5 74 135 
E 3 2 1 — 8 14 
F 1 1 — — 2 4 
G 1 1 — — 3 5 
H 1 — — — 3 4 
J 9 9 3 — 30 51 
K 22 16 6 1 64 109 
Unstratified — — — — 1 1 
Totals 74 66 39 7 234 420 

If the identifications in Table 43 are correct, they are of particular interest in 
increasing the relative importance of scrapers within the assemblage, but they still 
leave a total of 234 formally unclassified retouched pieces. The absence of recurrent 
attributes precludes further analysis or discussion, and the only illustrated example is 
the probable leaf-shaped arrowhead blank to which reference has already been made 
(Fig. 63, 207). 
Discussion 

The assemblage analysed above can be regarded, irrespective of minor 
contamination by earlier and later artefacts, as primarily an homogeneous sample of 
an Earlier Neolithic industry of a type already well known in the literature (e.g. 
Piggott 1954, 75-80; Smith 1965, 85-109; Whittle 1977, 63-76). The parameters of such 
industries are sufficiently well established for the recapitulation of detailed 
comparative analyses to be unnecessary. This is equally true of many of the trends 
evident at a more detailed level of analysis, e.g. the shape of the unretouched flakes 
(Pitts 1978), and for this reason only selected aspects of the Carn Brea assemblage will 
be discussed. 

The major component composition of the total assemblage (Table 3) shows an often 
repeated structure, with the product waste accounting for over 90% of the total by 
number (c.f. Saville 1980a, 19). This fact might seem inconsistent with the writer's 
previous suggestion (Saville 1979, 109) about the differing component proportions of 
assemblages from chalk and non-chalk regions, except that, despite its geographical 
position, the Carn Brea assemblage is essentially comparable with industries on the 
Chalk because of its imported raw material. Thus the quality, and, despite the small 
number of cores, the quantity, of the raw material appears to have been sufficient to 
avoid any constraints upon the composition of the assemblage. However, this may not 
be the case with the size of artefacts in the assemblage. If the data on the length of the 
unretouched flakes, the edge-trimmed flakes, and the scrapers from Carn Brea are 
compared with their counterparts at Windmill Hill (Smith 1965, Figs. 38 and 41), and 
allowing for the under-representation of very small flakes in the measured Windmill 
Hill sample, then the Carn Brea artefacts clearly have a lower size potential. This 
phenomenon would normally be explained as a reflection of the size/amount of raw 
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material available, and this is indeed the interpretation favoured by Green (1980, 
58-59) to account for the small average size of the leaf-shaped arrowheads at Carn 
Brea, though there must be some reservation about his comparative data because of 
the absence of equally large single-site arrowhead assemblages for contrast. On the 
other hand, although the cores are consistently worked down to small size, as they 
were at Windmill Hill (Smith 1965, 87), large sized nodules were undoubtedly being 
imported. There is, therefore, a possibility of cultural bias, such as seems to have 
occurred with the Beaker-associated scrapers at Windmill Hill, which are far smaller 
than the primary Neolithic scrapers from the same site, even though the same raw 
material is used. Although Smith (1965, 107) suggests functional variability to explain 
this size difference, cultural preference is just as likely, and it could be that a tradition 
of producing smaller-sized artefacts in Cornwall because of an historical reliance on 
smaller-sized beach pebble flint might carry over into a situation in which different 
and larger-sized raw material became available. This would in turn have ramifications 
for the origins of the Carn Brea settlers/knappers, a question which must remain 
speculative for the present. Clearly there is a need for many more excavated lithic 
assemblages from the region. 

While the implement categories which are present at Carn Brea are all 
characteristically Earlier Neolithic, there is one equally characteristic type which is 
absent. This is the laurel-leaf, best known from the excavations at Hurst Fen (Clark et 
al. 1960, 223) and Windmill Hill (Smith 1965, 99-100), and present in the South West 
at Hembury and High Peak (Smith 1966, 49). The complete absence of this implement, 
even of possible fragments, in the 1970-73 assemblage is problematic, the more so 
since at least four examples were found on the hilltop in earlier excavations (Green 
1980, 360). The two examples published by Peter (1896, 99) as 'spearheads' are 61 and 
76 mm respectively in length, well outside the maximum for the arrowheads in the 
present assemblage. No explanation can be offered for this absence, and even more 
inexplicable is the absence of hammerstones, apart from one possible fragment from 
Site A l . While it is clear that much of the finer flaking and retouching must have 
involved soft hammers and punches of bone or antler, or even wood, none of which 
materials survive at Carn Brea, hard hammers must also have been used. Therefore, 
unless they were consistently removed from the site, hammerstones of flint or chert do 
not appear to have been in normal use, nor were any of the igneous stone artefacts re-
used in this way, with bruising only recorded on a slender sandstone pebble (I.F. 
Smith, pers.comm.). 

Other absent categories, such as burins and 'fabricators', which are sometimes 
claimed to occur in small numbers in Earlier Neolithic assemblages, are not of much 
significance, but the scarcity of serrated flakes is of more interest. Serrated flakes are 
a key type in the Windmill Hill assemblage (Smith 1965, 92), and are generally 
common at causewayed enclosures and other settlement sites (c.f. Bell 1977, 20), where 
they must point to an important activity within the economy. This activity appears as 
equally important at Carn Brea, but is apparently undertaken using flakes which are 
not normally provided with serrations, (unless all the edge-trimmed flakes are serrated 
flakes at the worn-down, 'discard' stage), but which can nevertheless be linked or 
equated with serrated flakes by the presence of edge-gloss (Smith 1965, 91). 

The activity or activities which these edge-trimmed or serrated-edge flakes with 
edge-gloss denote are unresolved. However, the activity appears to be an innovative 
one in the Early Neolithic in England, and one which declines in importance thereafter 
to judge by the apparently low representation of this implement in later assemblages. 
But, although the link with farming culture is undeniable, and although a decline in 
the use of serrated flakes would fit the current model of a decline in the importance of 
crop production after the Earlier Neolithic (Bradley and Hodder 1979, 96), the 
assumption that edge-gloss or other types of surface gloss relate directly to some 
activity involved in the cultivation of cereal crops may be illusory. It would be wrong 
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to speculate further on this aspect of the present industry without a detailed 
microscopic study of the edge-gloss itself, but the need to categorise the different 
types of polishygloss which can occur on flint tools in English Neolithic contexts is 
obvious. If polish can be said to arise from friction caused simply by handling 
(Semenov 1964, 108-109), and gloss simply from chemically deposited silica in the soil 
(Smith 1966, 59, note 22), then this is clearly an area of study in which there is too little 
terminological precision. 

The scrapers at Carn Brea are typologically similar to those from other Earlier 
Neolithic assemblages, but their proportional presence is low (Table 4), presenting a 
marked contrast with the situation at other sites such as Hurst Fen (Clark et aL 1960), 
Broome Heath (Wainwright 1972), and more locally at Hazard Hill (Houlder 1963, 
24-29). This type of variability has been documented elsewhere (Saville 1980A, 21; 
1981), but it is not easy to explain. Bradley (1972, 197; 1978, 107) has argued that high 
proportions of scrapers may denote pastoralist encampments as opposed to the 
settlement of mixed agriculturalists. This is based on the supposition that scrapers are 
in some way preferentially linked with the manufacture of animal products, such as 
skins. By the same token a low representation of scrapers could be argued to indicate 
not only the unimportance of livestock in the site economy, but also of hunting 
(Mellars 1976, 393-395), thus contradicting a conclusion which might previously have 
been drawn from the large number of arrowheads on site. However, the fact that 
scrapers cannot be assumed to reflect any single, substance-specific activity (c.f. 
Bradley 1978, 45)—indeed the data in Tables 39-40 may indicate functional divergence 
(Cantwell 1979)—undermines any attempt to apply such explanations. For the 
moment it must suffice to note that scrapers are not numerically important at Carn 
Brea, and that this appears unusual for what is unequivocally a settlement site. 

Firmer ground is reached with the leaf-shaped arrowheads, since this is a typological 
category which is far more homogeneous and of explicit tool implication, i.e. as the tip 
to an arrow. Carn Brea is at present unique within the British Neolithic both in the 
absolute and in the proportional representation of this implement (though Crickley 
Hill, Gloucestershire may eventually provide a parallel; Dixon and Borne 1977, 3). For 
example, the contrast with Windmill Hill, which produced only 132 leaf-shaped 
arrowheads from all contexts, is remarkable. (It should be noted, however, that on the 
one hand the ratio between complete and fragmentary examples at Windmill Hill may 
suggest that many fragments were overlooked during the original excavation, and 
that on the other the given total at that site is inflated by the inclusion of several 
typologically borderline pieces.) The conclusion must be that archery played a far more 
important role at Carn Brea than can yet be demonstrated at any other Neolithic site. 
Carn Brea is also exceptional in being a defended hilltop settlement (again there is a 
parallel with Crickley Hill), and it is difficult to avoid making a correlation between 
the evidence for defence, and the quantity of arrowheads. 

Since the Carn Brea arrowheads can in no sense be regarded as typologically special, 
but constitute an 'ordinary' population (c.f. Green 1980, 169), there is no reason to 
suppose they performed any unusual function, nor that Carn Brea had any special 
status because of their presence (pace Bradley 1978, 79). The evidence for the normal 
function of leaf-shaped arrowheads has recently been reviewed by Green (1980, 
170-179), and has been interpreted as probably favouring warfare rather than hunting. 
The Carn Brea situation must be crucial to any such interpretation. There is obviously 
no direct evidence from the site of usage in the absence of surviving bone etc., and the 
circumstantial evidence consists chiefly of the actual existence of so many arrowheads 
at the settlement site. 

It is a reasonable assumption that arrowheads are usually broken and discarded at 
their place of use, and that hunting (though not perhaps ritual animal killing) did not 
occur within settlements. If leaf-shaped arrowheads were used in hunting, then they 
would obviously on occasion be brought into the settlement inside dead game (Bradley 
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1978, 79), but the absence of even a single recorded instance of a leaf-shaped 
arrowhead lodged in a Neolithic animal bone in Britain suggests this is not an 
important consideration. 

The most economic explanation for the large number of arrowheads at Carn Brea is 
that they result from the attack and defence of the hilltop settlement. Breakage of 
arrowheads would always be high in granite country, but must have been especially 
likely at Carn Brea with exposed stone defences. The distributional data from within 
the site are unable to confirm this explanation, but it can be mentioned that 
arrowheads did occur within the stones of the perimeter wall, and that there is a slight 
proportional increase in arrowhead presence at Site E where there may have been an 
entrance into the enclosure. 

There is absolutely no evidence to suggest that conflict took place at Carn Brea 
between Neolithic settlers and indigenous hunters (pace Green 1980, 179); indeed, 
pending positive evidence to the contrary, the presumption is that contemporary 
indigenous hunters did not exist. The interpretation favoured here is that the 
arrowheads at Carn Brea result from, and provide an indication of, hostility amongst 
the Neolithic people of the region. It is beyond the scope of this report to suggest 
whether this hostility may represent simple inter-tribal skirmishing, or the struggle 
for control of economic resources such as stone axe-head production, but any such 
hypotheses clearly have implications for our understanding of the nature of Neolithic 
society at Carn Brea and beyond (Case 1969, 181; Case et al. 1970, 111). 

To conclude, it is very tempting, given the typological composition of the Carn ttrea 
assemblage, and the relative proportion of implement categories, to make several 
socio-economic deductions. For example, that: a) the large number of arrowheads 
shows the importance of warfare; b) the large number of edge-trimmed flakes shows 
the importance of cereal cultivation; c) the small number of scrapers shows the 
unimportance of hunting and/or livestock rearing; d) imported raw material and 
flint axe-heads show the importance of long distance trade. These deductions may all 
be true, but it would be incorrect to base them upon the lithic evidence available from 
Carn Brea alone. Further excavated lithic assemblages from the south-west region are 
needed—the surface collection from Hazard Hill (Houlder 1963, 29) shows the 
potential for recovering large assemblages. Future work on intra-site distribution, on 
functional analysis, and on flint and chert sourcing of these industries, together with 
more general advances in the quantification and analysis of lithic assemblages, will be 
needed before the Carn Brea evidence can be clarified. 

NOTE 1. Explanation of measurement data 
Unretouched flakes are measured for length, breadth and thickness. Length is the 

maximum dimension along the bulbar axis at right angles to the striking platform and 
breadth is the maximum distance between any two points on opposite lateral edges 
taken at right angles to the length measurement (See Saville 1980B for more detailed 
explanation). Thickness is the maximum dimension between the dorsal and ventral 
surfaces taken in a plane approximately parallel with the ventral surface, the 
measurement being at right angles to it. Breadth:length ratio is obtained by 
comparing the length and breadth measurements with a series of rectangles drawn in 
proportion to the ratios 1:5, 2:5, 3:5 . . . etc. (c.f. Bohmers 1956, Fig. 1). 

Cores are measured by taking the maximum dimension between the two furthest 
points in any plane. The core flake scar measurement is obtained by measuring the 
longest negative flake scar on the surface of the core which derives from a surviving 
platform, measuring along the bulbar axis at right angles to the platform edge. 

Leaf-shaped arrowhead measurements are as in Green 1980, Fig. 2, except that 
breadth is maximum breadth as in the case of the unretouched flakes, and so is a 
slightly wider measurement than Green's in the case of asymmetric forms. 

Edge-trimmed flakes are measured in the same way as the unretouched flakes, and 
only complete examples are measured. 
146 



Scraper and piercer measurements are again the same as for unretouched flakes, 
since length and breadth are only used in the case of complete scrapers or piercers on 
struck flakes which retain an intact striking platform. Scraping edge retouch angles 
are measured in the way described by Movius et al. 1968,14-15, except that the ranges 
recorded are overlapping and not separate. 
NOTE 2. Length/breadth indices 

Because it has become apparent that there are real problems of incompatibility 
between breadth:length ratio values as calculated by different workers (c.f. Farley 
1979; Pitts 1978; Saville 1980 b), it is now thought preferable to use a simple 
length/breadth index as an indicator of shape in unretouched flakes and scrapers etc. 
The index is obtained by dividing the breadth measurement as recorded to the nearest 
millimetre into the length measurement, the resulting value being recorded to one 
decimal place. High values equal narrow flakes and low values broad flakes. The index 
values are sorted into bands for convenience of presentation, e.g. 

Length/breadth value Implication 
0 —0.5 broad 
0.6—1.0 broad 
1.1 — 1.5 medium 
1.6—2.0 medium 
2.1—2.5 narrow 

2.6+ narrow 
In Tables 44-45 the length/breadth index values are given for the unretouched flakes 

in the complete sample (c.f. Table 21) and for the unretouched flakes longer than 20 
mm (c.f. Table 22). 

Table 44. Length/breadth index values of all the complete primary, secondary and 
tertiary flakes from the main sites 

Length/ A l D K Totals 
breadth 

value No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0 - 0 . 5 5 1.7 6 0.6 11 1.8 22 1.2 
0 .6-1.0 82 28.0 285 28.3 190 30.9 557 29.1 
1.1-1.5 113 38.6 423 42.0 256 41.7 792 41.4 
1.6-2.0 65 22.2 208 20.7 100 16.3 373 19.5 
2.1-2.5 17 5.8 55 5.5 39 6.4 111 5.8 

2.6+ 11 3.7 29 2.9 18 2.9 58 3.0 
Totals 293 1006 614 1913 

Table 45. Length/breadth index values of all complete unretouched flakes longer than 
20 mm from the main sites 

Length/ A l D K Totals 
breadth 

value No. % No. % No. % No. % 
0 - 0 . 5 — — — — — — — — 

0.6-1.0 16 11.5 61 13.7 20 10.3 97 12.5 
1.1-1.5 53 38.1 177 39.7 80 41.2 310 39.8 
1.6-2.0 47 33.8 137 30.7 50 25.8 234 30.0 
2.1-2.5 15 10.8 47 10.5 29 15.0 91 11.7 

2.6+ 8 5.8 24 5.4 15 7.7 47 6.0 
Totals 139 446 194 779 

In the same way the length/breadth values were calculated for the edge-trimmed 
flakes and the scrapers to complement Tables 33 and 38 respectively. 
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Table 46. Length/breadth index values for the sample of complete edge-trimmed flakes 
Length/breadth value No. % 

0 - 0 . 5 — — 

0 .6 -1 .0 8 4.3 
1.1—1.5 41 22.0 
1 .6 -2 .0 58 31.2 
2 .1 -2 .5 63 33.9 

2.6 + 16 8.6 
Total 186 

Table 47. Length/breadth index values for the sample of complete bulbar scrapers 
Length/breadth value No. 

0 - 0 . 5 -
0 .6 -1 .0 21 
1.1—1.5 35 
1 .6 -2 .0 8 
2 .1 -2 .5 -

2 . 6 + -
Total 64 

As further assemblages are analysed in this way in the future the inter-assemblage 
comparison of shape ranges will be placed upon a more reliable foundation. 
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Appendix: Catalogue of the illustrated flint artefacts, with a concordance of find 
numbers and provenances. All the artefacts are of flint unless otherwise specified. 
Illus. Find Horizon and/ 
Number Number Site or context Type 

LI 73/299 J layer 1 microlith 
L2 72/182 A l layer 1A microlith 
L3 73/1036 K layer 2 microlith 
L4 no number A2 uncontexted microlith 
L5 73/687 K layer 2 microlith 
L6 72/1641 H layer 2 microlith 
L7 73/65 K layer 2 microburin 
L8 71/2146 D layer 1, F3 microburin 
L9 73/470 K layer 1 microburin 
L10 72/124 G layer 1 barbed-and-tanged arrowhead 
L l l 73/394 K layer 2 barbed-and-tanged arrowhead 
L12 71/1500 A l uncontexted core (B2), on beach pebble 
L13 72/734 D layer 2 core (B2) 
L14 70/436 A l layer 2A core (A2) 
L15 72/521 D layer 2 core (A2) 
L16 70/35 B layer 4 core (C) 
L17 73/746 K layer 2 core (B3) 
L18 71/534 D layer 1 core (B2) 
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L19 72/339 D layer IB core (C) 
L20 72/1230 D layer 1 core (A2) 
L21 73/997 J layer 2B core (B2) 
L22 72/171 D layer IB core (C) 
L23 72/388 D layer IB core (B2) 
L24 72/311 D layer 1 core (B2) 
L25 70/80 A2 layer 1A core (A2), on beach pebble 
L26 72/960 D layer 2 core (A2), on beach pebble 
L27 72/55 D layer 1 core (A2), on beach pebble 
L28 72/145 D layer 1 core (Al) 
L29 71/2725 Al F38 core (Al) 
L30 71/2454 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L31 73/152 J layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L32 71/1034 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L33 71/2087 A3 layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L34 71/305 Al layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L35 70/524 A l layer 2A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L36 70/765 B layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L37 71/2586 D F60 leaf-shaped arrowhead 

(fragment) 
L38 71/2189 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L39 73/742 J layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L40 73/597 K layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L41 72/1030 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L42 72/391 D layer IB leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L43 71/949 D layer 2A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L44 72/548 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L45 72/922 A l layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L46 71/501 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 

(fragment) 
L47 73/511 J layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L48 73/1097 K layer 5 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L49 71/1993 Al layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L50 72/519 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L51 72/629 H layer 3 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L52 71/297 Al layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L53 71/1805 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L54 71/1365 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L55 73/792 K layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L56 71/324 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L57 72/1033 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L58 73/1042 K layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 

(fragment) 
L59 71/2081 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L60 72/1310 H layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L61 73/755 K layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L62 72/437 D layer IB leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L63 70/144 B layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L64 72/319 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L65 73/930 K T.P. disturbance leaf-shaped arrowhead 

(fragment) 
L66 71/747 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L67 73/557 K layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L68 72/1646 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 



L69 71/2563 A l layer IB leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L70 72/1643 H layer 4 leaf-shaped arrowhead 

grey chert (? Portland) 
L71 73/328 J layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L72 71/1556 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L73 71/1710 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L74 72/1660 D F17 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L75 73/105 K layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L76 72/634 D layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L77 72/551 A l layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L78 70/313 A2 layer IB leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L79 71/2000 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 

quartzy chert 
L80 72/1119 A l layer 1A/1B trans. leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L81 73/103 K layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L82 71/2060 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L83 72/1002 A l layer IB leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L84 72/664 A l layer 1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L85 72/1245 D layer 1 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L86 71/1444 E layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L87 73/228 K layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L88 70/58 A l layer 2 leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L89 73/271 J layer 1/1A leaf-shaped arrowhead 
L90 73/52 J layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L91 72/755 D layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L92 73/393 K layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L93 71/579 D layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L94 72/404 D layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L95 71/1063 D layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L96 73/456 K layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L97 71/813 D layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L98 72/1730 D F17 edge-trimmed flake 
L99 72/1794 A l layer IB edge-trimmed flake 
L100 72/1353 D layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L101 73/95 J layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L102 73/261 K layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L103 71/572 A2 layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L104 73/766 J layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L105 71/352 D layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L106 72/1660 D F17 edge-trimmed flake 
L107 70/607 B layer 3 edge-trimmed flake 
L108 72/648 D layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L109 73/596 K layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
LllO 72/1575 D layer IB edge-trimmed flake 
L l l l 73/714 J layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L112 71/2338 E layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L113 72/418 D layer IB edge-trimmed flake 
L114 73/278 K layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
L115 71/542 E layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L116 73/462 J layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L117 71/294 A2 layer 1A edge-trimmed flake 
L118 72/170 D layer IB edge-trimmed flake 
L119 71/723 A l layer 2 edge-trimmed flake 
L120 71/37 D layer 1 edge-trimmed flake 
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L121 72/1269 D layer 1A scraper (end) 
L122 73/1160 J layer 2B scraper(end) 
L123 72/698 D layer 2 scraper (end) 
L124 71/499 D layer 1 scraper (extended end) 
LI 25 71/1006 D enclosure wall 

tumble scraper (end) 
L126 71/830 D layer 2 scraper (end) 
L127 73/1240 J layer 2B scraper (end) 
LI 28 71/792 A l layer 1A scraper (end) quartzy chert 
L129 70/114 B layer 3 scraper (end) 
L130 72/161 D layer 1 scraper (end) 
L131 73/966 J layer 1 scraper (unclassified) 
L132 72/1260 D layer 1 scraper (end) 

grey chert (?Portland) 
L133 72/1556 Al layer IB scraper(end) 
L134 73/168 J layer 1 scraper (extended end) 
L135 73/420 K layer 2 scraper (extended end) 
L136 71/2038 A l layer 1 scraper (broken, unclassified) 
L137 71/2050 

/2051 A3 layer 2 scraper (end) 
L138 71/216 Al layer 2 A scraper (end) 
L139 71/2035 Al layer 1 scraper (end) 
L140 71/215 Al layer 1 scraper (extended end) 
L141 71/1914 Al enclosure wall 

tumble scraper (discoidal) 
L142 72/268 D layer 1 scraper (end) 
L143 73/224 J layer 2C scraper (extended end) 
L144 71/2506 E layer 3 scraper (end) 
L145 72/758 D layer 2 scraper (end and side) 
L146 72/257 D layer 1 scraper (unclassified) 
L147 71/2106 Al layer 1 scraper (end) 
L148 70/353 A2 layer IB scraper (end) 
L149 73/534 K layer 1 scraper (end) 
LI 50 72/1221 D layer 1 piercer 
L151 71/2466 D layer 1 piercer 
L152 71/2675 E layer 2 piercer 
L153 71/2510 Al below wall tumble piercer 
L154 72/1109 D layer 2 piercer 
L155 72/94 D layer 1 piercer 
L156 73/146 J layer 1A piercer 
L157 71/532 D layer 1 piercer 
L158 73/507 K layer 2 piercer 
L159 71/2523 D layer 2 piercer 
L160 72/1223 D layer 1 piercer 
L161 70/77 Al layer IB piercer 
L162 72/827 Al layer IB piercer 
L163 73/32 K layer 1 piercer 
L164 73/147 J layer 1A piercer 
L165 72/215 D layer IB piercer 
L166 71/1424 A2 layer 1A piercer 
L167 71/1721 E layer 2 piercer 
L168 72/147 A l layer IB piercer 
L169 70/632 A2 below wall tumble piercer 
L170 72/1612 D layer IB piercer 



L171 73/401 K layer 2 piercer 
L172 73/63 K layer 2 piercer 
L173 73/887 K layer 4 piercer 
L174 73/1091 K layers 4/5 polished axe-head 

/1284 (fragment) 
L175 73/251 K layers 1/2/4 polished axe-head 

16 79 (fragmentary; heavily burnt) 
/ 804 
/1130 
/1185 

L176 72/404 D layer IB knife 
L177 70/507 A2 layer IB knife 
L178 72/978 A l layer 1A/1B trans. knife 
L179 72/1051 G layer 1 knife 
L180 72/1743 D F2 knife 
L181 72/1317 G layer 2 knife 
L182 71/685 D layer 2 knife 
L183 72/1318 G layer 2 knife 
L184 71/751 D layer 2 knife 
L185 73/673 J layer IB knife 
L186 71/2352 E layer 2 knife 
L187 73/715 J layer IB knife 
L188 72/1672 D F17 knife 
L189 71/2346 E layer 2 knife 
L190 73/996 J layer 1A/1B trans. knife 
L191 73/173 J layer 1A knife 
L192 72/1672 D F17 knife 
L193 72/1429 A l layer 1A edge-blunted flake 
L194 70/462 A l layer IB edge-blunted flake 
L195 72/444 D layer IB edge-blunted flake 
L196 71/697 D layer IB edge-blunted flake 
L197 71/1550 E layer IB edge-blunted flake 
L198 71/476/866 Al layer 1A / edge-blunted flake 

wall tumble 
L199 71/1303 E layer 2 truncated flake 
L200 71/724 Al layer 1 truncated flake 
L201 71/1852 A2 layer IB truncated flake 
L202 71/1132 Al in wall tumble truncated flake 
L203 73/62 J layer 1A truncated flake 
L204 71/1563 F layer 1 serrated-edge flake 
L205 72/1437 D layer 2 serrated-edge flake 
L206 70/397 C layer 2 serrated-edge flake 
L207 71/996 D layer IB miscellaneous retouched piece 



SECTION 9 STONE ARTEFACTS by I.F. SMITH, Ph.D., F.S.A. 

During the past 30 years the Implement Petrology Survey of the South West has 
examined thin sections from 72 stone implements and rock or pebble fragments found 
at Carn Brea. The total is made up of 16 axes and axe fragments collected before 1970, 
including one axe (CO 315) presented to the County Museum by Professor Charles 
Thomas as possibly from Carn Brea but certainly from Illogan parish, and 56 items 
recovered during the excavations of 1970-73. Identifications previously published 
(Evens et al. 1962, 256-8; Evens et al. 1972, 268-9; Thomas 1962) are here drawn 
together with those as yet unpublished. 

Items examined by the Implement Petrology Survey are designated in the catalogue 
(pp.158-160) by their county numbers (e.g., CO 110); those found in 1970-73 are also 
accompanied by their excavation find-numbers (e.g., 72/954) and by site provenance. 
Six further items designated 'IGS' were identified macroscopically by officers of the 
Institute of Geological Sciences at Exeter. In addition to the material from 1970-73, 
the County Museum at Truro houses the following earlier finds: CO 166-8, CO 172-8, 
and CO 315. Three implements, CO 253-5, are in the Public Library at Camborne 
(Thomas 1962) and two axes, CO 110-1, were recorded in 1951 as in the possession of 
Mr Stanley A. Opie. 

The catalogue lists 45 axes and axe fragments, 3 portable axe-polishers, 2 querns, 3 
grain-rubbers, one bead, 7 other worked or utilized pieces, and 18 rock and pebble 
fragments. Entries under these headings are arranged according to petrological 
attribution. Descriptions and illustrations (Figs. 64-65, Sl-13) are drawn mainly from 
information on the relevant implement petrology record cards. Except for CO 315, the 
writer has not personally examined the sixes and axe fragments found before 1970 (CO 
110-1, CO 166-8, CO 172-8, CO 253-5) and for these has relied entirely on the sketches 
on the record cards, not always as informative as could be wished. 

Petrology 
Except for four artefacts made of tuff, the finds represent materials available in 

Cornwall. The rocks most commonly exploited for axes are those collectively termed 
'greenstones' (altered basic to ultrabasic igneous rocks) and over half of the axes from 
Carn Brea have been assigned to well-known petrological groups thought to originate 
from the following localities: Group I, vicinity of Mount's Bay, near Penzance, 
approximate distance 20 km; Group IV, Balstone Down, Callington, near Devon 
border, 75 km; Group XVI, Camborne area, within 5 km; and Group XVII, either from 
Terras Mill, St Austell, 35 km, or from Kenidjack Castle, St. Erth, 15 km. Factory 
sites are unknown and unlikely to be identified because the axes seem to have been 
shaped mainly by pecking and any larger debris would have weathered beyond 
recognition. The remaining ungrouped greenstones are very variable in character, 
suggesting casual use of many small outcrops, although several bear resemblances to 
the rocks of Group XVI (axe fragment, CO 378; worked piece, CO 303), Group XVII 
(axe fragments CO 302, 361, 368, 385; worked piece, CO 380; rock fragments, CO 379, 
381, 384) and Group IVa (axe fragment, CO 370). 

Distant origins are postulated only for the four artefacts of tuff; precise sources 
have not been identified but probable areas of origin can be suggested in two 
instances. The adze (CO 253) is closely related to the tuff of Group VI from the Great 
Langdale region of Cumbria and the worked piece (CO 367) resembles the silicified 
tuffs of Group VIII (South West Wales) and Group XI (Great Langdale), but does not 
match them precisely. 
Axes and axe-polishers 

Table i summarizes the petrological attributions of all the stone axes and 
recognizable axe fragments known from Carn Brea, including the ungrouped 
greenstone axe (S10, CO 315) which may have come from the site. Eight axes are 
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intact, or nearly so, and the rest are represented by fragments of varying size or by 
flakes which retain traces of grinding on the outer surfaces. Three axes can be partly 
reconstructed from substantial pieces found on Sites J (S3), K (Sll) and A1 (CO 411, 
not illustrated). 

Table i. Penological attributions of stone axes and axe fragments from Carn Brea. 
Grouped greenstones: Other 

green- Sand-
I IV XVI XVII stones Tuffs stones Totals 

Found before 1970 2 — 7/10* 1 1 1 1 13/16* 
Found 1970-1973 2 2 4/ 8* 1 14 1 1 25/29* 

Totals 4 2 11/18* 2 15 2 2 38/45* 
* These figures show minimum and potential maximum numbers of axes represented 

It is impossible to offer more than a tentative estimate for the total number of 
individual axes. Table i includes only fragments which can be seen to derive from axes, 
but among the items listed under 'Residue' in Table iii (p. 157) and in the catalogue are 
disintegrating pieces as well as small rock fragments which could represent severely 
weathered or shattered examples. In the case of Group XVI, where the rock is by 
definition petrologically uniform within narrow limits, the figures in Table i give 
minimum and possible maximum numbers. The pre-1970 finds comprise 3 complete or 
slightly damaged axes, 4 butt ends, and 3 pieces which might have belonged to one or 
more of the butts, so that the number of individual axes was at least 7 and may have 
been 10. The Group XVI finds from 1970-73 consist of one complete axe (Site E); a 
single flake (Site D); a butt, a piece from near the butt, and a central portion (Site Al); 
and a central portion plus 2 flakes (Site A3). Assuming that broken pieces were not 
widely redistributed, it would seem that there were at least 4 and perhaps as many as 8 
separate axes. A measure of uncertainty also attaches to the number of axes made of 
ungrouped greenstones, but this cannot be quantified. As well as the single complete 
axe (found before 1970), the 13 fragments from the 1970 73 excavations have been 
taken to represent separate axes on grounds of penological diversity since no two 
fragments from the same sub-site produced identical thin sections. However, the 
abrupt changes in the character of Cornish greenstones, sometimes found in single 
axes (Evens et al. 1972, 239), could easily escape detection in small fragments; parts of 
one original axe may therefore have been counted as two or more. The figures given for 
axes of Groups I, IV and XVII and for those made of tuff and sandstone may be 
accepted as accurate. 

Two of the three axes described in the catalogue as possibly unfinished are pre-1970 
finds, noted as roughouts on the implement petrology record cards. The sketch of the 
Group I example (CO 166) shows a blade half, somewhat irregular in shape, with blunt 
cutting edge. The Group XVI example (CO 111, here illustrated as S5) is certainly 
asymmetrical, with unusual squared-off butt and again a blunt cutting edge. However, 
the very variable states of preservation of greenstone implements from the 1970-73 
excavations suggests that the rough condition of these axes may be due to weathering, 
as seen in another Group XVI axe (S6, CO 334) which is partly decomposed and retains 
no traces of grinding. More convincing evidence for the presence of roughouts is 
perhaps afforded by the unreduced flake-scars on the butt of an axe of ungrouped 
greenstone (CO 302). 

The three implements identified as portable axe-polishers seem to point to axe-
finishing or renovation within the settlement. Two are made of quartz porphyry 
(elvan), a rock well suited to this purpose, but the use of Group XVI rock for the third 
is unexpected. The object may originally have been an axe; both ends have 
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Fig. 64 
Carn Brea. Stone Axes, x 'A. 
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disintegrated and the surfaces have weathered rough except in the hollows, where 
traces of smoothing indicate that these were produced, at least in part, by friction. The 
marked asymmetry of the blade of a Group I axe (SI, CO 363) suggests that it had 
been resharpened, perhaps more than once, before it was buried in the socket of an 
upright orthostat within Rampart 5 (Site A3). 

Axes of Groups IV, XVI and XVII are regularly found in Devon and Dorset on 
Neolithic sites of late 4th and early 3rd millennium date; distribution is effectively 
confined to the South West and production seems to have ceased around 2500 be 
(Smith 1979, 18). Although the far more numerous Group I axes are widely distributed 
over England and Wales (Cummins 1979, Fig. 7a), few are known from closed contexts 
and, until the Carn Brea excavations, none could be dated earlier than c. 2000 be. The 
discovery of two well stratified examples, one incorporated in the defences (SI, CO 
363), the other in the occupation deposit on Site D (S2, CO 358), has shown that Group 
I axes were already in production by the early 3rd millennium be. 

Querns and grain-rubbers 
Local rocks, granite and quartz porphyry (elvan), have been used for the 2 saddle-

querns (for the complete example see PI. XIX) and for 2 of the 3 broken grain-rubbers 
(one illustrated as S14). The third grain-rubber (S13, CO 362) is made of tuff. The 
shape and dimensions of the surviving part do not suggest that it represents a re-used 
axe. 

Other worked and utilized pieces 
The 7 items listed under this heading are miscellaneous fragments which show 

evidence of intentional shaping or, apparently, of use which has resulted in flattening 
or partial smoothing of surfaces or ends. Only one, a slender sandstone pebble, 
exhibits bruising. Some may be re-used axe fragments, not recognizable as such, but 
others are certainly parts of pebbles. A more detailed study, including inspection for 
microwear, might contribute to a better understanding of function. The records of the 
Implement Petrology Survey include many similar objects from Cornwall, loosely 
described as hones, rubbers or pestles. They are usually of sandstone or greywacke 
and presumably were collected for their abrasive properties. Datable contexts range 
from the Mesolithic onwards. 

Residue 
The remaining 18 items comprise 3 disintegrating pieces of sizes and shapes which 
suggest that they may be remnants of decomposed axes, 11 small rock fragments, 
some of which could represent broken axes, and 4 pebbles showing no obvious signs of 
use. 

Table ii. Distribution of stone axes and fixe fragments from the 1970-1973 excavations 
Sites Al A2 A3 D E J K Totals 
Group I - - 1 1 - - - 2 
Group IV 1 - - - - 1 - 2 
Group XVI 1/3* - 1/3* 1 1 - 4/8* 
Group XVII _ _ _ ! _ _ _ l 
Other greenstones 6 2 - 2 - 3 1 14 
Tuff _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 1 
Sandstone — 1 _ _ _ _ _ — l 
Totals 8/10* 3 2/4* 5 1 4 2 25/29* 
*These figures show minimum and potential maximum numbers of axes represented 
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Distribution 
As shown in Table ii, most of the stone axes and axe fragments found in the 1970-7 

excavations came from the sites within the enclosure wall; axes were found elsewhere 
only on Sites A2 and A3. Some correlations can be seen between quantities of axes 
recovered and the relative densities of stake and post holes, most clearly on Site Al , 
where such features were plentiful, and on Site E, where there was little evidence for 
timber structures. The apparent implication is that the axes were mainly employed in 
the construction of shelters and for carpentry within a domestic context. 

Other stone objects were sparsely distributed (Table iii) except on Site D, which 
produced 45% of these finds, including one of the 2 saddle-querns, 2 of the 3 grain-
rubbers, 2 of the 3 axe-polishers, and 9 of the rock and pebble fragments. The 
significance of this concentration is difficult to assess because the actual numbers in 
each category sue so small and because most of the finds came from layer IB and may 

Table iii. Distribution of miscellaneous stone artefacts, rock fragments and pebbles 
from the 1970-1973 excavations 

Sites Al A2 A3 B D E J K 
PORTABLE AXE-POLISHERS (3) 
Group XVI _ _ _ _ _ i _ _ 
Quartz porphyry _ _ _ _ 2 _ _ _ 
SADDLE-QUERNS (2) 
Granite _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ _ 
Quartz porphyry _ _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ 
GRAIN RUBBERS (3) 
Tuff _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 
Fine-grained granite _ _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ 
Quartz porphyry _ _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ 
OTHER WORKED OR UTILIZED PIECES (7) 
Greenstones 

(ungrouped) — — — 1 1 — — — 
Tuff _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 
Greywacke 1 — 1 _ _ _ _ _ 
Sandstone _ _ _ _ _ 1 _ 1 
RESIDUE 
?Decayed axe remnants 
Group XVI 
Greenstones 

(ungrouped) 
Rock fragments (11) 
Greenstones 

(ungrouped) 
Epidiorite 
Diorite 
Altered killas 
Sandstone 
Pebbles (4) 
Epidiorite 
Greywacke 
Sandstone 
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Fig. 65 
Carn Brea. Saddle Querns, x V3. 

therefore represent a gradual, perhaps to some extent random, accumulation over a 
long period of time. Stratification does, however, provide a degree of chronological 
perspective in the case of the grain-processing equipment in that the quern and one of 
the rubbers were found among the tumbled stones of the enclosure wall and may 
therefore antedate the rubber from layer IB. 
CATALOGUE OF STONE ARTEFACTS 
(Implements illustrated in Figs. 64-65 are numbered S1-S14). 

AXES AND AXE FRAGMENTS 
Group I (Mount's Bay area) 
Butt half. CO 110 
Blade half; roughout? CO 166. 
52. Butt half. CO 358. 72/954: Site D, layer IB. 
SI. Complete. CO 363. 73/363: Site A3, in socket of upright orthostat within body of 

Rampart 5. 
Group IV (Balstone Down, Callington) 
54. Complete. CO 357. 72/1126: Site Al, layer 1A 
53. Blade half. CO 371. 73/1242-1244: Site J, within ditch outwith enclosure wall, 

layer 3. 
Group XVI (Camborne area) 
55. Complete; roughout?. CO 111. 
58. Butt half. CO 167. 
Butt half. CO 168. 
Butt end. CO 173. 
Butt end. CO 174. 
Fragment, from side? CO 175. 
Fragment from side. CO 177. 
S7. Nearly complete. CO 178. 
Nearly complete. CO 254. Thomas 1962, 104, Fig. 24: E. 
Fragment from blade and side. CO 255. Thomas 1962, 105, Fig. 24: K. 
56. Complete, but much weathered. CO 334. 71/219: Site E, topsoil within enclosure 

wall. 
59. Central portion. CO 335. 71/2227: Site A3, layer 7 of Rampart 5 ditch fill. 
Butt end. CO 336. 71/765: Site Al , on bedrock below topsoil. 
Flake, outer surface polished. CO 338. 71/529: Site D, layer IB. 
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Fragment from near butt. CO 339. 71/1044: Site Al , amongst small stone tumble from 
enclosure wall. 

Flake from blade. CO 340. 71/2093: Site A3, layer 1, just below topsoil within Rampart 
5. 

Flake, outer surface polished. CO 341. 71/2369: Site A3, layer 7 of Rampart 5 ditch fill. 
(Same axe as CO 335?) 

Central portion. CO 410. 72/1890: Site Al , within F13. 
Group XVII (Terras Mill, St. Austell, or near Kenidjack Castle, St. Erth) 
Blade end. CO 176. 
Central portion. CO 360. 72/1810: Site D, layer IB. 
Other greenstones (unlocated sources in Cornwall) 
S10. Complete. CO 315. Possibly from Carn Brea. 
Blade end. CO 299. 70/631: Site A2, above tumble of enclosure wall. 
Blade fragment. CO 300. 70/482: Site Al , layer 1/2 transition. 
Butt end; roughout? CO 302. 70/516: Site Al , layer 2. 
Fragment, near butt. CO 337. 71/2203: Site Al , layer 2. 
Flake, outer surface polished. CO 343. 71/409: Site A2, layer 1. 
Central portion. CO 344. 71/1392: Site D, layer IB. 
Central portion. CO 361. 73/44. Site J, layer 1A. 
SI 1. Longitudinal half. CO 366. 73/1114-5, 1212. Site K, on occupation surface 

(1114-1115) and within F124 (1212). 
Butt end. CO 368. 73/1168: Site J, within F17 (hollow behind enclosure wall). 
Fragment from side. CO 370. 73/1219: Site J, within F17 (hollow behind enclosure 

wall). 
Flake, outer surface polished. CO 376. 72/1302: Site Al , within enclosure wall tumble 

in layer 2. 
Fragment, near butt. CO 378. 72/1560: Site D, layer IB. 
Flake, outer surface polished. CO 385. 72/1372: Site Al , within enclosure wall tumble 

in layer 2. 
Part of blade end. CO 411. 72/3049: Site Al , within F13. 
Tuffs 
Complete adze. CO 253. Thomas, 1962, 104, Fig. 24: G. 
Butt end. CO 369. 73/1184: Site K, on occupation surface at base of layer 2. 
Sandstones 
Blade end. CO 172. 
Fragment, near centre. CO 301. 70/540: Site A2, layer 1. 

PORTABLE AXE-POLISHERS 
Group XVI 
512. Implement is much weathered, but the two hollows are smoothed by friction. CO 

346. 71/2445: Site E, layer 2. 
Quartz porphyry (elvan) 
Implement has two hollows and several smoothed facets. CO 347. 71/1041: Site D, 

layer IB. 
Implement hollowed as above. IGS. 72/1413: Site D, layer IB. 

SADDLE QUERNS 
PI. XIX. Granite. Complete. Not removed from site. Site B, incorporated in a pile of 

stones. 
Quartz porphyry (elvan}. Fragment. IGS. 72/1893: Site D, in enclosure wall tumble. 

GRAIN RUBBERS 
513. Tuff. Fragment. CO 362. 73/53: Site J, layer 1A. 
514. Fine-grained granite. Large fragment. IGS. 72/1541: Site D, in enclosure wall 

tumble. 
Quartz porphyry (elvan}. Fragment. IGS. 72/1594: Site D, in layer IB. 
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BEAD 
Siderite? Fragment. IGS. 72/1428: Site Al , layer 1A. 

OTHER WORKED OR UTILIZED PIECES 
Greenstone (ungrouped) 
Fragment; parallel sides, irregular cross-section; trace of smoothing at unbroken end. 

CO 303. 70/844: Site B, in 'cultivated surface' (layer 4). 
Fragment; surfaces irregular but smoothed, perhaps artificially. CO 380. 72/1627: Site 

D, layer IB. 
Tuff 
Fragment; roughly parallel sides, irregular cross-section; one broken end smoothed. 

CO 367. 73/1129: Site K, in F109. 
Greywacke 
Flake from artefact with parallel sides and squared end. CO 342. 71/2713: Site Al , in 

F142. 
Fragment of elongated pebble; one face flattened, perhaps artificially. CO 351. 

71/2518: Site A3, in Rampart 5 ditch fill, layer 7. 
Sandstone 
Fragment of thin, elongated pebble; broken end smoothed; unbroken end bruised. CO 

348. 71/1463: Site E, layer 2. 
Fragment of pebble; one face flattened, perhaps artificially. CO 365. 73/1015: Site K, 

within compacted 'midden debris' on west side of site. 

RESIDUE 
Group XVI 
Decayed remnant of axe? CO 372. 73/1268: Site K, within midden-like deposit within 

south 'wicket-entrance' to site. 
Greenstone (ungrouped) 
Rock fragment. CO 304. 70/672: Site B, base of layer 3. 
Decayed remnant of axe? CO 345. 71/517: Site Al , resting on bedrock directly beneath 

topsoil. 
Decayed remnant of axe? CO 364. 73/388: Site K, topsoil. 
Rock fragment. CO 375. 72/1628: Site D, layer IB. 
Rock fragment. CO 377. 72/1389: Site Al , within F51. 
Rock fragment. CO 379. 72/1560: Site D, layer IB. 
Rock fragment. CO 381. 72/1365: Site D, layer IB. 
Rock fragment. CO 384. 72/1636: Site D, layer IB. 
Epidiorite 
Decayed rock fragment. CO 352. 71/978: Site D, occupation surface immediately 

behind enclosure wall (layer 4). 
Small pebble. CO 354. 71/1829: Site E, layer 2. 
Diorite. Rock fragment. CO 382. 72/1666: Site D, layer IB. 
Altered killas. Rock fragment. CO 383. 72/1721: Site D, layer IB. 
Greywacke. Fragment of pebble. CO 359. 72/1588. Site D, layer IB. 

Sandstone 
Part of thin elongated pebble. CO 349. 71/1240. Site A2, on occupation surface at base 
of layer 1. 
Part of thin elongated pebble. CO 350. 71/1115: Site D, layer IB. 
Rock fragment. CO 353. 71/528: Site A2, layer 1. 
Rock fragment: Gramscatho sandstone. IGS. 72/1879: Site Al , within make-up of 

enclosure wall. 
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SECTION 10 THE NEOLITHIC POTTERY by I.F. SMITH, Ph.D., F.S.A. 

CONDITION, QUANTITY AND METHOD OF PRESENTATION 
Apart from a single complete bowl preserved beneath a fallen rampart slab on Site E 

(PI) the pottery in general survives only as very small fragments; comparatively few 
pieces are large enough to permit even partial reconstruction. Much of it is also 
weathered and abraded as the result of transport down-slope by soil-creep; in addition, 
localized erosion and leaching has affected some of the material found in situ, so that 
joining pieces of one vessel may now present contrasting surface colours and finishes. 

An estimated total of 550 vessels has been arrived at by counting rim and other 
fragments of distinctive shape (Table I, p. 162); non-joining fragments attributable to 
a single vessel have been counted as one unit. This number does not include earlier 
finds from Carn Brea, housed in the museums at Truro and Camborne and partly 
published by Patchett (1944, 17) and Thomas (1962); some of these are, however, 
referred to below. 

The pottery is discussed as a unitary assemblage since analysis has not revealed any 
indications of changes during the half millennium of occupation attested by the 
radiocarbon dates. All of the commonly occurring vessel forms and all three of the 
distinguishable qualities of ware were present on each of the sites that produced 
pottery in any quantity; eroded sherds were everywhere mixed with those in fresh 
condition. The differences in relative frequency of occurrence of individual vessel 
forms from one site to another, discussed in a later section, do not appear to have 
chronological implications. 

Specimens illustrated in Figs. 66-74 are numbered serially Pl-153 and are referred to 
by these numbers in the text. Unillustrated sherds, when mentioned, are identified by 
year of excavation and find number (e.g., 71/1321). 

FABRIC 
Upon macroscopic inspection with the aid of a hand-lens, the assemblage appeared 

to be of uniform composition, the only obvious variations being in the relative sizes of 
the abundant rock particles in the clay. Particular attention was directed to the 
detection of extraneous inclusions such as the flint mentioned by Whittle (1977, 82) 
but none was seen; if present, such material must occur in very small quantity. Eleven 
sherds chosen as representative of the fine, medium and coarse wares described below, 
together with two which contained single large particles of minerals that were thought 
to be unusual, were submitted for thin-sectioning and heavy mineral analysis to the 
Department of Archaeology of the University of Southampton where they were 
examined by Miss Stephanie Sofranoff under the supervision of Dr D.P.S. Peacock. 
Both the thin sections and the heavy mineral analysis showed a uniform penological 
composition. In thin section the sherds were found to conform to the fabric type 
known as gabbroic ware, attributed by Dr Peacock (1969) to a clay derived from the 
gabbro outcrop on the Lizard Head. The results of the heavy mineral analysis seem, 
however, to be at variance with the suggestion that the clay used for the pottery is 
simply the weathering product of the Lizard gabbro. Full penological descriptions will 
be found on p. 180. 

An unusual feature of this assemblage of Neolithic pottery is the rarity of dark 
cores; with few exceptions the fabric appears to be oxidised throughout. 

With respect to texture, surface finish and, to some degree, the effects of firing, the 
assemblage is divisible into three qualities of ware, fine, medium and coarse, with little 
overlapping. In Tables I-IV sherds in which the distinction between fine/medium or 
medium/coarse was not clear have been placed in the less refined of the two possible 
categories. Some eroded fragments were considered to be unclassifiable in these terms. 

The black paint present on some of the sherds is discussed separately below; it is not 
taken into account in the following descriptions. 
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Fine ware rarely contains inclusions over 3 mm in size. The surfaces have been 
brought to a smooth finish, with all inclusions concealed, and may always have been 
burnished. External surfaces are characteristically reddish-brown and internal 
surfaces light brown; occasionally both are light red. The pottery is hard, compact and, 
apart from rare separations along ring-joints, exhibits short breaks at right angles to 
the surfaces. 

Medium ware usually contains a few larger inclusions, up to 4 or 5 mm in size. 
Tooling of the surfaces has left conspicuous striations 2 or 3 mm in width and 
inclusions are not always completely concealed. Both surfaces are characteristically 
light brown in colour. The sherds are somewhat softer than those of fine quality; 
breaks are more irregular and separations along ring-joints more frequent. 

Coarse ware is liberally studded with large inclusions, most often angular pieces of 
quartz which may measure 10 mm or more; rounded quartz pebbles are occasionally 
present. The few pieces that have survived in fresh condition exhibit either a slurry 
finish or broad irregular striations. The surfaces are very rough, with many protruding 
inclusions. The characteristic colour of both surfaces is red. The texture is loose and 
friable; broken edges are ragged. 

Table I. Inventory of vessels identified by rim and other distinctive fragments, 
classified according to quality of ware. The figures in brackets denote those with black 
paint. 

Fine Medium Coarse Unclassi-
ware ware ware fied Total 

Cups 
Rim fragments 12 (3) 28 (5) 2 3 45 (8) 
Body fragments 2 (1) — 1 1 4 (1) 
Carinated bowls 
Rim fragments 72 (18) 33 (7) 5 (1) 1 111 (26) 
Neck and carination fragments 56 (20) 32 (9) 10 (1) — 98 (30) 
?Necked jars 
Rim fragments — 2 (1) — — 2 (1) 
Plates or lids 
Rim fragments 1 (1) 1 (1) — — 2 (2) 
Other vessels 
Rim fragments 91 (43) 100 (19) 41 (6) 6 238 (68) 
Detached fragments with lugs 9 (3) 15 15 (2) 2 41 (5) 
Detached fragments with 

cordons 1 3 (2) 5 (1) — 9 (3) 

Totals 244 (89) 214(44) 79 (11) 13 550 (144) 

From Table I it will be seen that, of the 550 vessels counted, 244 (44%) were classed 
as fine, 214 (39%) as medium, and 79 (14%) as coarse; 13 (2%) were unclassified. It is 
uncertain whether the relatively small number of coarse ware vessels recorded is a true 
indication of the proportion originally present on the site or whether it reflects their 
greater susceptibility to weathering. Coarse ware fragments are now often in a 
crumbling condition and many may have disintegrated completely. 

In general, the pottery tends to have rather thick walls. Most of the rim sherds (322 
in all) were large enough to permit measurement of thickness at a standard distance, 
10 mm, below the top of the rim; this point was chosen to ensure that the measurement 
would not be affected by the form of the rim itself. The results are presented in Table 
II, where it will be seen that, as might be expected, the thinnest sherds (3-5 mm) are in 
fine ware or belong to the smallest vessels (cups) and most of the thickest sherds (9-12 
mm) are in coarse ware. Apart from the relatively few examples that fall at either end 
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of the range, the relationship between quality and thickness is close only in the 
medium- and coarse-ware sherds from 'other vessels'. 

Table II. Thickness of 322 rim sherds, each measured at 10 mm below the top, 
subdivided according to vessel form and quality of ware 

Millimetres 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 9-12 
Cups 
Fine ware 1 3 5 3 1 — — 

Medium ware 2 1 16 3 3 — — 

Coarse ware — — 1 — — 1 — 

Carinated bowls 
Fine ware — 4 12 16 18 1 — 

Medium ware — — 4 9 9 2 — 

Coarse ware — — 1 1 1 1 — 

Other vessels 
Fine ware — 6 14 29 14 12 2 
Medium ware — — 17 36 29 12 1 
Coarse ware — — — 6 5 11 9 

All vessels 3 14 70 103 80 40 12 

MORPHOLOGY 
Rim forms 

The varieties and frequencies of occurrence of rim forms are summarized in Table 
III, where they are correlated with quality of ware. The 398 rims counted are 
predominantly simple (66%); everted rims comprise the next largest group (28%); 
inturned rims (4%) and miscellaneous forms (2%) occur in relatively insignificant 
numbers. 

Table III. Frequencies of rim forms in relation to quality of ware 

Fine Medium Coarse Unclassi-
Rim form ware ware ware fied Total 
Simple 
Pointed 28 60 16 2 106 
Rounded 31 31 18 — 80 
Externally bevelled 14 14 3 3 34 
Squared 14 8 3 — 25 
Internally bevelled 1 4 2 — 7 
Indeterminate 4 — 1 4 9 
Everted 
Rolled over 33 16 3 — 52 
Pointed 16 9 — — 25 
Featureless 10 2 2 — 14 
Indeterminate 13 6 — 1 20 
Inturned 7 11 — — 18 
Miscellaneous 5 3 — — 8 

Totals 176 164 48 10 398 
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Simple rims, from cups, non-carinated bowls and pots, number 261 and exhibit 
several minor variations in shape, as follows: 

Pointed (e.g., P82, P84, P105, PI 18), 40% 
Rounded (e.g., P102, P120, P121, P126), 31% 
Convex external bevel (e.g., P2, P92, P98, P123), 13% 
Squared (e.g., P106, PI 12, PI 16, P124), 10% 
Flat internal bevel (e.g., PI33), 3% 
Indeterminate, 3% 

Everted rims number 111 and come exclusively from carinated bowls; S-profiles are 
absent from this assemblage. Classifiable variants are: 

Rolled over, often with a neat 'bead' (e.g., P16-21), 47% 
Pointed (e.g., P22, P39, P47), 23% 
Featureless (e.g., P35, P37, P41, P43), 13% 
Indeterminate, 17% 

Inturned rims (e.g., PI, P6, P81, P83) number 18 and appear to be confined to non-
carinated bowls. 

Miscellaneous forms comprise two enlarged rims (P135, P138), four 'bead' rims from 
vessels other than carinated bowls (e.g., PI34, PI 39), and two examples from plates or 
lids (P137, P153). 

As will be seen from Table III, the two major rim forms occur in all three qualities of 
ware, but with some differences in relative proportions which may be summarized as 
follows: 

Fine ware Medium ware Coarse ware Unclassified 
Simple rims 35% 45% 17% 3% 
Everted rims 65% 30% 4% 1% 

Vessel forms 
In addition to the single complete bowl, 83 other vessels are represented by sherds 

large enough to permit partial restoration. These constitute 15% of the total 
assemblage and most of them are illustrated in Figs. 66-74; a further 14 exhibit no 
additional variations. Figures given below for the relative frequencies of 
distinguishable forms refer to the totals in Table I. 

Cups, defined as vessels 12 cm or less in diameter, number 49 (9% of the total). More 
than half of these (57%) are in medium ware. Rims are simple and the variety of forms 
limited—straight-sided (e.g., P109, P i l l , P121), slightly contracted at the mouth (e.g., 
P89, P93), or, more rarely, open (e.g., P122). 

Carinated bowls are represented by 209 rim, neck and carination fragments (38% of 
the total). The majority (61%) are in fine ware; a few coarse-ware examples (7%) are 
also present (e.g., P51, P53, P54). Rolled-over rims (47%) are characteristic. With two 
exceptions, the bowls have well-defined necks which may be concave (e.g., P16, P19, 
P47, P48) or upright (e.g., P18, P26, P49, P52) and diameters at rim and shoulder seem 
to have been equal. Shoulders vary from simple angles (e.g., P48, P70, P73, P76) to 
stepped forms (e.g., P52, P65, P68, P69). So far as can be estimated, shoulders 
normally occurred at about mid-height; a few fragments suggest very shallow bodies 
(e.g., P56). 

One bowl (P49) carries a vertically perforated ring-handle on the neck. On a small 
weathered fragment (P141) a broken horizontal projection on the level of a carination 
and a flat knob below may represent the remains of another sort of attached feature, 
set below the shoulder. Amongst the earlier finds from Carn Brea is a reconstructed 
bowl with a vertically perforated lug set upon the carination (Patchett 1944, Fig. 1: E 
and F). 

Four rim fragments (P16, P19, P23, P33) are lightly rilled on the inner surface. 
A shallow, open form, in which the carination simply marks a change in wall angle is 
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represented by a single bowl in fine ware (P50)and by a coarse ware fragment (P78). 
Other bowls and pots constitute over half (52%) of the assemblage, but owing to 

their generally unaccentuated profiles these vessels cannot be more closely defined 
when represented by small fragments only. 

The most distinctive are the open bowls (e.g., Pl-3, P81, P83, P86, P88); trumpet and 
tubular handles were probably applied only to bowls of this shape. Such bowls may 
also carry small lugs (e.g., P86, P90). 

The remaining bowls generally exhibit a slight contraction at the mouth (e.g., P85, 
P94, P95, P98); a few have upright walls (e.g., P108). They carry a variety of small 
lugs, some of them perhaps ornamental rather than functional. 

Pots, made of medium or coarse ware, usually have upright walls (e.g., PI24, PI26, 
P127); a few are slightly contracted at the mouth (e.g., P123, P125). These vessels 
carry lugs that are often massive; some of them had girth-cordons and in three 
instances lugs are set on the cordons. 

?Necked jars. Two rim sherds (P133, P134) appear to have belonged to vessels with 
upright necks and, presumably, rounded bodies. 

Plates or lids. The two possible examples are both so fragmentary and anomalous 
that form and function remain uncertain. One is a flat sherd, slightly thickened at the 
rim (P137). The other comes from a shallow, flat-based (or flat-topped) object, with up-
or down-ward turned rim and a series of concentric ridges in the interior (P153). 
Handles, lugs and cordons 

The three pairs and 14 single examples of trumpet and tubular handles from the 
1970-73 excavations are all illustrated in Fig. 66, with the exception of one small 
fragment of the former type. Previous finds include one trumpet handle (Thomas 1962, 
Fig. 24: C) and one tubular form (Patchett 1944, Fig. 1: D). Both trumpet and tubular 
handles seem to have been set horizontally on open bowls. The more elaborate trumpet 
form, with expanded ends, is present in pairs on at least two bowls (PI and P6). There 
is also one pair of small tubular handles (P7). The trumpet handles vary a good deal in 
size and in shape (compare P4 and P12); two have partial perforations (Pll, P15) and 
one (P5) is solid with just a shallow depression in the surviving end. A coarse-ware 
tubular handle (P3) also has a simulated perforation. A pair of incised lines at one end 
of another tubular handle (P9) may indicate an attempt to simulate the trumpet form. 
The method of attachment is visible in a number of instances where the handle was 
luted on to the wall (e.g., P4, P5, P7, Pll); one may have been attached by a tenon 
(PI2) and another seems to be inset in the wall (P3). 

Other perforated handles and lugs are not numerous. Two are pierced horizontally: 
the vertical handle set just below the rim of a jar (P133) and the matching pair of 
strap-handles (P146). These last come from a pot with the added features of a cordon 
and holes pierced before firing above and/or below the cordon. Four examples have 
vertical perforations: the ring-handle on a carinated bowl (P49) and three oval lugs 
(P86, P143 and 72/1125). One of these (P143) has a second vertical hollow in the 
adjacent part of the vessel's wall. To this number may be added two further examples 
published by Patchett (1944, Fig. 1: A and E). 

By far the most numerous are solid lugs, probably always used in pairs. There are 
four certain examples of paired lugs and 28 single lugs. The size, shape or position of a 
few of these may suggest that they were intended to be ornamental. They comprise the 
two low vertical lugs set close beneath the rim of a bowl (P98), a similar single lug 
(P140), part of a slender horizontal example (P145) and perhaps the oval or knob lugs 
on rather small bowls (P85, P88, P90, P100, P103). The varieties of larger, presumably 
functional, lugs on pots are illustrated in Figs. 72-73. Some of these were attached by 
means of tenons inserted in holes in the vessel walls (P129, P130, P132). 

Finally, there are 8 sherds which exhibit scars of missing lugs, or traces of lugs too 
small to indicate the original form. 

There are two relatively complete pots with girth-cordons on which lugs have been 
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superimposed (P123, P124) and one fragmentary example (72/1781). Another 9 sherds 
retain portions of cordons. The cordons are nearly always applied, but one example has 
been pinched up (Pi42). One cordoned sherd is in fine ware, 6 are in medium and 6 in 
coarse ware. Amongst the previous finds in Truro museum are two unpublished 
cordoned sherds, one with added lug. 
DECORATION 
Black paint 

The black coating present on one or both surfaces of many sherds contrasts 
strikingly with the red or brown tones of the underlying fabric. It is readily eroded and 
often survives only as small patches. Its former presence may sometimes be indicated 
by areas of dark staining, but such occurrences are not considered here since this 
uneven colouration might have other causes. The coating is best preserved on fine 
ware, where surfaces appear to have been rubbed over or burnished after its 
application; on ware of medium or coarse quality adhesion was less good because the 
final rubbing seems to have been omitted. On such sherds the coating has not bonded 
with the clay, but lies as a thick, often shiny, layer on the surface. As will be seen from 
the figures enclosed in brackets in Table I, the coating, intact or partially peeled off, 
now exists on 36% of the counted sherds of fine ware, on 21% of the medium ware and 
on 14% of the coarse ware (i.e., on 26% of the total number of sherds). The absence of 
any trace of black on the surfaces of many pieces which appear to be in fresh condition 
indicates that the coating was originally applied to a proportion only of all the vessels 
in use on the site. There is no evidence of patterning and the intention seems to have 
been simply that of altering overall the surface colours of the vessels so treated. 

By kindness of Dr. I.H. Longworth, four representative sherds (72/1775, 73/1183, 
73/1245, 73/1250) were submitted to the British Museum Research Laboratory with a 
view to obtaining an analysis of the coating and an opinion on the stage during 
manufacture at which it had been applied. Dr. M.S. Tite, Keeper of the Research 
Laboratory, reported as follows: 

'Tests with a magnet indicated that the black coating was not due to magnetic 
iron oxide (i.e., magnetite). This fact, together with visual examination, suggests 
that the black coating is associated with charred organic matter which has 
partially decomposed to carbon. It is not, however, possible to obtain any 
information on the nature of the original organic matter. 

'It is similarly not possible to establish the stage in the production of the 
pottery at which the black coating was applied. However, application after firing 
to cold surfaces seems extremely unlikely. Furthermore, it should be borne in 
mind that rather than being a 'paint' applied with a brush, the black coating 
could be soot deposited on the pottery during cooling in the bonfire in which it 
was presumably fired.' 

If the black coating were simply soot, deposited incidentally on the vessels during 
cooling, a random distribution over the whole range of wares and forms might be 
expected. Although the disparity between overall frequency of occurrence on fine, 
medium and coarse wares (Table I) might be attributed to differential preservation, 
the more detailed record of observed occurrences on 104 rim sherds (Table IV, p. 172) 
suggests that distribution is not random. Presence on both inner and outer surfaces 
was noted on 52% of fine-ware rims and on 21% only of those in medium ware. 
Distinctions were also evident amongst vessel forms: the coating is present on 18% of 
cups, on 24% of carinated bowls (amongst these, 52% carry it on both surfaces) and on 
29% of other vessels (amongst these, 38% carry it on both surfaces). There are, in 
addition, two sherds upon which the coating stops short in a clearly demarcated line 
just below the rim, in one case on the exterior (shown by stippling on the cup, P84) and 
in the other at 10 mm on the interior (71/1321, a small bowl fragment, not illustrated). 
The latter may be compared with a larger sherd of gabbroic ware from Hembury, 
Devon (Exeter City Museum, Hembury 1932, P144), where the black coating again 

170 



P100 

Fig. 71 
Carn Brea. Neolithic Pottery, P112-P122. x Vs. 

171 



extends from the exterior over the rim and stops short in a straight line on the interior 
at a depth of about 10 mm. These rare instances where the accidents of survival permit 
precise observations suggest that the substance in question was deliberately applied. 

Two methods are open to consideration: soot-soaking (or smoking) and the 
application of a carbon paint. Existing descriptions of the soot-soaking process (e.g., 
Steensberg 1940; Farrar 1976) do not specify the extent to which soot penetrates the 
fabric. Mr. R. A.H. Farrar has kindly supplemented (in litt.) his published comments on 
Romano-British 'black-burnished ware', based on his studies of the potteries 
producing this ware in Dorset. Successfully blackened vessels are black throughout or 
may exhibit a thin reddish or brownish subcutaneous layer, but fully oxidised bodies 
do not occur. Since oxidisation of the body is characteristic of the pottery from Carn 
Brea it seems most likely that in this instance the black coating represents a carbon 
paint of the type that can be obtained from concentrated plant extract or from some 
other organic substance which will char when heated (Shepard 1956, 33). 
Carbonization of such substances may be obtained either by applying the extract 
before vessels are fired or at a later stage. In the latter case it may be applied to cooled 
vessels which are then reheated just enough to produce charring or to vessels still hot 
from the fire (Shepard 1956, 33-5). Only by controlled experiment would it be possible 
to pursue this enquiry further. 

Table IV. Ocurrence of black paint on surfaces of rim sherds in relation to (a) quality 
of ware and (b) vessel form. 

exterior both interior Total no. 
Paint present on: only surfaces only painted (All rims) 
(a) Ware 

Fine 29 33 2 64 (176) 
Medium 24 7 2 33 (164) 
Coarse 5 2 — 7 (48) 
Unclassified — — — — (10) 

Totals 58 42 4 104 (398) 
(b) Vessel forms 

Cups 6 2 — 8 (45) 
Carinated bowls 11 14 2 27 (111) 
Other vessels 41 26 2 69 (242) 

Totals 58 42 4 104 (398) 

Other ornament 
The apparently decorative nature of some lugs, and presumably also the trumpet 

handles, has been mentioned above. Other ornamental features are rare. The inner rim 
or neck surfaces of four carinated bowls (P16, P19, P23, P33) carry faint ripples, 
evidently made by light pressure with a rounded implement. Larger round or oval 
depressions (not lug scars) occur on the outer surfaces of one rim (P147) and two body 
sherds (P148 and P149). Holes punched through the wall before firing were noted only 
in association with the strap-handles on a pair of cordoned sherds (PI46). 
RE-USE AND REPAIRS 

Narrow or broad scorings, apparently made after firing, occur on the inner surfaces 
of a few sherds. In one instance (P136) these take the form of groups of parallel 
horizontal lines; in the remainder the lines are single and usually diagonal (e.g., P37). If 
the scorings were made on broken fragments, they may represent some form of tally. 
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One sherd (P144) has part of a broken edge rubbed into a smooth facet, rounded in 
plan. Three rim sherds (P150-152) exhibit repair holes drilled after firing. 
DISTRIBUTION 

The quantities of counted fragments recovered from the ten sites that produced 
Neolithic pottery are set out in Table V. From this it is evident that all but a small 
proportion came from the areas immediately within or adjacent to the enclosure wall, 
with the finds from Sites Al, D and K accounting for nearly 77% of the total, and 
those from Site A2 for nearly 9%. (Here, and in Table VI, percentages have been 
rounded off to indicate general orders of magnitude; greater precision would lend a 
spurious air of accuracy to an assessment of vessel numbers which is necessarily 
subjective and open to error). 

Table V. Distribution of counted fragments. 
Sites A l A2 A3 B D E F G J K Totals 

Cups 24 7 1 2 5 3 — — 3 4 49 
Carinated bowls 46 13 — — 96 3 — 1 7 43 209 
Bowls with trumpet or tubular 

handles 4 1 — 1 4 1 — 1 2 3 17 
Bowls and pots with other 

handles and lugs 20 6 — 2 12 2 — 1 3 2 48 
Pots with lugs and/or cordons 5 3 — — 3 1 — — — — 12 
?Necked jars 1 — — — 1 — — — — — 2 
Plates or lids 1 1 2 
Other rims 76 18 2 6 44 20 1 2 15 27 211 

Totals 177 48 3 11 165 30 1 5 30 80 550 

A simple calculation of the proportional representation of vessel types in the 
inventories of the six prolific sites (Table VI) suggests a greater degree of variation 
from one site to another than might have been expected. In particular it may be noted 
that the inventories for Sites Al and A2 are characterized by comparatively high 
proportions of cups, of bowls and pots with handles or lugs (other than the trumpet and 
tubular forms), and of pots with lugs and/or cordons, whereas Sites D and K show 
outstandingly high proportions of carinated bowls. A more accurate indication of 
inter-site variability will be found in Table B (p. 73), where the representation of 
selected types is set out in terms of density per m2 for each site. That method results in 
a general rearrangement of relative frequencies of occurrence and smooths out some of 
the apparent irregularities of distribution. Nevertheless it does confirm the major 
disparities mentioned above, except that Site Al ranks next to Site D in density of 
carinated bowls. 

Table VI. Proportional representation of vessel types on the six most prolific sites. 
Sites Al A2 D E J K 

Number of fragments counted 177 48 165 30 30 80 
Cups 14% 15% 3% 10% 10% 5% 
Carinated bowls 26% 27% 58% 10% 23% 54% 
Bowls with trumpet or tubular 

handles 2% 2% 2% 3% 7% 4% 
Bowls and pots with other handles 

or lugs 11% 12% 7% 7% 10% 2% 
Pots with lugs and/or cordons 3% 6% 2% 3% — — 

?Necked jars; plates or lids 1% — 1% — — 1% 
Other rims 43% 37% 27% 67% 50% 34% 
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Carn Brea. Neolithic Pottery, P123-P126. x 'A. 

Such differences in the compositions of individual assemblages might be taken to 
reflect fluctuations in ceramic fashion during the life-time of the settlement or some 
measure of spatial segregation of activities requiring the use of particular vessel 
forms, but the evidence will not support further speculation along these lines. 
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Fig. 73 
Carn Brea. Neolithic Pottery, P127-P132. x Vs. 

DISCUSSION 
Stylistic affinities and chronology 

The pottery from Carn Brea belongs to the regional group of plain round-based 
vessels first defined by Piggott (1954, 67-8) under the name of Hembury ware and 
more recently denominated the South-western style by Whittle (1977, 77). Its area of 
distribution extends eastwards from Cornwall through Devon, Dorset and parts of 
Wiltshire. Attributes generally accepted as specific to this style are the trumpet and 
tubular handles; free use of a variety of less specialized forms of lug; shallow open 
bowls; deep bag-shaped pots or jars; undeveloped rims; and virtual absence of scored 
or impressed decoration. To these may be added the recurrent appearance of girth-
cordons at Carn Brea, Hazard Hill (Houlder 1963), Haldon (Willock 1936), Hembury 
(Liddell 1931, 1932, 1935), Windmill Hill (Smith 1965) and Hambledon Hill (report in 
Mercer forthcoming). Cordons surmounted by lugs (as P123-124) can be matched at 
Maiden Castle (Wheeler 1943, Fig. 37: 139) and at Hambledon Hill. A further link 
between these widely dispersed Hembury-ware assemblages is provided by the 
presence of gabbroic pottery of Cornish origin in quantities proportionate to distance 
from the source. 

Nothing would be gained by further comparisons between the standard types 
present in these assemblages, but attention may be drawn to some of the more obvious 
differences. One of the most evident of these is the abundance of carinated bowls at 
Carn Brea in contrast with their relative rarity at Hembury, Maiden Castle and 
Windmill Hill (Whittle 1977, 79, 81). Such bowls are, however, well represented in the 
smaller assemblages from Haldon and Hazard Hill. The unusual shallow carinated 
bowl (P50) is best matched at Haldon (Willock 1936, PI. lxviii: 2); profiles from Hazard 
Hill (Houlder 1963, Fig. 6: 1-2) indicate a more open form than is suggested by sherds 
from Carn Brea. 

At Carn Brea, rolled-over or 'bead' rims hardly occur except on carinated bowls; at 
Hembury (e.g., Liddell 1931, PI. xxix: P86-87; 1932, PI. xvii: P165, P269-270) and at 
Maiden Castle (e.g., Wheeler 1943, Fig. 26: 6-8; Fig. 29: 40, 42, 62) they are found on 
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vessels of straight-sided or closed form. Large globular jars with short upright or 
concave necks are conspicuous at Hembury (e.g., Liddell 1931, PI. xxix: P68, P103; 
1932, PL xvii: P292; 1935, PL xxxviii: P331, P336) and at Haldon (Willock 1936, Pl. 
lxvii: P17 and T; 1937, Fig. 8). At Carn Brea (P133-134) and at Maiden Castle (Wheeler 
1943, Fig. 30: 77) this type is sparingly represented by smaller versions with upright 
necks. 

Comment on other details can be brief. Black paint, similar in appearance to that on 
the gabbroic ware from Carn Brea and other sites, has been recorded on a group of 
carinated bowls found beside the Sweet Track in the Somerset Levels, dated 3200 be 
(Smith 1976, 64). More surprising is the presence on the inner surfaces of four 
carinated bowls (P16, P19, P23, P33) of the rippled or fluted ornament hitherto seen as 
a specific attribute of the contemporary pottery from eastern and northern Britain and 
from Northern Ireland. Immediately relevant parallels cannot be offered for the 
dimpled ornament on three sherds (P147-149), for the handled ?jar (P133) or for the 
two fragments from platters or lids (PI37, PI53). 

Radiocarbon determinations provide a number of more or less securely fixed points 
within the life-span of the Hembury stylistic tradition and for the production of 
gabbroic ware; the dates of inception, probably during the first half of the 4th 
millennium be, remain to be established. At Hembury, fragments of gabbroic ware, 
widely distributed over the areas excavated (Liddell 1931, 1932, 1935, classed as ' f 
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ware) can be associated with the dates 3330 be ± 150 (BM-138), 3240 be ± 150 
(BM-136) and 3150 be ± 150 (BM-130). Therefore it appears that the finer bowls were 
already circulating as far afield as eastern Devon a century or more before the earliest 
dated activity at Carn Brea (3049 be ± 64, BM-825), where a further determination of 
2747 be ± 60 (BM-824) was obtained from charcoal associated with a bowl with 
trumpet handles (PI). Dates from two additional sites in Devon are relevant: 2970 be ± 
150 (BM-140) and 2750 be ± 150 (BM-150) at Hazard Hill; 2860 be ± 150 (BM-214) at 
High Peak. At Windmill Hill, Wiltshire, two sherds of gabbroic ware came from ditch 
fill dated 2570 be ± 150 (BM-74). The evidence suggests that Neolithic gabbroic ware 
was produced over a period of more than half a millennium. 
Gabbroic ware: some new perspectives 

In the year before the Carn Brea excavations began, D.P.S. Peacock (1969) had 
published a brief note defining the penological characteristics of gabbroic ware and 
listing around 50 sherds from eight sites in Devon, Dorset and Wiltshire where they 
constituted a minor exotic element within assemblages of more or less local origin. 
From Cornwall he noted two sherds from Gwithian (near Camborne) and eleven vessels 
preserved from the earlier excavations at Carn Brea; together these constituted all the 
relevant pottery known from the county at the time, and all were considered to be 
gabbroic in fabric. The character of the mineral inclusions, as seen in thin sections, had 
led Dr Peacock to conclude that, since the raw material for this fabric must derive 
from the weathering of a somewhat altered basic or intermediate plutonic rock, 'the 
only possible source in south-western England is the gabbro which outcrops over 
about seven square miles of the Lizard Head in Cornwall'. Impressed by the 
exceptional quality of the ware as found in Devon and Wessex, he went on to postulate 
that it had been produced on the Lizard by specialist potters, distributed eastwards in 
the course of trade, and widely copied there by less skilled potters working with local 
materials. 

The great increase (nearly tenfold) in the quantity of gabbroic pottery made 
accessible by the 1970-73 excavations poses some fresh questions. Most of the pieces 
considered in Peacock's paper can now be seen to represent only a selection from the 
known range of production: they all appear to come from bowls exhibiting a high 
standard of craftsmanship. This is certainly the case with examples more recently 
recovered at Hambledon Hill, Dorset (Mercer 1980, 23; detailed report in preparation) 
and at Seaton, Devon (Silvester 1981, 57-9). Sherds indistinguishable in appearance 
from the fine-ware bowls at Carn Brea seem to occur on all sites where the gabbroic 
fabric has been identified, although several corresponding to the less refined medium 
ware (see p. 162) were noted by the writer among finds from Hembury, and a remark 
by Houlder (1963, 21) suggests that some were also present at Hazard Hill. In view of 
their superior appearance, with lustrous red or black surfaces, it is easy to accept the 
hypothesis that these bowls were specialist products which, as inherently desirable 
commodities, could be transported over long distances to areas where a comparable 
standard was rarely achieved (Whittle 1977, 82). 

At Carn Brea, however, the fine bowls are found as part of a gabbroic-ware 
assemblage which includes cups and utilitarian pots or jars, in fact the full range of 
vessel types found in other Hembury or South-western assemblages. Here, too, there 
is much that falls below 'export' standard, displaying no more than a routine level of 
competence. The open bowl, the trumpet handle, the carinated bowl are all found in 
clumsy coarse-ware versions (e.g., P3, P5, P53-54) alongside those of greater 
refinement. A consistent correlation between vessel form and fabric quality was 
observed only in the case of the storage/cooking containers (e.g., P123-132) which are 
almost invariably made of medium or coarse ware. It is difficult to accommodate 
vessels such as these within the hypothesis of specialist production on the Lizard. 
Even if, as Nicklin (1971) has shown, the difficulties attendant on the movement of 
pottery could easily have been overcome, the undistinguished character of this part of 
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the assemblage hardly seems to provide in itself a sufficient incentive for the 
undertaking. In the absence of a body of comparative material, there is as yet no 
means of assessing the normal pattern of Neolithic pottery production and 
distribution in Cornwall. Further to the east, large assemblages are characterized by 
penological diversity: vessels made of raw materials obtainable from nearby sources 
constitute the majority, while those transported from more remote areas are present in 
varying proportions (Peacock 1969, 145, with references; Mercer 1980, 62). The Carn 
Brea assemblage is sharply differentiated from these by its petrological uniformity; 
both thin-sectioning and heavy mineral analysis would seem to point to a single source 
for the raw material, although not necessarily on the Lizard. 

Following discussion of these matters, Ms Hilary Howard of the Department of 
Archaeology, Southampton University, kindly undertook the first step towards the 
further investigations that seem to be required and has contributed the following 
preliminary report: 

'Abundant and varied clays are available in the immediate vicinity of Carn 
Brea. These range in composition from acid (decomposed granite) to ultra-basic 
(decomposing 'elvans' or greenstone dykes). An exploratory sampling expedition 
produced ten clays, all with good working properties, covering this compositional 
spectrum. Decomposing 'elvan' clays were exploited until early this century for 
pot-clay and brick material in several areas within distances of 3 km to 11 km. 

'Two samples were taken from the foot of Carn Brea itself. One, an alluvial 
stream-bed clay, is extremely fine-grained and contains considerable white 
mica—a mineral not so far observed in the Neolithic pottery from the site. The 
other, taken from the lower slopes of an adjacent hill (SW 692408) contains 
minerals derived from a basic igneous rock. Although not closely matched by any 
of the Carn Brea thin sections, the mineral suite suggests that part of this, or a 
similar local basic clay outcrop, cannot be ruled out as a possible Neolithic clay 
source. Extensive clay and rock sampling, combined with experimental work, are 
required to test the possibilities.' 

As often happens, the acquisition of additional information, in this case the large 
quantity of pottery recovered from Carn Brea in 1970-73, has had the immediate effect 
of presenting further problems. Progress towards their solution will depend upon 
future investigations, both archaeological and petrological, and perhaps the most 
positive contribution made so far has been to outline some of the questions about the 
organization of Neolithic pottery production in Cornwall and about the source of the 
gabbroic fabric that can now be seen to require further research. 

(The illustrations in Sections 9-10 were executed by Dr I.F. Smith) 

APPENDIX I. Petrological Analysis of the Neolithic Pottery 
by Stephanie Sofranoff, University of Southampton 
Thin sections 

All the samples are gabboic ware. The 'coarse' ware contained the largest sized 
inclusions and the division between it and the 'medium' and 'fine' wares seems to be 
quite definite. The division between the 'medium' and 'fine' wares seems to be 
overlapping in boundaries. The quartz sand sizes are independent of the other 
inclusion sizes. 

Laboratory reference numbers are those preceded by 'N'. '72/1440', etc., are 
excavation find numbers. 

N232 72/1440 Matrix: deep brown with reddish tinge,anisotropic. Inclusions: chiefly 
hornblende of all sizes and feldspar of a size smaller than the hornblende; also quartz 
sand grains averaging 0.04-0.06 mm in size. The very large fragment thought to be a 
schist appears to have the properties of bronzite, a variety of enstatite. 
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N234 72/1839 Matrix: deep brown with reddish tinge, very faintly anisotropic. 
Inclusions: chiefly plagioclase and polycrystalline quartz, inter-grown in most of the 
lithic fragments. There is also abundant saussuritic feldspar and unidentifiable 
'pyriboles' (pyroxenes or amphiboles). The very large fragment thought to be granitic 
was not able to be sectioned, but I suspect the lithic fragments contained in the 
section are of the same material, a quartzo-feldspathic rock with sparse ferro-
magnesian minerals, probably a gabbro or a diorite. 

N225, N226 73/684a Matrix: reddish-brown, anisotropic. Inclusions: chiefly 
abundant crystals of altered plagioclase feldspar (saussurite), hornblende crystals 
large and small, and large polycrystalline quartz grains. Their angularity and 
freshness indicates a brief transport distance from the source. There is also quartz 
sand and other unidentifiable 'pyriboles'. N225 has feldspars of a less altered nature. 

N230 73/684b Matrix: bright fox-fur red, anisotropic. Inclusions: chiefly abundant 
large saussurite crystals with very clear, angular outlines. Also a few large angular 
quartzes. The quartz sand is sparse and averages 0.04-0.02 mm in size. There are also a 
few tiny hornblende crystals and possible idocrase overgrowth on some of the feldspar. 

N228, N229 73/808a Matrix: deep brown with reddish tinge, anisotropic. Inclusions: 
chiefly hornblende crystals and extremely saussuritic feldspar crystals. The quartz 
sand is extremely fine-grained (less than 0.02 mm in size) and very abundant. 

N227 73/808b Matrix: pale brown, anisotropic. Inclusions: chiefly hornblende 
crystals of all sizes, large quartz grains and very sparse feldspar. The quartz sand 
grains are abundant, averaging 0.04-0.06 mm in size. 

N233 70/131 Matrix: bright fox-fur red, anisotropic. Inclusions: large orthoclase and 
smaller plagioclase, very much altered to saussurite. There are less abundant 
hornblends and other 'pyriboles' and quartz sand; also large monocyrstalline quartz. 
Heavy mineral analysis 

The amounts of biotite and phlogopite in all of the sherds is remarkable. The biotite is 
extremely orange in colour and very pleochroic. The phlogopite is clear and is 
pleochroic to pale orange. The majority of crystals are parallel to (010), that is, they 
show elongate cleavage. The high colours of the interference are often masked by the 
bright orange of the mineral. The other heavy minerals seem to be mainly amphiboles 
and pyroxenes in very small quantities. 

There does not appear to be any definitive mineral or mineral suite connected with 
the divisions of coarse, medium and fine. 

The excessive amounts of biotite indicate a possible norite gabbro source which is 
not described in the sheet memoir for the Lizard and Meneage (J.S. Flett and J.B. Hill, 
Geology of the Lizard and Meneage, HMSO, London, 1912). The other possibility 
could be a source of the biotite other than the gabbro, i.e., the granites, etc. but the 
crystals are all quite fresh and angular, indicating a short transport time. 

Coarse ware 
Heavy mineral 
biotite and phlogopite 
tremolite-actinolite 
grunerite? 
hornblende 
anthophyllite 
enstatite 
diallage 
hypersthene 
olivine 
zircon 
Total grains 

70/838 
71.6% 
15.7 
6.9 
2.4 
1.6 
1.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

504 2220 

72/1105 
94.4% 

1.6 
0.36 
3.0 

0.09 
0.4 
0.09 
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Heavy mineral 
biotite and phlogopite 
hornblende 
grunerite? 
tourmaline 
staurolite 
zircon 
garnet 
Total grains 

biotite and phlogopite 
hornblende 
rutile 
zircon 
olivine 
grunerite? 
andalusite 
tourmaline 
kyanite 
hypersthene 
tremolite-actinolite 
Total grains 

Medium ware 
72/1127 71/2701 
98.0% 95.0% 

1.5 1.3 
0.25 0.8 
0.25 — 

— 0.8 
— 1.3 
— 0.8 

391 238 
Fine ware 

70/137 71/1000 
96.6% 97.0% 

1.1 — 

0.8 — 

0.6 1.2 
0.3 — 

0.1 — 

0.1 0.8 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 — 

0.1 — 

— 0.4 
725 253 

APPENDIX 2. Catalogue of illustrated ceramic artefacts, with a concordance of find 
numbers and provenances. 
Illus. Find Site and Context Ware 
Number Number 
PI 71/1171 Site E Beneath collapsed rampart slab Fine 
P2 72/1892 Site Al Occupation surface in F13 (1892 & 1783) Fine 
P3 73/246 Site K Layer 2 Coarse 
P4 71/438 Site Al On occupation surface Fine 
P5 72/1775 Site G In Neolithic turfline sealed by gateway 

construction Coarse 
P6 72/1477 &Site D Layer IB Medium 

72/1568 
P7 73/395 & Site K Layer 2 Medium 

73/301 
P8 70/577 Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
P9 72/1484 Site D Topsoil Fine 
P10 72/1855 Site Al Within Enclosure Wall tumble in Layer 2 Fine 
Pll 72/958 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P12 72/1596 Site Al in F112 Medium 
P13 70/613 Site B Within cultivated surface close to N-most 

stone pile Layer 4 Fine 
P14 73/1194 Site K Occupation surfaces base of Layer 2 Fine 
P15 73/837 Site J Within stone concretion in tumble from 

Enclosure Wall Layer lAi Medium 
P16 72/1740 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P17 72/1634 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P18 73/692 Site K Layer 2 Medium 
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P19 73/1280, Site K Occupation surface base of Layer 2 Fine 
73/1205 & 
73/1208 

P20 72/1780 Site Al Occupation surface Medium 
P21 72/1778 Site Al Within Enclosure Wall tumble in Layer 2 Fine 
P22 70/165 Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
P23 72/1832 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P24 72/1504 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P25 73/1215 Site J Within F17 Fine 
P26 72/1624 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P27 72/905 Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
P28 72/1216 Site Al Occupation surface base of Layer 2 Fine 
P29 72/1589 Site D Layer IB Coarse 
P30 72/1568 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P31 71/774 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P32 71/1659 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P33 72/1741 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P34 71/1756 Site D in F30 Coarse 
P35 71/1237 Site Al At base of Enclosure Wall tumble upon the 

occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Fine 
P36 72/975 Site Al Occupation surface within F8 Fine 
P37 72/956 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P38 73/70 Site K Layer 2 Fine 
P39 71/2003 Site E Within tumble of Enclosure Wall on surface 

of rabb Fine 
P40 72/633 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P41 71/1501 Site Al Within tumble from Enclosure Wall pressed 

against occupation surface Medium 
P42 72/1892 Site Al Within F13 Fine 
P43 72/1724 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P44 71/2618 Site E On rabb surface sealed beneath Enclosure 

Wall tumble within Layer 4 Fine 
P45 72/1516 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P46 72/1805 Site Al Within F13 Fine 
P47 73/1215 Site Al Occupation surface within F34 Medium 
P48 72/1379 Site D Within F13 Medium 
P49 72/1624, Site D Layer IB Fine 

72/1724 & 
72/1742 

P50 73/263 & Site K Topsoil (263) Occupation surface (1281) at Fine 
73/1281 base of Layer 2 

P51 72/1046 Site D Layer IB Coarse 
P52 72/1891 Site Al Within F13 Medium 
P53 72/1892 Site Al Within F13 Coarse 
P54 72/461 Site D Layer IB Coarse 
P55 73/461 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P56 71/2302 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P57 73/1079 Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) Medium 
P58 72/1724 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P59 72/1876 Site Al Within Enclosure Wall tumble Medium 
P60 72/1543 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P61 72/1760 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P62 72/1564 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P63 72/1356 Site D Topsoil Fine 

182 



P64 
P65 
P66 
P67 
P68 
P69 
P70 
P71 
P72 

P73 
P74 
P75 

P76 
P77 
P78 
P79 
P80 
P81 

P82 
P83 

P84 
P85 
P86 
P87 
P88 
P89 
P90 

P91 

P92 
P93 

P94 

P95 
P96 
P97 
P98 
P99 

P100 
P101 
P102 
P103 
P104 

73/1201 
73/1207 
70/897 
73/1164 
72/1783 
70/246 
72/1440 
72/1820 
73/1004 

72/1209 
72/1674 
70/421 

72/1505 
72/1844 
71/933 
70/408 
72/1801 
73/709 

70/450 
72/1415, 
72/1485 
72/1744 
71/2513 
72/1892 
70/241 
73/1234 
70/582 
70/78 
72/1534 

70/419 

72/1780 
72/1729 

71/867 

72/1892 
71/2700 
70/786 
70/448 
72/1711, 
72/1716, 
72/1802 
72/1854 
70/709 
70/526 
70/720 
72/1892 
71/730 

Site K Layer 2 Medium 
Site K Occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Medium 
Site Al Within F193 Fine 
Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) Fine 
Site Al Within F13 Fine 
Site Al Layer 2 Coarse 
Site D Layer IB Fine 
Site D Layer IB Medium 
Site J Within upper fill of F17 (hollow behind 
Enclosure Wall) Medium 
Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
Site G Within F9 (gate orthostat socket) Medium 
Site Al Occupation surface behind Enclosure Wall 
among wall tumble (Base of Layer 2) Medium 
Site D Layer IB Fine 
Site D Layer IB Medium 
Site D Layer IB Coarse 
Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
Site Al Layer 2 Top of F13 Fine 
Site J Occupation surface within F17 (hollow behind 
Enclosure Wall) Medium 
Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
Site D Layer 1A (1415) Layer IB (1485, 1744) Fine 

& 

Site Al Among stone debris outside Enclosure Wall Fine 
Site Al Within F13 Medium 
Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) Fine 
Site Al Occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Medium 
Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
Site D Within F23 Layer 4 (possible interrupted 
ditch outside Enclosure Wall) Medium 
Site Al On occupation surface among tumbled 
stones of Enclosure Wall Medium 
Site Al Occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Medium 
Site D Within F23 Layer 4 (possible interrupted 
ditch outside Enclosure Wall) Medium 
Site Al base of stone tumble of Enclosure Wall on 
occupation surface Fine 
Site Al Within F13 Coarse 
Site Al Within F139 Medium 
Site B On surface of cultivated Layer 3/4 Coarse 
Site Al Within tumbled stones of Enclosure Wall Medium 
Site Al Within F13 (1711, 1716, 1802) At base of Medium 
rampart tumble (1854) 

& 

Site Al Beneath Enclosure Wall tumble Fine 
Site Al On occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Coarse 
Site Al On occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Fine 
Site Al Within F13 Fine 
Site Al At base of stone tumble of Enclosure Wall 
on rabb surface Fine 
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P105 71/2701 &Site Al Within F139 Medium 
71/2717 

P106 73/501 Site K Layer 2 Coarse 
P107 70/758 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P108 70/398 & Site Al Within F1 Medium 

70/401 
P109 71/1541 &Site E Layer 2 Medium 

71/1542 
PllO 73/1081 Site J Within fill of interrupted ditch outside 

Enclosure Wall Layer 3 Medium 
P i l l 72/820 Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
P112 73/1163 Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) Medium 
PI 13 72/1241 Site G On rabb surface within gateway external 

passage Fine 
PI 14 73/1265 Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) 

resting on bedrock Medium 
P115 72/1534 Site D Within F23 Layer 4 (possible interrupted 

ditch outside Enclosure Wall) Medium 
P116 72/1699 Site Al On occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Medium 
P117 71/1533 Site A2 Within F1 Medium 
PI 18 72/1796 &Site Al On occupation surface at base of Layer 2 Fine 

72/1797 
P119 72/1892 Site Al Within F13 Coarse 
PI20 72/1661 &Site D Within F23 Layer 4 (possible interrupted Fine 

72/1729 ditch outside Enclosure Wall 
P121 70/357 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P122 72/1854 &Site Al among stone tumble of Enclosure Wall Medium 

72/1857 resting on occupation surface 
P123 72/1174 &Site D Layer IB with stone tumble of Enclosure Medium 

72/1175 Wall 
P124 72/1387 Site Al Layer 2 occupation surface in upper fill of 

F51 Medium 
P125 72/1148 &Site Al Within F34 Coarse 

72/1185 
P126 72/1775 &Site G In Neolithic turfline sealed beneath F8 Coarse 

72/1777 
P127 72/732 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P128 73/1154 Site J Within F17 (hollow behind Enclosure Wall) Coarse 
P129 72/1565 Site D Within F23 Layer 4 (possible interrupted 

ditch outside Enclosure) Coarse 
P130 71/1187 &Site E Layer 2 Medium 

71/1712 
P131 70/99 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P132 72/1781 Site Al Within tumbled stone of Enclosure Wall on 

occupation surfaces Coarse 
P133 71/927 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P134 72/1792 &Site Al Within F13 Medium 

72/1802 
P135 71/839 Site D Layer IB Medium 
P136 72/1590 Site D Layer IB Coarse 
P137 73/918 Site K On base of Thurstan Peter disturbance Fine 
PI38 70/134 Site Al Layer 1 Fine 
PI 39 70/622 Site B Base of Layer 3 Fine 
P140 72/1100 Site A1 Within F8 Medium 
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P141 72/658 Site D Layer IB Fine 
P142 72/1046 Site D Layer IB Coarse 
P143 72/1789 Site Al Within F13 Medium 
P144 72/913 Site Al Within F34 Medium 
P145 71/1027 Site Al At base of Enclosure Wall tumbled on 

occupation surface Fine 
P146 72/1423, Site Al Within F9 (1423 & 1488) F7 (1771 & 1772) Coarse 

72/1488, 
72/1771 
72/1772 

P147 72/701 Site Al Layer 2 Fine 
P148 72/69 Site Al Topsoil Fine 
P149 70/638 Site Al Layer 2 Medium 
P150 73/255 Site K Layer 1 Medium 
P151 72/1872 Site D Within F31 Fine 
P152 72/1306 Site Al Layer 2 Coarse 
P153 71/1025 Site Al Within socket of Enclosure Wall orthostat 

among stone tumble (F117) Medium 
P154 72/1 Site Al Layer 1A This object would appear to be a 

segment of a BEAD in fired gabbro clay (identified 
by J. Samuels) — 

SECTION 11 IRON AGE POTTERY by J. Samuels, B.A. 

During the excavations, 41 sherds of probable Iron Age pottery were recovered; 
most of these were small, undecorated body-sherds except for the few rim, base and 
decorated sherds described below. All of the sherds contained gabbro in varying 
quantities, in several cases mica glistened on the surfaces and four sherds (73/2095, 
2098, 2519 and 2521) burnishing of the exterior surfaces was seen where the sherds 
were not too abraded. Most of the sherds would seem to be from handmade vessels but 
in few cases were the sherds large enough for this to be certain; in the pottery 
descriptions below, except where stated otherwise, it should be assumed that the 
sherd is handmade. 

Pottery of this period in Cornwall does not allow precise dating and the problem has 
already been discussed by Thomas 1963, 27-28; Elsdon 1978, 402-404. On the basis of 
the few diagnostic sherds, it would seem reasonable to suggest a late Iron Age date for 
the bulk of this collection except for vessel No. 8 which is probably Romano-British. 
Catalogue of the illustrated ceramic artefacts of recognisably Iron Age type with a 
concordance of all find numbers and provenances. 
P(IA) 1 CB 72/1846 Rim sherd of cordoned ware. Light brown surfaces with grey core. 

Hard fabric, probably wheelmade, containing much finely crushed gabbro, c.f. 
Carn Euny Fig. 62, Nos. 2, 3 and 8; Goldherring Fig. 11, No. 1; Carloggas type H, 
Fig. 20, No. 49. Site H, SW Quadrant, Layer 3/4 junction. 

P(IA)2 CB 72/1884 Rim sherd of light brown fabric with much crushed gabbro. Badly 
abraded surfaces. Site H, SE Quadrant, Layer 3/4 junction. 

P(IA)3 CB 71/338 Rim sherd with black surfaces with brown core. Very abraded, 
fragile sherd with a little crushed gabbro but mainly quartz, c.f. Carn Euny Fig. 
56, Nos. 17 and 19. Site D topsoil. 

P(IA)4 CB 73/890 Rim sherd with dark brown surfaces with light brown core. Very 
abraded sherd containing sparse finely crushed gabbro. Unusual form and there 
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Fig. 75 
Carn Brea. Iron Age and Romano-British Pottery, x 'A. 

is not enough to be certain but it could be part of a lid-seated vessel, possibly c.f. 
Carloggas Fig. 22, Nos. 65-67. Site J Layer 1A. 

P(IA)5 CB 72/511 Rim sherd of brown, abraded fabric containing very finely crushed 
gabbro. Site H SW Quadrant Layer 3/4 junction. 

P(IA)6 CB 72/512 Rim sherd of soft, light brown fabric containing much finely crushed 
gabbro. Smoothed on rim. Site H. SE Quadrant. Layer 4. 

P(IA)7 CB 71/980 Rim sherd with red-brown smoothed surfaces with brown core. Hard 
fabric containing much finely crushed gabbro. Possibly wheelmade, c.f. 
Carloggas type J. Site F Layer 3/4 junction. 

P(IA)8 CB 72/307 Rim sherd; wheelmade; red-brown exterior surface, brown core and 
black interior surface. Hard fabric containing very finely crushed gabbro and a 
few small red grits. Possibly c.f. Carn Euny Fig. 62, No. 44, although it is not 
clear if this is a jar or a dish. Better comparison is made with a sherd in Truro 
Museum from room 3 of the Magor Villa. Site D Layer 1. 

P(IA)9 CB 71/1610 Rim sherd with red-brown surfaces with traces of burnishing; dark 
grey core. Hard fabric containing much finely crushed gabbro, possibly 
wheelmade and Carloggas type J. Site F Layer 3. 

P)IA)10 CB 70/382 Wall sherd of hard brown fabric with finely crushed gabbro. Two 
faintly incised lines on the exterior surface could be part of a decorative scheme. 
Site B Layer 3. 

P(IA)11 CB 71/1320 Wall sherd of red-brown smoothed surfaces with grey-brown core. 
Hard fabric containing crushed gabbro. Probably from a cordoned ware vessel, 
see No. 1. Site F Topsoil. 

P(IA)12 CB 70/818 Wall sherd with black surfaces with red-brown core, soft fabric 
with finely crushed gabbro. Decorated on exterior surface with an incised 'rope' 
design, probably in the form of a chevron. 'Glastonbury style', c.f. Carloggas Fig. 
16, No. i; Carn Euny Fig. 59, No. 2. Site B Layer 3. 
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P(IA)13 CB 71/1031 & 1032 Base sherd with light brown surfaces with brown core. 
Hard fabric containing much crushed gabbro, some fragments larger than is 
usual, max. diameter 2-3 mm. Site A3 Layer 3 surface of layer. 

P(IA)14 CB 72/597 Base sherd of hard, dark brown fabric containing much finely 
crushed gabbro. Very smooth exterior surface. Site H NE Quadrant Layer 3/4 
junction. (Fig. 75 was drawn by Mr Samuels) 

SECTION 12 FLOTATION SAMPLES by A.J. LEGGE, M.A. 

Five soil samples from the Eastern Summit were tested by flotation, using the froth 
flotation process (Jarman, Legge and Charles 1972). Each sample was of about 5 kg, 
representing bulk samples taken during excavation, from pits and other features. 

All five samples contained wood charcoal, in small angular fragments, and varying 
amounts of modern rootlets. The largest charcoal fragments have a mean dimension of 
a 1.0 cm. Adherent sand grains on the surface of much of the charcoal makes 
recognition difficult. However, none of the samples tested contained any recognisable 
seeds, either of cultigens or the attendant 'weeds'. A few fragments of more porous 
carbonised material are reminiscent of heavily carbonised cereal grains, but all are too 
small and amorphous even to attribute to the cerealia. 

SECTION 13 GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The nature of Neolithic settlement on Carn Brea has been substantially clarified by 
the seasons of investigation conducted between 1970 and 1973. A densely occupied 
area on the Eastern Summit of the hill producing evidence of very considerable 
activity and structural presence was enclosed within a monumental wall structure. 
This enclosed village was some two acres in extent and it, in turn, was set within an 
array of larger enclosures which the 1970-73 project was able to inspect only partially. 
This partial investigation revealed that an area in excess of 9 acres around the Eastern 
Summit settlement had been enclosed by very substantial ramparts of Neolithic date. 
Other ramparts of unknown date enclose even larger areas on the hill. Within the nine 
acre enclosure the evidence of large-scale excavation has indicated that Neolithic 
cultivation has taken place in the area although the precise relationship of this 
agricultural activity to the Neolithic rampart system is not clear. 

Stuart Piggott (1954, 366) estimated fairly the situation regarding our knowledge of 
Neolithic settlement in Britain in the mid-nineteen fifties. 'In the extremely 
incomplete state of our knowledge it is almost impossible to estimate any settlement 
unit likely to have been common to British Neolithic communities'. Sadly this 
statement is, to a substantial extent, still true, and it is in a context where 
comparative material in Britain is virtually absent that the consideration of the 
evidence from Carn Brea has to take place. In a sense the site stands at the opening of 
one whole aspect of the enquiry and to some extent, therefore, the writer is 'whistling 
for a wind' as he conducts this discussion. 

Such discussion as will be undertaken falls into three principal sections. Firstly the 
site will be considered in the South West British, 'local', context. Secondly a 
consideration of the possibilities of the presence of similar sites elsewhere in Britain 
will be undertaken with a general assessment of the role of hilltop defence and 
settlement. Thirdly a brief consideration will be undertaken of the European 
background to these developments. 
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1) Hilltop settlement of Middle Neolithic date is already a well known feature of the 
archaeology of the period in SW England. By the mid 1930s the significance of large 
quantities of Neolithic debris together with what apparently was the vestige of a 
house structure set within an interrupted ditch system reinforced by a palisade 
cutting off a promontory at Hembury Fort (ST 113030) (Liddell 1930, 1931, 1932, 
1935) was already understood. The site was seen to be linked with a broader southern 
English phenomenon—the causewayed enclosure. The instance at Hembury of a 
defensive barrier sealing off a promontory tip has, of course, more recently, been 
augmented by the retrieval of a causewayed ditch in front of a continuous coursed-
stone built rampart at Crickley Hill near Cheltenham, Gloucestershire (SO 927161) 
(Dixon 1976; Dixon & Borne 1977). Here the rampart is penetrated by a gateway of 
several stages of construction which is ultimately burned down, apparently, during an 
attack on the site by archers, using arrows tipped with leaf-shaped arrowheads. While 
the defensive role of these promontory sites would seem to be beyond question, 
however, clear evidence of their use as permanent settlements is at present less 
certain. Hembury would appear to be broadly contemporary with the foundation of 
the site at Carn Brea on the grounds of radiocarbon dating (BM-136 3240 ± 150 be; 
BM-138 3330 ± 150 be and BM-130 3150 ± 150 be) and shares the Group XVII stone 
axe source with Carn Brea as well as the importation of 'Gabbroic ware'—although by 
no means to the same massive extent (Peacock 1969). The flint industry at Hembury 
does, however, show somewhat different emphases than Carn Brea—presumably 
pointing to more or less subtle variations in the range of activities present on the sites. 
Little information is yet available concerning the Crickley flint assemblage and its 
finer points of comparison will add further refinement and interest to the construction 
of the subtly varying pattern of function possibly perceptible on these sites. 

Despite broad similarities of industry, of the exchange network to which these sites 
are aligned and of date, and despite their common defensive aspects (and indeed in the 
case of Crickley Hill and Carn Brea the evidence of defensive and offensive activity), 
Carn Brea must still stand to some extent apart from these two promontory sites. The 
distinctions, however, are largely environmentally determined. Carn Brea (Eastern 
Summit) is an entire defensive circuit, albeit using standing rock outcrops within that 
enceinte. Its interior is characterised by intensive, archaeologically witnessed, 
settlement activity including widespread structural evidence. Its defensive structure 
in this granite bedrock context is totally different in conception and construction to 
those at either Hembury or Crickley Hill—comprising a massive boulder built wall 
with only a minor ditched element to the defence. The outlying array of defences 
present at Carn Brea may also be paralleled by the possibility of similar indications 
present at Crickley Hill and at Hembury (I am grateful to Mr Tim Darvill and 
Professor Malcolm Todd for information respecting the possibility of outworks at 
these two sites). 

Such an outlying defensive complex is, in fact, only in evidence at present at one 
other site in Britain, at Hambledon Hill in Dorset (ST 849122) (Mercer 1980). Here 
once again environmental conditions make for certain basic structural distinctions 
and the defences comprise chalk-built timber-framed ramparts set within causewayed 
ditches—two or three such defences being set together to furnish a 'multivallate' 
defence of this hilltop enclosure. This enclosure at Hambledon, however, is again 
different in basic conception. Its ramparts survive, and probably only ever existed, on 
the less steep approaches to the hilltop. Nevertheless some 3000 m of double and 
treble earthworks existed on the site enclosing an area of at least 160 acres, and it thus 
furnishes a defensive conception altogether greater than that at Carn Brea. Its 
context, culturally speaking, is however very closely related and its date 
indistinguishable from the date of the destruction of the Carn Brea settlement. 
Hambledon Hill has even closer cultural relationships with the Neolithic hilltop 
enclosure excavated by Wheeler (Wheeler 1943) at Maiden Castle, Dorchester, Dorset 
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(SY 670884) where a Middle Neolithic ditched enclosure occurs in circumstances 
where, again, larger external enclosures might well have disappeared as a result of 
later activity. This site too participates substantially in the same exchange networks 
familiar to Carn Brea and Hembury, with 90% of the source-located stone axes 
recognised as pertaining to Groups IV, IVA, XVI and XVII and with a substantial 
body of gabbroic-gritted ware also present on the site (Peacock 1969). Carn Brea, alone 
among this group of sites, participates in the 'local to factory' distribution of Group I 
axes emanating from the Mount's Bay area of SW Cornwall with the major centres of 
this distribution being further to the east. 

Hilltop settlement of a less clearly defined defensive nature is also a feature of South 
West England. Near the Belvedere on Haldon Hill near Exeter (SX 889849) limited 
excavation recovered traces of a rectangular stone-built hut with the possibility of an 
associated palisaded enclosure. Leaf-shaped arrowheads and other flintwork, 
including imported flint, were present on the site (Willock 1936, 1947) as well as 
gabbro-gritted pottery (Peacock 1969). c. 25% of sherds from the site appertaining to 
this group (as estimated on the basis of pottery form). Hazard Hill, near Totnes, (SX 
799560) has also produced evidence of scattered pits, structural features and hearths 
with the distinct possibility of an enclosure ditch surrounding the site (Houlder 1963). 
Radiocarbon dates from the site (BM-149 2970 ± 150 be, BM-150 2750 ± 150 be) 
indicate statistical similarity with the date span at Carn Brea and, once again, a nearly 
identical range of exchange contacts is suggested by the Group IV, IVa, XVI and 
XVII stone axes located on the site. Peacock (1969) has indicated that this site also 
participates substantially in the gabbroic-gritted pottery exchange network, some 
30% of examined sherds from the site appertaining to this class. 

Again at High Peak near Sidmouth (SY 103960) evidence of an enclosure ditch with 
cognate bank surrounding this hilltop is present with small scale excavation revealing 
only pits and no satisfactory structural features within this enclosure (Pollard 1966). 
Leaf arrowheads, laurel leaves, knives, awls and scrapers compose an assemblage 
similar to that from Carn Brea, fabricated upon both local and imported supplies of 
flint. A single Group IV stone axe has been recognised from this site from the very 
limited area excavated and gabbroic-gritted fabrics occur on the site and a, probably 
somewhat low, estimate of 4% for the occurrence of these fabrics as a proportion of the 
total assemblage has been registered by Peacock (1969; four out of seven rims were of 
Cornish type although the count of 138 sherds produced only 5 of gabbroic content). 
Charcoal from one of the pits adjacent to the ditch produced a radiocarbon assay 2860 
± 150 be (BM-214). 

It is, sadly, not possible to comment upon these sites as though we had any 
knowledge of their total area or content. It is possible to indicate the area enclosed by 
the promontory enclosures at Hembury and Crickley (2.5 acres and 3 acres 
respectively), which are impressive in their degree of comparability with the Eastern 
Summit settlement enclosure at Carn Brea. It is proper here also to indicate the 
Stepleton enclosure within the Hambledon Hill enclosure complex, again c. 2 acres in 
total enclosed area, which the excavator (Mercer 1980) has interpreted as a settlement 
on the grounds of industrial debris located in the enclosure ditch and the nature and 
content of pits and structural features in the interior. 

Hints of Neolithic presence in hilltop locations are common elsewhere in the South 
West but later and recurring occupation on these sites has rendered the information 
retrieved of low value, and often little appreciated as the evidence has only marginal 
significance within the research designs of the projects leading to their recovery. At 
South Cadbury, Somerset (ST 628525) leaf arrowheads, stone and flint axes together 
with working debris have occurred on the site and Neolithic pottery has occurred both 
in superficial layers and within gullies and pits located sporadically on the site. 
Features include the possible corner of an enclosure or building (Alcock 1972). A pit 
containing a human mandible, leaf arrowheads and pottery also produced antler and 

189 



charcoals yielding two radiocarbon assays 2510 ± 120 be (1-5970) and 2755 ± 115 be 
(1-5972)—the latter date, upon hazel nut shells, is possibly the more reliable. 

Cadbury-Congresbury (ST 442650) has also produced from excavations during the 
early 1970s (Fowler & Rahtz 1970) significant quantities of Middle Neolithic pottery 
and flintwork from the relatively small areas excavated on the hilltop. Excavation on 
Glastonbury Tor (ST 493408) (Rahtz 1970) has also produced an ungrouped 
greenstone axe and Neolithic flintwork although in no association with structures or 
other features. 

A further site perhaps to be mentioned in this context is the long-known site at 
Quaking-House near Milverton, Somerset (ST 107263). Here a hill-crest site has 
produced very large quantities of flint debris and implements from ploughed fields and 
C.F. Moysey published a selection of this material mentioning 500 implements from 
the site manufactured on flakes of chert and flint and including 98 leaf arrowheads, 
scrapers, serrated flakes and one polished flint axehead (Moysey 1918 and 1928). 

Similarly there would appear to have been a site, now destroyed, upon Ham Hill, 
Somerset (ST 475170) where ten stone axes include examples from the Group I, IV and 
XVI sources (Evans, Smith and Wallis 1972) as well as an appropriate flint industry 
and sherds of pottery almost certainly of gabbroic origin (I.F. Smith pers. comm.). 

Such residual finds as in the latter selected instances can, of course, be the result of 
quite accidental and transitory activity but the rapidly increasing tally of hilltop 
Neolithic finds recovered during modern excavations of later sites may have a 
significance of greater importance to the present discussion. 

None of the sites described above resemble Carn Brea closely other than in their 
broadly similar situation and their cultural and chronological associations. The 
massive enclosure wall and the platform terraces associated with Neolithic occupation 
have not so far been established by excavation at any other site in Britain. It remains, 
within the confines of SW England, to indicate, with all due caution, a number of sites 
which morphologically, on the basis of field survey, have similar features to those 
which do occur at Carn Brea. 

The most satisfactory example is that at Helman Tor, Lanlivery, near Bodmin (SX 
068607). Here an enclosure is formed by a wall composed of, much overgrown, massive 
orthostats which joins natural outcrops of granite. Within the enclosure thus formed 
cleared terraces are visible. In the vicinity of the site, particularly on the east (Red 
Moor) side, modern ploughing has repeatedly produced quantities of flint flakes and 
implements, a small collection of which was, in 1974, in the possession of Mr Pollard of 
Bowden Farm, Lanlivery. Mr Pollard also recalls his grandfather finding a 
greenstone axe or very similar object which is now, sadly, lost. A greenstone axe, 
however, was found on the flanks of the hill in 1971 (now in Truro County Museum 
RIC/71/6 CO 326) which, upon sectioning, was shown to appertain to Group I rock. A 
further axe was located during ploughing on Crift Farm at the south end of the Helman 
Tor ridge (again now in the Truro County Museum collection RIC/71/8 CO 328) which 
proved to have a Group XVI rock origin. In 1920 a partly polished flint axe was also 
presented to Truro County Museum (42, 1920) which emanated from Helman Tor and 
Mrs Mary Irwin has found flint flakes on the Tor itself during field walking. The 
enclosure itself is almost exactly 2 acres in extent, although fairly superficial field 
survey of the site has revealed no supplementary larger enclosures as at Carn Brea. 

On Roughtor, St Breward on the NW edge of Bodmin Moor (SX 145808) Nicholas 
Johnson (Johnson 1980, 167) has drawn attention to 'the technique of a denture 
feicMike rampart (which) is reminiscent of the Neolithic defence of Carn Brea'. He also 
notes that platforms are visible within this defence. The implications here for the full 
scale Middle Neolithic occupation of the SW uplands is of considerable interest and 
Hencken (1932) recalls the location of axes and leaf arrowheads from Altarnun parish 
which presumably demonstrate this presence in one form or another. The writer 
(Mercer 1970) retrieved two ungrouped polished greenstone implements of unknown 
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date from an apparently cultivated surface that underlay the Middle Bronze Age hut 
circle settlement at Stannon Down one kilometre to the SW of Roughtor. He, however, 
has no knowledge of any Neolithic, or indeed other, finds on Roughtor itself. The 
enclosure wall which comprises a massive orthostatic structure linking standing 
granite outcrops appears to be incomplete (or totally ruined) on its NE flank and the 
enclosure was of c. 8 acres, comparable with the area taken in by Ramparts IS and IN 
at Carn Brea. No trace exists of any smaller enclosure within this enceinte. 

Trencrom Hill (SX 518362) provides yet another example of similar enclosure 
construction. Here a massive, apparently unditched, rampart of boulder construction 
utilises rock outcrops to enclose a level hilltop some 2 acres in extent. Again little more 
can be said of this site in the present context other than to draw the reader's attention 
to discovery of apparently 'Iron Age' sherds on the site and to the recovery of two 
stone axes from the slopes of the hill (Thomas 1957). 

Another possible morphological parallel to Carn Brea in SW England to which the 
writer is able to draw attention is the hillfort on the Dewerstone (SX 538640) 
(Hansford Worth 1953, 137 ff.) set at the confluence of the rivers Plym and Meavy, on 
the SW edge of Dartmoor, which has been compared with Carn Brea in the past (Fox 
1964, 123). Here again the constructional technique (a natural enough one in a granite 
upland setting), with a massive boulder-built wall joining granite outcrops to produce 
an enclosure of some 7-8 acres extent, prompts comparison with Carn Brea. To the 
writer's knowledge no Neolithic material has been located within or in close proximity 
to this enclosure. 

Silvester (1979) in an appendix to a paper concerned with Later Bronze Age 
settlement in the South West uplands also bends his attention to this unusual group of 
structures which he calls 'tor enclosures'. He includes in this category Helman Tor, 
Roughtor and the Dewerstone but also draws attention to the site of Whittor, or 
White Tor, (SX 543787) set 8 km NE of Tavistock on the West edge of Dartmoor. The 
site is similar (to judge by Silvester's excellently clear survey drawings) in size and 
conception to Roughtor with an identical use of two or three closely spaced lines of 
walling (not a feature at Carn Brea or Helman Tor). He also draws attention to two 
further sites on Bodmin Moor—Berry Down Camp, 1.5 km NE of St Neot's (SX 
197690) and Stowe's Pound 1.5 km north of Minions on the SE edge of the Moor (SX 
258726). Johnson's survey of this latter site shows it to be a rather different kind of 
site but one, which given the different setting, has its points of comparison specifically 
with Carn Brea. A 'citadel' enclosure approximately 1 acre in extent lies at the S edge 
of the site with an outer walled enclosure appended to it on the N some 9.3 acres in 
extent. Entrances to this enclosure are complex with a hollow-way apparent within the 
western example. Further wall systems exist outwith this enclosure. Silvester ends his 
consideration by saying '. . . the term hillfort is inapplicable, and an Iron Age date is 
unlikely if only because of the siting of the enclosures on the higher moors, and the 
style of construction. A 2nd or even 3rd millennium be date is suggested here, but this 
can only be verified by excavation'. It will be clear how closely this statement lies to 
the writer's own view of the matter—his only amendment being possibly the elision of 
the word 'even'. 

The relationship of Carn Brea to other site types of the period in the south west 
must remain largely obscure. Paul Ashbee (1969) in a paper given to the Falmouth 
Symposium of this Society in 1969 summarised many of the problems relating to the 
Neolithic in Cornwall at that time. This paper was a timely reassessment of an 
exchange of views in this journal by Radford (1962) and Megaw (1963). Megaw drew 
attention to the likelihood of contact between Carn Brea and the axe factories of West 
Cornwall—notably the Groups I and XVI rock sources on the basis of axes located on 
the hill. He used the evidence as it existed then to indicate a broad time span of 
occupation for Carn Brea on the basis of the Late Neolithic date for Group I 
exploitation then accepted. The evidence from Carn Brea has indeed been partly 
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responsible for the extension of the life of this axe factory—drawing the commence-
ment of its use back to the beginning of the third millennium be. The links of the Group 
I, XVI and XVII axe sources have indeed been reinforced and this site can now be seen 
as a point where axe polishing may have taken place and large numbers of Group XVI 
products, at any rate, were present. Cummins (1974), on independent evidence, has 
suggested that the distribution of Group I may have taken place on a somewhat 
different basis than Group XVI and XVII and the evidence at Carn Brea would 
certainly seem to support this suggestion. Indeed in its reliance on these sources Carn 
Brea, as we have seen above, may have been at the founthead of long exchange 
networks reaching through Cornwall and Devon with established lines of contact with 
a number of sites that radiocarbon evidence would suggest are at least approximately 
contemporary. Carn Brea has also, of course, demonstrated a range of other exchange 
links. 

The site's relationship with other hilltop sites like Hembury and Hazard Hill may 
have been altogether different than with low-lying, apparently less important, sites in 
its immediate locality perhaps represented by the small quantity of pottery in Layer 8 
at Gwithian (Thomas 1958). Nevertheless the pottery from this latter site is very 
closely related indeed to the Carn Brea material and may indicate a link of some degree 
of intimacy. Finally Megaw's doubts as to the likelihood of primacy for Neolithic 
development in SW England may well be to some extent vindicated by the 
chronological evidence from Carn Brea which places the site well within the central 
area of the range of dates available to indicate the span of Middle Neolithic activity in 
these islands. 

Ashbee focused attention upon the chambered tombs of SW England—an inventory 
of sadly wrecked sites which must now be given priority for modern investigation, 
particularly where residual mounds still exist and are subject to damage in the course 
of modern agriculture. He compared the simple plans of these sites with the Portal 
Dolmens of Ireland, with the chambers sealed within the tomb at Dyffryn-Ardudwy, 
Merioneth, and that comparison can now be extended to the very simple chambers 
sealed beneath later Clyde cairns at Mid Gleniron Farm, Wigtownshire in Scotland 
(Corcoran 1970). Faute de mieux these comparanda tempted Ashbee to suggest a very 
early date indeed for the Cornish tombs in the absence of any satisfactory evidence 
from the sites themselves. If this chronology is accepted then these tombs may well 
relate to the period when Carn Brea was functioning as a settlement and may indeed 
have been the product of the same or contemporary communities. In this context and 
without further evidence it is only possible to indicate certain features of the spatial 
distribution of these monuments as regards Carn Brea. 

Their massive concentration within West Penwith is, of course, well known and the 
writer is brought to compare this concentration with similar 'cemetery areas' apparent 
in the long barrow distribution of southern England (with dense distributions on 
Cranborne Chase, central Salisbury Plain, the Marlborough Downs) and further north 
in Yorkshire. Is it possible that the mortal remains of some selected element of the 
population were carried into this area for final deposition from an altogether wider 
catchment? Or is the density of distribution in West Penwith an illusion created by 
differential destruction of similar monuments further to the East? 

That this latter explanation may be, to some extent, true is suggested by the thin 
scatter of such sites throughout the rest of Cornwall but points of interest arise in 
connection with this latter distribution. The location of the Giants Quoit, Pendarves 
Park, Caerwynen (Daniel 1950, 239) only 4 km from Carn Brea may not be coincidental 
and may suggest a more direct link between the two site-types. This suggestion may 
become more attractive when it is remembered that, of the five remaining surviving 
tombs scattered over eastern Cornwall, one, Lanivet Quoit (ibid, 239) is set within 1 
km of Helman Tor. If this dual occurrence can be elevated to the status of a predictive 
model, then perhaps further large-scale Neolithic settlement of the Carn Brea type 
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should be sought in the St Breock area, SE of Wadebridge (Pawton) and near Liskeard 
(Trethevy). It is sad that Daniel adjudged the suspect megalith at Hendraburrick, 
Davidstow to be natural in origin (ibid, 241), a judgment with which the writer 
concurs, since this site would, obligingly, have provided Roughtor also with its escort. 
However more conjecture is not needed in this area and progress must depend upon 
more information, the need for which here is paramount. 

This first element of this discussion section has drawn together three principal 
points against which it may be possible to view ensuing comment. Firstly, settled 
hilltop occupation of varying intensity and type was prevalent in SW England during 
the earlier part of the third millennium be. The style of construction of enclosure where 
these are in evidence ranges from palisade—reinforced banks (Hembury, Hambledon) 
to coursed stone revetment (Crickley Hill) to the kind of massive stone architecture 
visible at Carn Brea itself. Where dimensions are available a number of the enclosures 
are of the order of 2-3 acres in size and are palpably defensive. Only at Carn Brea and 
Hambledon do subsidiary larger enclosures of a similar date occur although elsewhere 
evidence of these may have been irretrievably lost, or not recognised. 

Secondly, the evidence of raw material origin analysis indicates that these hilltop 
sites were participant in exchange networks which are contiguous and which 
functioned throughout the region. Peacock (1969) has demonstrated to considerable 
effect that the fall off of 'gabbroic' pottery quantities (as a proportion of non-randomly 
selected site assemblages) may indicate a 'down the line' pattern of exchange (as 
expatiated by Renfrew (1969)). The distribution of Group XVI/XVII axes and, of 
course, Group I axes hints, however, at different and perhaps more complex modes 
(see Cummins 1974 and 1980) which in turn may point to the variety and complexity of 
interrelationships between these sites. That the relationship is between sites seems 
prima facie to be likely and to be supported by the very close relationship of 
radiocarbon dates from the various locations. 

Thirdly a number of sites have been proposed (Trencrom, Roughtor, Dewerstone 
and, most confidently, Helman Tor) where uninvestigated parallels appear to exist on 
grounds of surface morphology with Carn Brea and to which any extension of this 
enquiry might in the first instance by directed. 
2) Any study of the wider distribution of hilltop occupation and defence of this period 
in Britain must, at present, comprise a selection of sites to point up once again the 
variety and extent of the evidence. In the south of England a number of hilltop sites 
enclosed by interrupted ditch systems, so-called causewayed enclosures, are known 
from this period. Surveys of this group of sites are readily available (Smith 1971, 
Mercer 1980) and the writer does not intend to comment further upon them, here, 
except to point to the broad range of function that is emerging for these sites as a 
result of recent excavation. The site at Orsett, Essex (TQ 653806) (Hedges & Buckley 
1978), a similar enclosure in a lowland setting, would appear to be fortified in some 
measure with a continuous palisade-slot recovered from the inner lip of the 
causewayed ditch. Hambledon Hill, Crickley and Hembury reinforce this impression 
as already described. Again other hilltop sites excavated in connection with later 
constructions have produced evidence of Neolithic activity. Blewburton Hill, 
Berkshire (SU 544861) is an example here, in that during relatively small scale 
excavation of an Iron Age hillfort, a ditch or gully 2 m in depth running 
concentrically with the hillfort defences but not clearly appertaining to them produced 
from its primary silt a much abraded Group VI (Great Langdale) axe. Previous 
excavation on this site also produced Neolithic material (Harding 1976). Randomly 
recovered substantial quantities of Neolithic material are a not infrequent occurrence 
at other lowland hillfort sites. Once again the recurrent and intensive use of these 
locations has led to Neolithic evidence becoming only residual. 

Lynch (1969, 169) has argued for the expansion of the SW facies of the British 
Middle Neolithic in a northerly direction, on a maritime basis, into the Irish sea 
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province establishing connections, to be retained for millennia, with Wales. She draws 
very close parallels between the ceramic material from Carn Brea and that from the 
site excavated by the late Audrey Williams at Clegyr Boia, Pembrokeshire (SM 
738251) (Williams 1953). There an isolated hilltop location produced evidence of two 
Neolithic houses associated with pits, hollows and midden debris associated with 
many flint implements and stone axes of Group VIII (Ramsay Island, Pembroke). The 
hilltop is enclosed with a stone-built rampart which the excavator concluded was of 
Iron Age or later date largely on the evidence of its sealing stratigraphically the burnt 
remains of one Neolithic house. 

Still in South West Wales the excavation of Coygan Camp, Carmarthenshire (SN 
284092) (Wainwright 1967) produced quantities of Middle Neolithic bowl pottery 
closely similar to the Clegyr Boia material, associated with a number of pits yielding 
leaf arrowheads, scrapers, serrated knives and stone axes again, of Group VIII. The 
bones of domesticated sheep and cattle are present and hazelnut shells from Pit C XIX 
produced a radiocarbon determination 3000 ± 95 be (NPL-132). The commencement of 
a distribution, like that of SW England, focused upon a common exchange system, 
may be suggested here and a similar phenomenon may be suggested for the coastal 
plain of North Wales and its immediate hinterland. 

In the north, apart from the puzzling site at Castell Bryn Gwyn, Anglesey (SH 
466671) (Wainwright 1962) which may well represent a defended Neolithic site of 
Later Neolithic date (although Lynch (1970, 66) would class the site as an unusual 
hengiform) a number of sites claim our attention. Dyserth Castle, Flintshire (SJ 
059799) presents another strategic location where the site produced two circular 
hollows, from the floors of which Neolithic material was retrieved in quantity 
including Middle Neolithic bowl wares, leaf arrowheads and the stone axes of the Graig 
Lwyd Group VII rock. Bones of domesticated sheep and cattle were also retrieved 
(Glenn 1915). Not far away is the well known site of Gwaenysgor, Flints (SJ 073816) 
where an undated hilltop enclosure overlay an extensive deposit of Neolithic 
settlement debris including Neolithic plain bowl pottery, leaf arrowheads, laurel leaf 
points, knives, a great deal of in situ working debris and stone axes again of Group VII 
rock associated with the bones of domesticated cattle, sheep and pig (Glenn 1914). 
Hints of similar activity, again nearby, are given by the flint debris and Group VII 
stone axe located within the hillfort enceinte at Moel Hirradug, Flints (SJ 064781) 
(Davies 1949). Similar evidence, again producing no structural traces but leaf 
arrowheads and Middle Neolithic pottery with an ungrouped stone axe was retrieved 
during O'Neil's excavation of the hillfort at Fridd Faldwyn, Montgomeryshire (SO 
217969) (O'Neil 1942). 

In Ireland and Scotland the evidence is equally fragmentary and only attains any 
stature at all when viewed as part of the whole. In Ireland the classic site at Lyles Hill, 
Co. Antrim (J 248828) is one which in view of Raftery's reassessment of the site 
(Raftery 1972, 40) must be one of doubtful significance to us. Neolithic hilltop 
occupation on this site would, however, appear to be beyond doubt. Scattered pits and 
hearths, flint working debris together with cores, leaf arrowheads, laurel leaves and 
scrapers, stone axes of Groups VII and IX together with bones of domesticated pig 
witness this activity (Evans 1953). The rampart which surrounds the hilltop 
comprised a stone-revetted bank crowned by timber posts and it is this that Raftery 
has argued (on largely negative evidence) to be of Iron Age date contra Evans. 

At Feltrim Hill, Co. Dublin (0-19-45) an Early Christian cashel-type enclosure 
overlay an extensive Neolithic deposit with Lyles Hill ware, leaf arrowheads, laurel 
leaf points and scrapers with quantities of waste-flake debris associated with cores 
(Hartnett & Eogan 1964). 

A cautionary comment must be entered here, however, in the evidence from large 
scale excavation conducted by ApSimon on a low rise within the bog at Ballynagilly, 
Co. Tyrone (H-74-84) (ApSimon 1969, 1975). Here, as we have already seen, a 
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rectangular house exists as an isolated structure associated with 'Lyles Hill ware' and 
its burnt shell accompanied by a number of leaf arrowheads. The burnt split oak 
planks of the house wall yielded charcoal which produced radiocarbon determinations 
UB-201 3215 ± 50 be, while UB-199 3280 ± 125 be and UB-306 2930 ± 110 be were 
obtained from associated contexts. This isolated structure, presumably a single 
homestead, may well be typical of many of the hilltop material groupings to which the 
writer has referred—clearly a social and economic phenomenon far removed from the 
situation at Carn Brea. The complexity of the situation is perhaps illustrated by a 
further site excavated by the late Dudley Waterman at Langford Lodge, Co. Antrim (J 
096750) where a Dark Age site overlay an identified Neolithic embanked enclosure 
which within its interior produced scanty structural traces, pits, post holes and areas 
of cobbling associated with Lyles Hill ware, laurel leaf points and stone axes of Group 
IX (Waterman 1963). 

To cross the narrow strip of sea into Scotland brings to our attention very little 
further evidence. Excavations recently conducted by Dr E. J. Peltenburg at Balloch 
Hill, Argyllshire (NR 677176) (Peltenburgpers. com.) on the site of an Iron Age hillfort 
have revealed an interrupted ditch outside the Iron Age defences which, if it follows 
the contour of the hill, would enclose an area of c. 2Vt acres and which from its basal 
deposits has produced only Neolithic material including leaf arrowheads and sherds of 
Scott's Rothesay ware (Scott 1969, 218-222). Fragments of polished stone axes have 
also occurred on the site. Traprain Law, East Lothian (NT 581747) a multiperiod 
hilltop site of an extremely complex sequence, outlined by Jobey (1976), has produced 
a number of leaf arrowheads, stone axes and other flint types from among the plethora 
of material recovered during excavations on the site in the 1920s. 

The objective sought in the presentation of this catalogue raisonee of difficult and 
fragmentary evidence, is to demonstrate that Neolithic hilltop occupation is a 
recurrent phenomenon, perhaps previously under-appreciated, in the British 
archaeological record. It is clear that this occupation takes many forms, from simple 
homesteads to fortified settlement. What must also be apparent is that we must 
permit the further emancipation of the chronology of the 'hillfort' morphological site-
category to include the Neolithic, just as research in the 1960s extended its chronology 
to the Bronze Age. We must continue the vigilance of most modern excavation as to 
early phases in its development and perhaps adjust our research trajectories in the 
face of such sites positively to explore their earlier chronological dimensions, no longer 
accepting the 'Neolithic scatter' as some kind of 'Act of God'. Such hilltop defence and 
occupation should come as no surprise to us as it has been a long-established 
phenomenon on the near continent of Europe. 
3) Sherratt in an important paper (Sherratt 1981) has erected a model for European 
prehistoric social and economic development which recognises a 'secondary products 
revolution' in farming practice which occurred in northern and western Europe 
between 4000 and 3000 be. This revolution saw the adoption of the ard for cultivation 
and of developed pastoralism involving milk-exploitation in order to facilitate the 
expansionary process recognised among others by Whittle (1977), and termed by him 
an 'infilling' process. This expansion took place, probably in response to population 
growth, away from areas of prime agricultural land into more marginal locations. 
Sherratt has suggested that 'secondary production', producing plough-using 
agriculturalists and pastoralists would see, on the basis of broad ethnographical 
parallel, an increasing importance of land transmission through inheritance, a 
reflection of the greater effort invested in land-breaking, as well as the development of 
strong patrilineal descent groups which are a recurrent feature of pastoralist societies. 
He argues that such fundamental changes would inevitably be recognisable in the 
archaeological record and, among various phenomena, has noted that c. 3500 be the 
undifferentiated villages of longhouses of the Linearbandkeramik (LBK) Culture were 
replaced by nucleated villages and hilltop sites (hohensiedlungen) appertaining to 
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Rossen and later developments. Linked with this appearance are monumental 
mortuary shrines and ceremonial centres, often made of great stones, which may have 
been utilised as much to get these off the land, rendering this available for cultivation, 
as for monumental effect. The clearance and handling of such stones may well have 
entailed the use of one of the basic tools of this secondary agricultural revolution—the 
ox. 

Whatever the case, ditched enclosures with nucleated settlements within them have 
made their appearance in Europe and in doing so assist in marking the final phases of 
LBK development (Whittle 1977, 222 ff.). The hallmark of these early enclosures 
is indeed their variety in construction, size and, probably, function. Continuous and 
'causewayed' ditches are known, sites with considerable occupation traces and sites 
with none, and sites ranging from 2 to 10 acres in size. 

At dates shortly after 3500 be the major 'infilling' of northern and western Europe 
commences and is witnessed archaeologically by the appearance of a series of Middle 
Neolithic culture complexes subsumed under very broad terms such as Michelsberg, 
Chasseen, Trichterrandbecher (TRB) and our own Middle Neolithic plain bowl cultures 
(the 'Windmill Hill Culture') in Britain. Precisely how this widespread expansion took 
place is little understood (although Sherratt has suggested a general mechanism) and 
the precise nature of the cultural sequence is unclear—perhaps especially with regard 
to Britain where some evidence (ApSimon 1976) exists for rather earlier penetration 
than elsewhere in the north of Europe. 

Whatever the case, ditched enclosures appear in the northern French river valleys 
associated with very late LBK and Northern Chasseen elements. At the settlement at 
Jonqui^res, Oise (Blanchet and Petit 1972) a ditch-enclosed promontory site 
associated with Chasseen pottery has yielded one radiocarbon determination 3170 ± 
110 be (Gif-2919), and a close parallel to the southern British causewayed enclosures 
exists, with a palisade running within the ditch in the 15 acre enclosure at L'Etoile, 
Somme (Agache 1971). At least 30 such enclosures are now known from the Aisne 
valley (Boureux 1976). Well known equivalents to these enclosures, again expressing 
wide variety in size and form, exist in the Michelsberg 'province', in the Rhineland at 
Mayen (Eckert 1971) near Bonn where a palisade-faced structure to the rampart has 
been noted, and at Urmitz (Roder 1951) near Koblenz where a truly colossal enclosure 
of some 200 acres was set upon a cliff overlooking the Rhine. 

To the north TRB communities were also building enclosures often on hilltops and 
sometimes clearly defensive in function. A rapidly increasing number of causewayed 
enclosures are now coming to our attention in Denmark where two sites—Sarup by 
Hoorby, Fyn (Andersen 1975) and Toftum near Horsens (Madsen 1978) have been 
excavated, both defensive in aspect, on hilltop locations. Excavation at Sarup revealed 
a promontory enclosure of just over 2 acres with a palisade, set on the inside of the 
ditch, built of 40 cm diameter oak posts dated by radiocarbon analysis to 2650-2670 
be. Eight 'lean-to' timber structures appear (six of them 6 x 7 m, two 8 x 22 m) built 
against the back of this palisade. While clearly defensive, the function of the enclosure 
and indeed of a succeeding replacement enclosure built c. 2520 be appears to be 
intimately linked with ceremonial activity. Toftum is rather larger, possibly some 8 
acres, but would appear to be identical in form and date. 

On a similar scale is the TRB fortified hilltop settlement at Derenburg, in East 
Germany (Schlette 1964). Here palisaded ditches surrounded the settlement area of 
about 6 acres within which one house structure 6.5 x 14 m was located. Far larger is 
the 50 acre enclosure on the Dolauer Heide, a massive multivallate hilltop 
defence of ditches and palisades (Behrens 1973) presumably at least partly intended as 
a stock enclosure. Here a range of radiocarbon dates from 3020 ± 40 be (H-209/579) to 
2680 ± 100 be (Bln-53) has been obtained from carbonised timber set in the palisade 
trench. 

On the fringe of this area in Western and Central France enclosures of Middle 
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Neolithic date are common, usually comprising defensive, stone-built banks or walls 
sealing off promontories from approach, the stone wall simply reflecting the nature of 
the 'building-environment'. At the site of Moulin Rouge, Lavans-les-Dole, Franche 
Comt6 (Petr6quin 1970) a Neolithic cross-promontory wall had occupation material 
sited directly behind it and a very typical site of the 'eperon barre' type at Myard a 
Vitteaux (Cote d'Or) (Delattre & Nicolardot 1976) produced radiocarbon dates 3225 ± 
135 be (Gif-2342), 2930 ± 135 be (Gif-2341), 2550 ± 130 be (Gif-3380) and 3040 ± 130 be 
(Gif-3381), the third of these dates relating to a complex timber structure built up 
against the inner face of the slab revetted enclosure wall. This structure appears to 
have been destroyed by fire which was 'total et violent'. 

Further west in the Charente on the Biscayan facade of France, a large group of 
enclosures occurs which is still best exemplified by the two enclosures, one earlier, one 
later, excavated in the later 1950s at Les Matignons, Juillac-le-Coq, Segonzac 
(Charente) (Burnez and Case 1966). The earlier of these two sites is dated by 
radiocarbon to 2620 ± 200 be (GsY-32) and comprised two concentric ditches with a 
vertical faced wall of timber reinforced chalk built between them enclosing an area of 
approximately 8 acres. Occupation debris occurred in quantity in the ditches but no 
inspection of the interior was possible in the circumstances prevailing on the site. The 
site at Biard, also in the parish of Segonzac (Burnez 1957) is a similar enclosure of 30 
acres with a radiocarbon date 2485 ± 200 be (GsY-71) and may indicate that these 
Charentien sites are a little later than the enclosures that have so far formed the focus 
of our discussion—all of the late fourth and early third millennium be. It seems likely 
however that the 'Les Matignons' group of sites may have had a long development. 
The existence of eperon barre enclosures in Normandy and Brittany, many of unknown 
date, may yet furnish further evidence for Neolithic settlement in defensive situations 
further north on the Atlantic facade. 

This brief survey of hilltop enclosure construction in northern and western Europe 
at the turn of the fourth to third millennia be is intended to demonstrate the 
ubiquitous availability of this tradition of settlement and enclosure strategy to which 
Britain could look. Sherratt has formulated a model of developing agricultural 
economy in Europe within which this strategy has its origin and role. Piggott's well-
known remark (1954, 37), in which he laid emphasis on variation in Neolithic flint-
mining technique but pointed out that the cultural significance of such variation was 
minimal as the process was only 'a means to an end' and substantially 
environmentally determined, could as well be extended to include enclosure 
construction. Thus we must ascertain the broad objectives (ends) of enclosure and 
thence we may regard morphological distinctions in the light of these objectives. As 
we have already seen, the activities taking place within enclosures whether in 
Denmark, in the Rhineland, in France or in Britain at this date are very commonly far 
from clear. One factor may, however, be determined, and that is the serious defensive 
nature of many of the structures that we have encountered—whatever it was they 
were intended to defend. In all areas of North and West Europe palisade fronted 
ramparts or box-frame constructed ramparts are in evidence. The objective of such 
constructions would seem most likely to be the prevention of human penetration. If 
this objective can be defined, the morphological differences between Carn Brea, the 
stone revetted eperon barre of Myard a Vitteaux, and the timber constructed 
enclosures in Denmark and Germany become of a level of significance reflecting 
largely upon locally available material limitations and resources. The other major 
perceptible variable is the area enclosed and the massive degree of variation from the 
two to ten acres size group which includes Carn Brea, Crickley Hill and the 
Hambledon (Stepleton) enclosure (also possibly Clegyr Boia and Balloch), Sarup by 
Hoorby, Toftum, and Mayen to the colossal enclosures at Urmitz, on Dolauer Heide 
and at Hambledon Hill. These differences hint at functional distinctions that can only. 
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at present, be guesed at. If, however, Sherratt is right and the link between his 
'secondary products revolution' and fortified enclosure is a valid parallelism, then the 
large enclosures may have functioned as cattle corrals (a suggestion which receives a 
great deal of support from recent excavations at Hambledon Hill (Mercer 1980)), while 
the smaller served a variety of functions of which doubtless settlement was but one. 
The existence of timber-reinforced parallels and, possibly, prototypes may well lie 
behind the use of orthostatic facing in the Carn Brea enclosure wall and the 
supplementation of this defence by a discontinuous ditch may, indeed, also be a 
remnant from other enclosure construction traditions. 

Even the construction of the greater rampart enclosures at Carn Brea can be seen to 
be readily paralleled in north west Europe at an equivalent date (again not least at 
Hambledon Hill in Dorset), albeit generally in different materials. The society which 
undertook such gargantuan enterprises is one, however, perhaps rather different from 
that we envisaged ten years ago. Indeed it may not be substantially different in order, 
achievement and potential from that which constructed the great earthwork 
enclosures of Wessex at the beginning of the second millennium be or that which 
defended itself on hilltops in the first. It may be that evolutionary models of British 
society in prehistory which demand radical social and economic developments through 
time (Renfrew 1973) will have to be adapted to encompass this dimension. 

The excavations at Carn Brea between 1970 and 1973 represent an incomplete 
sampling of an extremely badly damaged site representing one aspect of society in a 
period of which, in this region, we know next to nothing. They are a starting point for 
further research and further fieldwork, first to test, and then to build upon, the 
foundation which has been laid. The writer hopes that he will be privileged to witness 
and, indeed, participate in that enquiry. 
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issue. The initial reference to each item, prefixed SMR, refers to the numbers of the 
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Archaeology, now located at Old County Hall, Station Road, Truro. 

Lanhydrock Atlas Joel Gascoyne's four volumes of Estate Plans c.1696 at 
Lanhydrock House 

NQH S. Teague Husband, Old Newquay. (Newquay 1923) 
NQP H.M. Creswell—Payne, The Story of Newquay. MS at 

RIC Truro 
PPSEA Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society of East Anglia 

H U N D R E D OF PYDAR 
7 : P A R I S H OF COLAN (1481 acs.) 

PETER SHEPPARD & CHARLES WOOLF 

PLACE GRID REF. 
ANY 
REMAINS 
EXTANT 

REFERENCES 

Rounds 
1 Melancoose 

2 Firhill 

Round Fields 
1 Chyngwith 

Lan ? 
1 Firhill 

86436175 

87726187 

86586095 

Ap.877620 

Yes 

Yes 

SMR SW86SE13; 'Camp' OS 6" 1963; OS 
index SW86SE8; VCH 464; TA 7 Round Close; 
Hend. Ill 46, 49; Pickering, NMR air photos 
SW8661/1.2.3 
SMR SW86SE12; Hend. Ill 46, 49-50; (? as 
Lan 1) 

SMR SW86SE45; TA 198 Round Meadow 

SMR SW86SE46; 1297 Lantweythec, 1327 
Langeyt, Hend. Top. IV 23; Hend. Ill 48; (? as 
Round 2) 
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PLACE 
A N Y 

GRID REF. R E M A I N S REFERENCES 
E X T A N T 

Chapels 
1 Bosoughan 

2 Pollawyn 

Holy Well 
1 Lady Nance 

Crosses, Cross Sites ? 
1 Colan 

2 Colan 
(Vicarage) 
3 White Cross 

4 White Cross 

Medieval & Later 
1 Colan 

2 Melancoose 

3 G wills 
4 Mountjoy 

88056125 

88006055 

87016046 Yes 

was 86946115 Yes 
now 86836128 

86836128 

Ap.890598 

89145979 

86736124 

86166207 

82955935 
87106021 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

SMR SW86SE47; TA 181 Chapel Close; 
JRIC(NS)II 80 
SMR SW86SE48; TA 270 Chapel Close; 
JRIC(NS)II 80 

SMR SW86SE16; Norden 46; Carew 220; 
Couch 165-6; Gover 318; CCG 42; JRIC(NS)II 
79-80; Hend. I l l 52; Lane-Davies 81; OS index 
SW86SE6 

SMR SW86SE17; TA 25 Cross Park; JRIC 
X I X 305, 395; JRIC(NS)II 80; Baird; OC VII 
518-9; OS Index SW86SE2; CAS Newsletter 3 
SMR SW86SE18; Base, JRIC(NS)II 80; 
Baird 
SMR SW85NE86; TA 297-311 White Cross 
Tnt. 
SMR SW85NE87; 'Black Cross' TA map 

SMR SW86SE15; Remains of Barton, OS 6" 
1963; OS Index 
SW86SE7; Lysons 61; Hend. I l l 48 
SMR SW86SE26; TA 379 Mill; 1335 
Melynencoys, Gover 318; Hend. Top. IV 2; 
Greenwood; CG 9.10.1975; (with remains of 
wheel) 
SMR SW85NW37; 'Mills' Greenwood 
SMR SW86SE49; TA 75 Smiths Shop; 
Trevithic Soc. Newsletter 5 

P R O V E N A N C E OBJECT 
PRESENT 
LOCALITY REFERENCES 

Miscellaneous Finds 
1 Melancoose 

(Round 1) 
2 Gwills 

'Flint 
Implement' 
Millstone G wills 

SMR SW86SE13/1; Hend. I l l 49 

SMR SW85NW37/1 

Authors' addresses: Peter Sheppard, Old Post Office, Gorran, St Austell 
Charles Woolf, 6 Arundel Road, Newquay 
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H U N D R E D OF PYDAR 
8 : P A R I S H OF CRANTOCK (2500 acs.) 

PETER SHEPPARD & CHARLES WOOLF 

PLACE GRID REF. 
ANY 
REMAINS REFERENCES 
EXTANT 

Prehistoric 
1 East Pentire 78106145 

& 78856117 
Yes 

Barrows 
1 East Pentire 78126158 Yes 

2 East Pentire 
3 East Pentire 

78586143 
78946149 

Yes 
Yes 

4 East Pentire 79006139 

5 Newquay 81186110 

6 Trevella 79796024 

7 Rosecliston 81405930 

Fortified Sites, Rounds, Round Fields 
1 Treringey 81046047 Yes 

2 East Pentire 
3 Trevella 
4 Trevella 

78506140 
80026002 
79576040 

Yes 

5 Rosecliston 
6 Rosecliston 
7 Trerew 

807596 
80755907 
81205807? 

Lan (with Cemetery) 
1 Crantock 78956053 

Holy Wells 
1 Crantock (Church) 78956053 

2 Crantock (Village) 79086040 Yes 

SMR SW76SE46, SW76SE47; Rock Markings, 
JRIC VI 380, X 190-4; NQP 123-7 

SMR SW76SE10; Tumulus' OS 6" 1963; TA 
map; Thomas 40; CG 5.8.1976 
SMR SW76SE18; TA map 
SMR SW76SE12; 'Tumulus' OS 6* 1963; TA 
map; Thomas 40; CG 5.8.1976 
SMR SW76SE11; 'Tumulus' OS 6" 1963; TA 
map; Thomas 40 
SMR SW86SW66; TA 702 Cairn Close; (See 
Misc. 3) 
SMR SW76SE48; TA 255 Park Barrows; 
Pickering, NMR air photo SW 7960/1 
SMR SW85NW27; CA IV (1965) 10-17 

SMR SW86SW1; (Multivallate) TA map; 
'Round' OS 6" 1963; OS index SW86SW8; 
CBS 104-5; PWCFC I 2(1953-4) 57; NQP 91 
SMR SW76SE45; TA 777 Dennis 
SMR SW86SW71; TA 228 Round Orchard 
SMR SW76SE49; Pickering, NMR air photo 
SW7960/1 
SMR SW86NW38; TA 200-1, 420-1 Castol 
SMR SW85NW39; TA 441 Round Field 
SMR SW85NW40; TA 580 Round Moor 

SMR SW76SE25; 1085 Langorroc, Hend. Top. 
IV 43; TA 113 Langurrow; Gover 367; 
JRIC(NS)II 106, 119; CCG 47; Med. Arch. 
XIII (1969) 230; Lake I 255; CA 8(1969) 98-9; 
OC III 91, 97; WB 3.10.1968; WMN 7.3.1972 

SMR SW76SE14; St Ambrose Well (Site of) 
OS 6 " 1963; Couch 6; JRIC(NS)II 120; OS 
index SW76SE17; (Lane-Davies 81 refers to a 
more recent well) 
SMR SW76SE15; St Carantocus, Couch 20-1; 
JRIC(NS)II 120; XE 81; Lake I 254; Lane-
Davies 81; OS index SW76SE19 
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PLACE 
ANY 

GRID REF. REMAINS REFERENCES 
EXTANT 

Chapels 
1 Penpol 779856055 

2 Crantock 779036063 

Crosses, Cross Sites 7 

1 Penpol 

2 Trevemper 

3 Pentire 
4 Trerew 

5 Halwyn 

Medieval & Later 
1 Crantock 

2 Crantock 

3 Crantock 

4 Crantock 
5 Crantock 

6 West Pentire 
7 Trevella 

8 Trevowah 

9 Trevemper 

10 East Pentire 

11 West Pentire 
12 Treago 

Mills 
1 Trevemper 

2 Treago 

79406055 Yes 

81515972 Yes 

77656065 Yes 

81005863 Yes 

789602 

78956055 

? 

79056050 Yes 

79116044 Yes 
79146037 Yes 

77836073 
801602 to Yes 
804599 
792598 Yes 
81895984 Yes 

792613 

77646065 Yes 
78166008 ? 

81875982 Yes 

77836003 Yes 

78176010 Yes 3 Treago 

SMR SW76SE50; JRIC(NS)II 120; TA 271 
Chapel Close; Foundations noticed in 1959. 
Local inf. 
SMR SW76SE24; St Ambrose Chapel, 
JRIC(NS)II 119-120; TA 287, 817 St Ambrose 
Close; Lake I 254; NQP 337; OC III 91, 94 

SMR SW76SE17; (Base only; cross & shaft 
modern) OS 6" 1963; OS index SW76SE20; TA 
275 Cross Close; JRIC(NS)II 120; Baird; NQP 
53 
SMR SW85NW1; (Base) OS 6" 1963 Cross 
(Remains of); OS index SW85NW1; 
JRIC(NS)II 121; TA 352, 411 Cross Close; 
Baird; Lake I 256; NQP 55; Langdon 422 
SMR SW76SE51; (Base) JRIC(NS)II 121; 
Baird 
SMR SW85NW28; (Base) JRIC(NS)II 121; TA 
513 Cross Close; OS 2Vi" 1905 'Stone'; OC 
VIII 180; (NGR gives original site. Base re-
discovered at Trerew Farm) 
SMR SW76SE52; TA 128 Cross Close 

SMR SW76SE13; Collegiate Church. 
JRIC(NS)II 106-119; College (Site of) OS 6" 
1963; OS index SW76SE16; Early Tours 20 
(Leland); Borlase Ant. 387; Lake I 251, 254-5; 
H & D II 181, 183; Gilbert HS 679-680; JRIC 
VIII 55, 361; OC III 91, 97; CCG 47-8; NQP 
67-9 
SMR SW76SE26; Lazar House, JRICS(NS) V 
95-6 
SMR SW76SE53; TA 812 Old Churchyard & 
Poorhouse 
SMR SW76SE54; TA 688 Poorhouse 
SMR SW76SE55; TA 818 Site of Chapel; 
(Methodist Chapel) 
SMR SW76SE56; TA 21 Pentire Well 
SMR SW86SW68; Strip Fields, TA map 

SMR SW75NE110; Strip Fields, TA map 
SMR SW85NW29; Bridge. 7 16th cent. CBS 
105; Hend. Top. IV 45; NQP 95; H & D II 183 
SMR SW76SE57; Rabbit Warren (1810) FS 
3/901/7/1 CRO; TA 772, 776 Warren Close 
SMR SW76SE58; Old Manor House 
SMR SW76SE16; Site of Manor House, OS 6" 
1963; OS index SW76SE8; Lysons 69 

SMR SW85NW30; 1283 Trevemper Mill, 
Hend. Top. IV3; TA 465 Mill 
SMR SW76SE59; 1301 Trejagu Mill, Hend. 
Top. IV 3; OS 1813; TA 83 Site of Mill; 
PWCFC II 4 (1959-60) 163-7 
SMR SW76SE60; CG 9.10.1975; Todd/Laws 
239 
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PLACE 
ANY 

GRID REF. REMAINS REFERENCES 
EXTANT 

Industrial 
1 Crantock 
2 Crantock 

3 Crantock 
4 Halwyn 
5 Gannel 

6 Penpol 

7 Tregunnel 

PROVENANCE 

78976052 
79066039 

79006045 
79126018 
79106113 

79796080 

80526086 

OBJECT 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

PRESENT 
LOCALITY 

SMR SW76SE61; TA 696 Malthouse 
SMR SW76SE29; Whim House, Todd/Laws 
239 
SMR SW76SE30; Smithy, OS 25* 1881 
SMR SW76SE62; TA 185 Smiths Shop 
SMR SW76SE27; Smelting House, TA map; 
NQH 29-30; Toddy Laws 239 (gives wrong 
NGR) 
SMR SW76SE28; Lime Kiln, TA map; OS 25' 
1881; NQH 25; Todd/Laws 239 
SMR SW86SW69; Shipwrights Yard, TA map; 
NQP 119-123; NQH 25; CG 5.8.1976 

REFERENCES 

Miscellaneous Finds 
1 Rosecliston 
(Barrow 7) 
2 East Pentire 

3 Newquay 
(81186110) 

4 Crantock 

5 Sandy Close 

Knife-
Dagger & Urn 
Coin, 1st brass 
Severus 
Alexander 
Flint Adze 

Stocks 

Truro 

C. Woolf 
Newquay 
O.C.S. 
Church 

Urn (4 Sherds) Truro 

SMR SW85NW27/1; CA 4(1965)10-17; RIC 
Catalogue 
SMR SW76SE21; JRIC X 450; VCHR 38 

SMR SW86SW70; PPS 38(1972)268 No. 1372 
(published as St Columb Minor) 

SMR SW76SE31; NQP 73; Plaque records 
their use 
SMR SW76SE30; PWCFC II 2(1957-8)41-2; 
RIC Catalogue 

H U N D R E D OF POWDER 
18 : P A R I S H OF L U X U L Y A N (3663 acs.) 

NEIL BEAGRIE 

PLACE GRID REF. 
ANY 
REMAINS 
EXTANT 

REFERENCES 

Barrows 

1 Castilly 

2 Castilly 

3 Castilly 

4 Castilly 

5 Castilly 

03056267 

03076269 

03096271 

02836258 

02956282 

Yes 

SMR SX06SW54; 'Burrows' TA map; Thomas 
44 (diam. 70 ft); PWCFC I 36 
SMR SX06SW53; 'Burrows' TA map; Thomas 
44 (diam. 45 ft); PWCFC I 36 
SMR SX06SW52; 'Burrows' TA map; Black 
Barrow' Lanhydrock Atlas; Thomas 44 (diam. 
45 ft); PWCFC I 36 
SMR SX06SW15; 'Tumulus' OS 6" 1963; TA 
map; Thomas 44 (diam. 65 ft); PWCFC I 36 
SMR SX06SW56; CA 2(1963)47-48; Per Comm 
Prof. A.C. Thomas 
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PLACE GRID REF. 
ANY 
REMAINS 
EXTANT 

REFERENCES 

6 Castilly Ap. 029628 SMR SX06SW57; Inf. & photo P.A. Sheppard 
(Not same as No. 5) 

7 Castilly 02846300 SMR SX06SW58; PWCFC I 33 PL II 
8 Castilly Ap. 035623 SMR SX06SW59; PWCFC I 37 
9 Castilly Ap. 035623 SMR SX06SW60; As above 

10 Castilly 03166269 SMR SX06SW17; Ring Cairn, CA 15 (1976) 10 Castilly 
86-9; (Map ref. corrected) 

11 Conce Moor 03916236 SMR SX06SW19; 'Little Barrow' Lanhydrock 
Atlas 

12 Conce Moor 04246214 SMR SX06SW21; 'Cause Barrow' Lanhydrock 
Atlas 

13 Higher Menadew 035599 SMR SX05NW37; TA 1029-32 Burrow Parks 
14 Carne 05075565 SMR SX05NE89; TA 2215 Homer Cross 

Burrows 
15 Carne 05005564 SMR SX05NE89; TA 2214 Yonder Cross 

Burrows 
16 Carne 05035558 SMR SX05NE89; TA 2216 Lower Cross 

Burrows 
17 Tretharrup Ap. 035572 SMR SX05NW64; Parish bound 'A burrowe of 17 Tretharrup Ap. 035572 

Stones' Hend. Top III 147 
18 Bargus Ap.037614 SMR SX06SW61; 'Crukbargoys' Gover 407; 

1440, Hend. Top III 145 

Henge 
1 Castilly 03106274 Yes SMR SX06SW16; PWCFC 1(1954)35-40; CA 1 Castilly 

2(1963)47, 3(1964)3-14; 'Castle' TA map; Hend. 
Ill 313; A. Cwll. I 13; VCH 466; Thomas 44 

Stone Rows ? 
1 Polgoda 04326207 to SMR SX06SW43 '3 Great Stones' 1 Polgoda 

04406199 Lanhydrock Atlas 
2 Castilly 03146275 SMR SX06SW62; PWCFC I 37 

Hut Circles ? 
1 Bod wen 02766061 SMR SX06SW63; TA 856 Stonehouse Fid; 

(Possible hut circle built over since 1st visit) 
2 Prideaux 06015567 ? SMR SX05NE58/1; OS index SX05NE3 
3 Prideaux 05935582 SMR SX05NE90; Air photo E.C.L.P. (1953) 

4/50098 

Hill Forts 
1 Prideaux 05925568 Yes SMR SX05NE58; Gilbert HS I 205, II 871; 

PIA 41; DD PD 485 p.31 CRO; MDJ 1522 
(Plan) CRO; C.P.R.E. 58; Lake III 192; Borlase 
Par. Mem. 141; Hend. I l l 320; Thomas 44; OC 
VI 276; H & D II 431-2; VCH 463; OS 6" 1963 

Rounds 
1 Lwr. Menadue 039597 SMR SX05NW38; TA 1095-6, 1248-1250 

Chingear; 1633 Chingeare, Hend. Top III 145 
2 Lwr. Gready 06955615 SMR SX05NE91; TA 2035 Pulkerrow 
3 Trevanny 05245688 Yes? SMR SX05NE54; TA 2445 Castle Park; Air 3 Trevanny 

photo E.C.L.P. (1968) 4/2711; ? Thomas 44 
4 Prideaux 05465598 SMR SX05NE51; TA 2231 Round Close, 2234 

Lwr. Round Close; OS index SX05NE15 
5 Trescoll Ap. 032618 SMR SX06SW64; 'Kerris' Lanhydrock Atlas 
6 Trevanny 05065691 SMR SX05NE86; Air photo E.C.L.P. (1968) 6 Trevanny 

4/2711 

Round Fields 
1 Newgate Ap. 036621 SMR SX065SW18; TA 314 The Round 
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PLACE 
ANY 

GRID REF. REMAINS REFERENCES 
EXTANT 

2 Penhale 

3 Bodiggo 
4 Whitehouse 

Ap. 042604 

04265874 
07125541 

SMR SX06SW40; TA 7%, 1100,1102 Round 
Downs 
SMR SX05NW39; TA 1440 Round Park 
SMR SX05NE64; TA 2357 Round Moor 

Lan 
1 Luxulyan 05215806 Yes SMR SX05NE92; 1280 Luxulian, 1335 

Lansulyan, Gover 407; Essays 61; Hend. Top 
III 144; JRIC(NS) III 313 

Holy Well 
1 Churchtown 05265803 Yes SMR SX05NE29; 'St Syors Well' Lanhydrock 

Atlas; JRIQNS) III 315; DCNQ X X I 313; OC 
VI 277; Couch 58-60; Lake III, 188; C.P.R.E. 
61; Essays 61; Lane-Davies 74; JJR; CCG 127; 
OS 25" 1907 

Chapels 
1 Prideaux Ap. 056562 SMR SX05NE50; TA 2230 Chapel Close, 2277 

Church Park; Hend. Ill 320 
2 Ponts Mill ? Ap. 073562 SMR SX05NE93; c. 1200 Hermitage of 

Baldwin's Bridge in Manor of Bodwithgy, 
JRIC(NS) III 292, 295 

3 Savath Ap. 028611 SMR SX06SW25; TA 433 Perran's Meadow, 
424-5, 430 Church Parks 

1 Three Stiles was 03896076? Yes SMR SX05NE30; JRIC(NS) III 315; VCH 
now 05185806 45 pi vii, 48; Lake III 188; Baird; DCNQ 

XXVIII 35; Langdon 64; Essays 62; TA 772-4, 
782-3 Cross Pks. 

2 Trevellion was 704026123 Yes SMR SX06SW49; JRIC(NS) III 315; Essays 
Lane End now 03196132 62; Hend. Ill 321; Baird; Lake III 188; 

Langdon 81-2, 423; DCNQ XXVIII 36 
3 Conce Moor 04246214 SMR SX06SW65; JRIC(NS) III 315; Lake III 

188; Hend. I l l 321-2; Parish bounds 1613, 
Hend. Top III 147; Baird; DCNQ XXVIII 36; 
(Recorded in use as gatepost at TYevellion by 
Henderson. Since lost) 

4 Methrose was Ap.052566 Yes SMR SX05NE55; JRIC(NS) III 315; Langdon 
now 10155120 65; Lake III 188; Hend. Ill 326; DCNQ 

XXVIII 36; (Now at Menabilly in Tywardreath 
parish. Local inf. base moved to Luxulyan 
Church) 

5 Challow 04885852 SMR SX05NW48; 1633 Houg Cross, Hend. 
Cross Top III 145; Lanhydrock Atlas; Cross' OS 

1813; Crossy Field, DDR 5271/2 CRO; TA 
1627-8, 1634-6 Crossy Parks 

6 Bodwen 03156070 SMR SX06SW66; Lanhydrock Atlas; TA 
874-5, 883 Cross Parks 

7 Atwell Ap. 052586 SMR SX05NE26; Cross Park, Lanhydrock Ap. 052586 
Atlas 

8 Hr. Menadew 033597 SMR SX05NW36; TA 1049 Cross Park 
9 Rosemelling Ap. 045571 SMR SX05NW43; TA 1899, 2112-3 Cross Rosemelling Ap. 045571 

Parks 
10 Castilly 02936305 SMR SX06SW67; White Pitts Cross, 

Lanhydrock Atlas 
11 Castilly 02956295 SMR SX06SW68; High Cross, Lanhydrock 

Atlas 
12 Prideaux 05905613 Yes SMR SX05NE94; Pevsner 146 

(A cross in the vicarage garden at 05125820 is Trewane's Cross from St Kew parish, JJR, SMR 
SX05NE95) 

2il 



PLACE 
ANY 

GRID REF. REMAINS REFERENCES 
EXTANT 

Medieval & Later 
1 Bod wen 
2 Prideaux 
3 Atwell 
4 Luxulyan 

5 Trevellion 
6 Conce 

7 Luxulyan 

8 Prideaux 

9 Methrose 

10 Lwr. Menadue 

03186054 
05605579 
05305829 
05405782 

04426123 
04006180 

05205804 & 
05205809 

05825586 

05055631 

03835933 

Yes 

Yes 
9 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

SMR SX06SW69; TA 949 Pound 
SMR SX05NE63; TA 2240 Pound 
SMR SX05NE28; TA 1962 Pound Md. 
SMR SX05NE31; TA 1970 Manor Pound; OC 
VI 277 
SMR SX06SW70; TA 691 Manor Pound 
SMR SX06SW71; 1613 Cawnce, Gover III 408 
(Causeway); Contsbridge, OS 1813; TA 558 
Conce Field 
SMR SX05NE96 & 97; TA 2007 Almshouses; 
Lake III 188; (In two groups) 

SMR SX05NE57; Manor House, Lake III 190; 
OC VI 276; Hend. I l l 320; Pevsner 146 
SMR SX05NE53; Med. Hall-House, Chesher 
30-1, 77, 86; Lake III 192; Hend. Ill 325; 
C.P.R.E. 68; OS 6" 1908; Country Life 
13.4.1961; Pevsner 118 
SMR SX05NW65; Mullions & clomb oven in 
farmhouse 

11 Ennis 

12 Ponts Mill 

13 Ponts Mill 

02636216 Yes 

Ap. 073562 

Ap. 073562 

14 Lavrean Bridge 03175913 

Mills 
1 Woodmill 

2 Rock Mill 

06805539 

05635693 

Yes 

Yes 

3 Prideaux 
4 Rosemelling 

5 Gattys Mill 

Ap. 058559 
Ap. 049574 

05485791 

6 Bridges 04825811 Yes 

7 Bridges 

8 Lwr. Menadue 

Industrial 

1 Bridges 

2 Luxulyan 

3 Bodigg 
4 Bodigg 

Ap. 048581 

03915941 Yes 

04725806 

Ap. 055579? 

04375871 ? 
04465876 
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SMR SX06SW14; Quaker Burial Ground, Lake 
III 195; TA 299 Chapel & Burial Ground 
SMR SX05NE98; ? 1200 Baldwin's Bridge, 
JRIC(NS) III 295; CBS 82 
SMR SX05NE99; CBS 82; (Two bridges found 
in 1835. One clapper, one arched) 
SMR SX05NW66; c.1200 Stone Bridge of 
Menedu, CBS 81; OC III 318; (Parish 
boundary) 

SMR SX05NE101; TA 2349, 2350 Mill; WB 
26.7.1844; OS 25" 1882 
SMR SX05NE102; TA 2419 Mill; DD TF 893 
CRO; DD CN 882B CRO; ? DD R 2682-4/2550 
CRO 
SMR SX05NE103 Hend. Top III 145, (1633) 
SMR SX05NW67; 1296 Rosemelyn juxta 
Blakemor, Gover III 409; Hend. Top III 145 
SMR SX05NE104; OS 1813; Greenwood; TA 
1975 Gattys Mill; DDR 2682-4/2550 CRO; DD 
TF 869 CRO; ? DD CN 882B CRO 
SMR SX05NW49; 1200 Relidan Molend, 1633 
Relidden Mill, Hend. Top III 145-6; DD TF 
866-870 CRO; Lanhydrock Atlas; DD CF 
1681/1682-3/1689-92 CRO; TA 1647 Mill (TA 
1632, 1629, 1936, 1945 Mill Parks) 
SMR SX05NW68; DD CF 1681/1682-3/1689-92 
CRO 
SMR SX05NW69; Bone Mill, Local inf. 

SMR SX05NW70; Streamworks, DD TF 861 
CRO 
SMR SX05NE105; Stamping MiU, DDR 2683-4 
CRO 
SMR SX05NW71; TA 1445 Tanyard 
SMR SX05NW72; TA 1466 Old Tanyard 



PLACE GRID REF. 
ANY 
REMAINS 
EXTANT 

REFERENCES 

5 Penrose 04205715 
6 Luxulyan 05145815 Yes 
7 Bridges 04805801 Yes 
8 Conce 04166163 Yes 
9 Little Trevellion 03946103 Yes 

10 Luxulyan Ap. 055579 

11 Lockengate 03186133 Yes 
12 Ponts Mill 07315617 Yes 

to 07145523 
13 Rock Valley 05625720 Yes 

14 Luxulyan 05625720 Yes 
to 03395855 

15 Whitehouse Ap. 069553 

16 Great Prideaux 05805587 Yes 
17 Lavrean 037587 Yes 

18 Savath 020613 Yes 

19 Bodiggo 04415870 Yes 

SMR SX05NW73; TA 1886 Tanhouse Md. 
SMR SX05NE106; TA 2003 Blacksmiths 
SMR SX05NW74; TA 1817 Blacksmiths 
SMR SX06SW72; TA 572 Smiths Shop 
SMR SX06SW73; TA 651 Blacksmiths 
SMR SX05NE62; TA 2018, 2046 Blowing 
House Moor 
SMR SX06SW50; TA 502 Toll House 
SMR SX05NE77; TA 2368 Canal; Mines 
XIV 27; Todd/Laws 119, 133 
SMR SX05NE66; Treffry Viaduct, Lake III 
193-4; C.P.R.E. 37; Mines XIV 27; Todd/Laws 
233 
SMR SX05NE107; Tramway, Mines XIV 27 

SMR SX05NE108; 18th cent. Woollens 
Factory, Lake III 196 
SMR SX05NE109; Horse Gear, OC VII 446 
SMR SX05NW76; 12th cent. Tin Works, OC 
III 318; DD CN 2763 CRO 
SMR SX06SW74; Hartley Iron, Tin & China 
Clay Works, Trevithick Soc. Newsletter 5; 
RCG 4.4.1874; Barton Clay 128, 175 
SMR SX05NW77; Round House, Local inf. 

PROVENANCE OBJECT 
PRESENT 
LOCALITY REFERENCES 

Miscellaneous Finds 
1 Broadwater Moor 2 Bronze SMR SX05NW50; SWE 104; Hencken 165; 

Cauldrons VCHR 37; G.M.(1795)II 561 & plate; WMN 
2.2.1973 

2 Colcerrow Bronze Exeter SMR SX05NE59; Hencken 302; CA 11 
Palstave (1972) 82 

3 Castilly Arrow Head SMR SX06SW75; Hend. Ill 313 
4 Bodiggo Wooden Truro(2) SMR SX05NW78; G.M.(1975)II 561; Lake III 

(Bodwithgie) & Shovels 196; RIC Catalogue 
Broadwater Moor 

5 Castilly Cannon Balls SMR SX06SW76; Hend. Ill 313 
6 Prideaux Flints SMR SX05NE2; Hend. Ill 320; Inf. Mr 

(Hill Fort 1) Thomas, Prideaux Farm 
7 Prideaux Sherd (SW/B) Truro SMR SX05NE58/3; N. Beagrie 

(Hill Fort 1) 
8 Prideaux Granite Finder SMR SX05NE110; Mr Thomas, Prideaux 

(Hill Fort 1) Hammer Farm 
9 Prideaux Sling Stones Finder SMR SX05NE58/4; Mr Thomas, Prideaux 

(Hill Fort 1) 
Sling Stones 

Farm 
10 Luxulyan Flint Flakes Plymouth SMR SX05NE70; Ply. Mus. Catalogue 

72.24.71/72 
11 Savath Arrow Head Plymouth SMR SX06SW77; Ply. Mus. Catalogue 

(Leaf Shaped) 72.24.73 
12 Little Innisvath Flints Finder SMR SX06SW26; Mr Elliot, Little Innisvath 
13 Polgoda Granite Penzance SMR SX06SW78; Axes IV 260 No. 905 13 Polgoda 

Axe-Hammer 
14 Bodiggo Stone Axe Finder SMR SX05NW79; Mrs Ashton, Bodiggo Farm 
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P R O V E N A N C E OBJECT 
PRESENT 
LOCALITY REFERENCES 

15 Prideaux Flint Scraper SMR SX05NE67; PPSEA 2(1916-7)460 
16 Savath Flints Finder SMR SX06SW79; Mr Trudgian, Savath Farm 
17 Atwell Stone Axe Finder SMR SX05NE111; Mr Hawkins, P.O. 

Luxulyan 
18 Trevellion Inscribed (Barn ?) SMR SX06SW80; Hend. I l l 322 

Stone 
19 Trevellion Carved Trevellion SMR SX06SW81; Hend. I l l 321 

Stonework 
20 Prideaux Cupped Stone 05915566 SMR SX05NE112; Local Inf. 

(Hill Fort 1) 
Cupped Stone 

21 Bodiggo Clay Pipes Finder SMR SX05NW80; Mrs Ashton, Bodiggo Farm 
22 Atwell Clay Pipes Finder SMR SX05NE113; Mr Hawkins, P.O. Clay Pipes 

Luxulyan 

Author's address: 10 Boldventure Close, Bethel, St Austell 

214 



CORNISH ARCHAEOLOGY NO. 20 1981 

Recent work of the Cornwall Committee 
for Rescue Archaeology 

Round at Gweek SW 70452620 
CCRA watched whilst small water pipes, to be used for watering cattle, were 

dug through the rampart and ditch of this remarkably well preserved Round. The 
earthwork consists of a sub-circular revetted field hedge enclosing an area 66 x 60 m. 
The fossilised rampart stands 1.6 m on the inside, and the ditch on the outside has 
been filled in and now appears as a level area adjacent to the plough encroached 
rampart. The machine trenches were only 0.5 m deep and did not reach the bottom of 
the ditch. From the two trenches that cut the earthwork it was possible to ascertain 
that the ditch was steep sided and 2.5 m wide at the top and the rampart, composed of 
loose shillet dug from the ditch, was approximately 3.0 m wide at the base. The 
rampart lay on top of an ill defined OLS with subsoil beneath. No other features or 
finds were recorded. The Round is a Scheduled Ancient Monument. 
Site at Boderwennack, Wendron Water Treatment Works SW 67853070 

In August 1976, the South West Water Authority provided CCRA with a 
colour aerial photograph, taken during the summer drought, of an area of land 
adjacent to their Wendron works that they intended to develop. The photograph 
showed quite clearly a circular cropmark approximately 5-7 m wide which enclosed an 
area 80-90 m in diameter. The circular feature lay to the north of a right-angled 
straight sided linear mark that crossed several fields close by. In view of the threat of 
development the Ancient Monuments Labratory, DOE, carried out a Magnetometer 
survey in March 1978. The results were confusing, showing instead a series of parellel 
features, that are probably the remains of destroyed hedges, several lengths of curving 
ditch and other anomalies. Nothing corresponded with the cropmark. An excavation 
had been planned but the SWWA amended their plans by developing a smaller area 
and the results from the magnetometer survey were enigmatic. A watching bripf, 
whilst a small part of the 'site' was stripped for the water works extension, revealed 
nothing identifiable on the air photograph and the geophysical survey. Only a limitec 
area was to be dug away completely and so the area remains largely intact. No finds 
were recorded. 
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Crantock SW 78946054 
Re-deposited human bones representing perhaps twenty individuals have 

been collected from a building site near the churchyard and are now being examined by 
Dr Frank Turk. These bones are only the latest in a succession of finds from both 
inside and outside the area of the old churchyard as shown on the Tithe Map. (The 
largest churchyard in Cornwall). The importance of the site, a monastery at the time of 
the Domesday Book, is emphasised in a local tradition recorded by Roscarrock in the 
late sixteenth century, that Crantock had had seven churchyards, each with a stone 
like an altar. 

The present churchyard takes up only one quarter of the presumed original 
cemetery and cist burials were found in 1974 by Mary Irwin when a waterpipe line was 
cut to the new vicarage through part of the abandoned churchyard. A survey has now 
been made of slight earthworks within the abandoned churchyard which may relate to 
the Collegiate Church or the Celtic Monastery or to the needs of an unusally large 
cemetery. A full report is being prepared. 
St Piran's Oratory SW 76855639 

CCRA supevised the unfortunate but necessary reburying of this important 
and well-known early chapel. The protective concrete bunker was filled with sand 
through the skylights, before the roof was demolished. This was done by hand because 
a machine might have caused damage to the oratory walls through vibration. The 
bunker walls were removed down to just above the oratory walls; the rubble was 
buried in the excavations which provided the sand that was heaped over the oratory to 
a minimum depth of six feet. The sand was extracted well away from the site and the 
resulting 'sand dune' has been planted with marram grass by the local Scout Troop. A 
scatter of bones was revealed on the western side of the oratory when the grass was 
scraped away for contouring the site. A large granite slab has now been placed on top 
of the dune to mark and commemorate the site. The small Latin cross that formerly 
stood on top of the bunker has been removed to Perranzabuloe church where a suitable 
explanatory note has been placed beside it; Although now invisible, the site is now 
safer than it has been since it was uncovered in the last century. 

Clay Dry at Trethowel SX 01325360 
Following a survey of archaeological sites on ECLP & Co Ltd land by CCRA, 

we were asked to record the Higher Ninestones Clay Dry that the company intended 
to demolish. This dry is reputed to have been the largest in Cornwall and is one of 
several such buildings along the valley North of St Austell. Richard Bell surveyed the 
building for CCRA, and ECLP & Co Ltd kindly supplied a photographer to record 
details of interest. A full report on the structure is being prepared. 

Cornwall Committee for Rescue Archaeology 
Old County Hall 
Station Road 
Truro. 

Nicholas Johnson 
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Excavations 1980 

POLDOWR IAN, ST KEVERNE SW 749169 
Three areas were investigated between 20 April and 25 June 1980 to extend 

information produced by the extensive surface collection of the owner of the farm, 
Peter Hadley. The excavations were part of a wider project undertaken jointly by the 
Cornwall Archaeological Society and the Central Excavation Unit of the DOE. 

The first area was that of the Beaker mound excavated by Daphne Harris with 
members of the Cornwall Archaeological Society in 1978. It was hoped that further 
excavations might show up traces of settlement associated with the mound. However, 
geophysical survey and trial excavations produced no evidence of such settlement, 
supporting the theory that the mound, with its burnt stones and charcoal, represented 
merely a very temporary cooking place. 

The second area was one shown by the surface collection of Mr Hadley to be a site of 
mainly Mesolithic date. It was centred around a rock outcrop on a slight prominence 
by a small valley with a permanent spring-fed stream. Although the surface collection 
covered an area of c. 100 m in diameter, excavations showed that, after only two recent 
ploughings, undisturbed occupation horizon survived over an area of c. 20 m diameter 
only. Water sieving of the excavated soil produced a large quantity of microliths, 
dominated by small lanceolate and convex-backed pieces suggesting a late Mesolithic 
date possibly in the fifth millennium. The amount of microlithic waste present, 
particularly the relatively high proportion of microburins to microliths, suggests that 
this was a manufactory site perhaps producing microliths for use in flint-free inland 
areas. Pebble tools were also a significant item in the site assemblage, including 
quartz hammerstones, quartzite choppers and elongated pebbles with wear-signs 
including end bevelling, end chipping, and longitudinal and latitudinal scratching 
suggesting a variety of usages. The buried occupation horizon produced carbonised 
hazel-nut shells amongst other charcoal. This horizon was cut by three pits which 
produced one Neolithic foliate arrow-head and a quantity of hand-made possibly 
round-based Neolithic pottery of gabbroic fabric. 

The third area excavated was a hut circle which had previously been partly 
excavated by Mr Hadley. This proved to be a round house with stone-faced walls 
nearly two metres thick, having its entrance on the south-east protected by a porch; a 
cobbled area surrounded the hut. The site produced few finds, mainly pebbles and 
waste flint flakes, but two large well preserved sherds of Trevisker Type 2 cord-
impressed ware were imbedded in the old land surface of the occupation. Charcoal 
from the hut floor should give a radiocarbon date to confirm this, and it is hoped that 
pollen analysis of the buried soil horizon under the wall will provide a picture of the 
contemporary environment. It is of special interest that the round house was 
structurally associated with a hitherto undated series of small irregular fields defined 
by lines of boulders; the excavation should therefore shed some light on the 
environment of a settlement and associated field system in the Middle Bronze Age. 

25 Park View, & Fort Cumberland, Daphne Harris 
Truro Portsmouth George Smith 



EXCAVATIONS AT LITTLE BAY, ST MARTINS (Fig. 76) 
Further excavations were carried out in October 1980 on the Bronze Age and 

Iron Age settlement at Little Bay, St Martins. Coastal erosion has caused further 
collapse of buildings previously excavated by Miss S.A. Butcher in 1974. High tides 
then prevented the full recovery of deposits from Building 2 so the opportunity was 
taken to explore the sequence down to natural rabb and to investigate the broader 
nature of the settlement. Part of the site lies beneath sea sand and boulders and, above 
the 'cliffs', a deep sand dune. Work was restricted therefore to clearing the beach and 
making a limited cut into the dune; to avoid accelerating erosion only superficial 
excavation of levels beneath the dune was made. No further work on Building 3, 
situated 30 m north, was undertaken. 

The full exent of Building 2 was established. Its remarkable sequence of 
stratified levels was a consequence of those levels subsiding into an earlier pit 
containing large boulders and charcoal. The west wall of the building was constructed 
partly over the pits fill. Preserved in Building 2 were radial division walls with 
orthostats, a cupboard, and a succession of hearths. Its west wall, preserved to a 
height of 1 m, had been rebuilt following a build-up of midden material and hill-washed 
deposits. Later deposits against the west side were cut by a drain and sealed by a field 
wall butted against the house. 

Possibly contemporary with the rebuilding of Building 2 was the construction 
of a D-shaped annexe (Building 4) with a door on its south side, suggesting that it 
communicated with another circular house (Building 5) situated to the south and lying 
unexcavated beneath the dune. Both the annexe and the unexcavated house were 
approached via a passage from the east; the entrance into the passage, together with 
its door-step and door-pivot, was preserved. The passage appears to have led south 
and possibly connected with Building 1 excavated in 1974, and towards another 
circular house, Building 6, much scoured by sea-action but with its south and west 
walls preserved. This house was of two phases — at a later date it was reduced in size 
by a wall constructed against its west side. 

L I T T L E BAY, ST. M A R T I N S Inter im plan 



A fairly large quantity of pottery, still awaiting processing, came from 
deposits sealed beneath the dune, together with animal bones and mollusc. The 
pottery, in a predominantly coarse, quartz-tempered grey fabric is of Bronze Age 
tradition. A few Bronze Age sherds with cord impressed decoration were also 
recovered. 

The site at Little Bay was discovered and partly excavated by the O'Neils in 
1952. The plan of their excavation, shows almost the complete western half of a 
'circular' house with an entrance to the north, a large stone bowl and, slightly further 
north, a capped drain alongside a short length of wall. Unfortunately a location map 
was not preserved, but the detailed nature of the plan makes it possible to identify the 
circular house as Building 6 and the short length of wall as possibly the entrance to 
Building 2. The stone bowl, lying shattered and scattered by wave action was also 
found. 

Central Excavation Unit, David S. Neal 
Fortress House, 
Savile Row, 
London W.l. 

HALLIGEY FOGOU, TRELOWARREN 
Halligey fogou, most recently described by Christie (1979, 191), is a large and 

complex example of its type. Constructed of dry-stone walling and massive capstones, 
it is now entirely subterranean and consists of: 
1. A main curving passage, 4 ft wide and 6 ft high, orientated north east/south 

west, and over 55 ft long. This terminates against natural rock at its south/west 
end, just beyond a so-called stumbling block. 

2. A short 'creep' passage running south from the south west end of the curved 
passage. 

3. A straight passage running north-south and measuring 28 ft long, 5.5 ft wide, 
and 6 ft high. This is connected to the curved passage by a well-constructed 
doorway, 3 ft high and 2.25 ft wide. 

4. Two further straight sections, extending north from the straight passage via a 
well-built doorway, becoming progressively narrower and lower until finally 
opening (according to antiquarian sources) into the ditch of a surrounding 
enclosure. 

The extent of the work at Halligey is being deliberately limited to that generally 
required as a prelude to maintenance repairs. The principal aim of the 1980 
excavations was to clear the collapsed southern end of the straight passage. This 
involved more work than predicted in that the passage was shown to have extended 
some 15 ft further south, had been largely robbed in Post-Medieval times, and had 
been completely back-filled with rubble and soil. This backfill had been revetted within 
the passage by a rough drystone wall. 

The construction trench fill and western lower courses of the robbed section 
survived and demonstrated that this section of passage was of a separate, narrower 
build (2 ft wide) than the upstanding structure. The base sloped up some 3.5 ft from 
the mouth of the upstanding structure to within about 4.25 ft of the contemporary 
ground surface. The construction technique had involved excavating a trench, 
building the passage, and then both backfilling the trench and adding an overburden 
of about 3 ft over the natural ground surface. Reasonable quantities of pottery were 
recovered, mainly from the post-robbing backfill but also some of the construction 
trenches, suggesting a late Iron Age/early Roman date for the building of this section. 
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An area opened but unexcavated above the robbed section revealed at least ore 
posthole, from above which came a sherd of Samian ware. 

Limited examination of the field boundary running across the northern end of the 
fogou tended to confirm that it was originally an earthwork associated with the fogou. 
The field boundary running south across the fogou was clearly later. 

Work proposed for 1981 will include examination of the relationship between the 
robbed section and the rest of the fogou, the removal of the rest of the backfill layers, 
examination of any archaeological layers surviving within the fogou, and a limited 
examination of the northern 'exit' from the structure. 
Ref: Christie, P.M., 1979 Cornish souterrains in the light of recent research 

Bulletin No 16 of the Institute of Archaeology, 187-213 

Department of the Environment, W. Startin 
Fortress House, 
23 Savile Row, 
London W1X 2HE 

LAUNCESTON CASTLE 
The principal objective in 1980 was an examination of the Great Hall, identified the 

previous year. It is known that in its later years the building served as the Assize Hall 
until its demolition in the early 17th century and the erection of a new Assize Hall in 
the town. The stone-built hall belongs to the mid-13th century reconstruction of the 
castle by Richard, Earl of Cornwall. It is clearly en suite with the large kitchen 
excavated some years ago {CA, 9, 1970). In 1337 it was described as a hall with two 
cellars with the implication that it was on the first-floor and a stone internal projection 
which may have carried a first floor wall fire-place still survives. John Norden's 
drawing of the castle in about 1584 suggests that it was a two storey building. 

The last traces of the 17th century demolition rubble were removed. The sequence of 
events prior to the final spread of heavy rubble over the interior and the robbed out 
wall lines began with the use of the south end for some quasi-industrial purpose 
following the partial demolition of the hall. A cob wall associated with this use had 
been constructed across the hall probably on the line of the former screens. The initial 
demolition clearly involved unroofing the hall and the melting of lead in small hearths 
on the floor which was much scorched. However the east wall was left standing to 
some height but along the west wall even the foundations were robbed out for much of 
their length. 

The floor surface of the hall showed much use and patching with clay and spreads of 
mortar. Associated with these floor surfaces were two lines of post holes for squared 
uprights close to the inner faces of the east and west sides which were probably to 
support benching against the main walls. Some of the post holes had their filling 
sealed by mortar spreads of the floor surface. One of these contained a half-penny of 
Edward 1 in good condition and minted in 1280. Below the floor surfaces was a thin 
dirty layer associated with bowl hearths and areas of scorching over a level surface of 
hard yellow clay and slate fragments. 

Whether or not the lower floor surface belongs to an earlier hall on the same site has 
to be established next year. The internal benching and a large open hearth towards the 
high (North) end suggest a ground floor hall as the original form of the 13th century 
building. The description of the hall in 1337 suggests strongly that by then it had 
become a first floor hall. Archaeologically it is possible to see the internal projection 
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from the east wall encroaching upon the line of benching and serving as the base for a 
first floor fireplace. The fact that the benching seems to have gone out of use by about 
1300, if the coin evidence is sufficient to go by, suggests that this may be a 
remodelling of the hall during the Earldom of Edmund, son of Richard. 

Built against the west wall of the hall is a rectangular building whose ground floor 
was sub-divided by a timber partition. It was built on steeply sloping ground close to 
the back of the bailey rampart and appears to have been built on a considerable make-
up of material. It is tempting to identify this building as 'the Council house next to the 
hall', mentioned in an account of 1464. There are other buildings further to the north 
much cut away and disturbed by comparatively modern features such as pits and yet 
another burial of the 18 th century gaol period. 

The large 18th century pit which occupies the north west corner of the excavated 
area remains a mystery. Part of its filling was removed to show that it had a level 
bottom cut into the bed rock and straight sides. This and its great size (only a portion 
of its total extent is known) suggest the preliminary site works for a substantial 
building never to be started. In the sides of the cut can be seen the traces of various 
stone foundations including the stumps of the north western corner of the Great Hall. 
Remarkably, a corner of an early Medieval stone-built cellar still remains in the side of 
the cut, close to the end of the Great Hall. 

The 18th century pit and other modern disturbances of the site indicate many earlier 
features, including stone walls, below the Great Hall floor. They also show the 
extensive terracing and levelling which had to be done from the earliest period of the 
castle's occupation in order to adapt this steeply sloping site for the many buildings 
which were required. 

Department of the Environment Andrew Saunders 

COLLIFORD RESERVOIR, BODMIN MOOR 
Tin Mill SX 177713 

A second season of work was carried out on the mill and adjacent areas during the 
month of July 1980. This season, and the work on the tin mill and the Stuffle enclosure 
in 1979, result from the programme initiated by Frances Griffith in 1977-8 (CA 18, 
1979, 56) in advance of the flooding of the valley. 

Within the mill structure, a neat rectangular slot was found against the north gable 
wall, at the base of the pit which is assumed to have contained stamping machinery. 
This was probably a setting for a wooden framework to support the stamps. Some 
probable ore fragments were also recovered from this area. 

At least two phases of channels within the mill, leading from the stamps area, were 
confirmed by the excavation of one which had been blocked off at some time but which 
originally ran along the inside face of the east wall of the mill, through the entrance, 
and then round the butt end of the east wall. Considerable quantities of pottery were 
recovered from that part of the channel outside the mill. A single clay pipe bowl of the 
early 17th century was recovered from material lying over stones from the east wall 
which had collapsed into the channel. 

South of the mill, excavations were extended southwards to investigate a terraced 
area with an apparently artificial depression. A long narrow pit, gently sloping and 
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with a rough stone lining to its sides, was found, and is interpreted as a 'buddle' or 
settling pit for concentrating crushed tin ore. There was evidence to suggest that its 
base may once have been slate-lined. 

The two main leats passing by and beyond the west side of the mill were excavated 
southwards. The lower one appeared to lead into the openwork while the upper may 
once have been carried across the openwork. Both leats showed evidence of phases of 
recutting and relining including at least one well-defined episode of clay lining, 
possibly associated with wooden shuttering. 

Pottery, as in 1979, was abundant. Green-glazed wares were more frequent and 
much of the material seems to be of 15th and 16th century date. A horseshoe, buckle 
(?), and sickle blade were among several badly corroded iron objects found, besides 
nails of several different types. Two perforated fragments of copper alloy are likely to 
be parts of grates or sieves for grading ore particles. They are similar to larger pieces 
found in 1979. 

Department of Geography, David Austin 
University College, Lampeter & Tom Greeves 
3 Dinneford Street, 
Thorverton, Exeter 
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SHORT NOTES 

Fig. 77 
Cow Point, Tresco. x 'A. 

A Prehistoric Vessel from Cow Point, 
Tresco, Isles of Scilly 

During a visit to TVesco in May 1980, a 
small prehistoric vessel was found in the 
old ground surface exposed below the 
sand-dunes west of Cow Point SV 892134. 
The vessel was upright in the ground and 
the rim was the first part of it to be seen. 
However, despite careful excavation, 
there was no indication of a pit or any 
other archaeological feature in which the 
pot had stood. The pot was filled with the 
same black sandy soil as the old ground 
surface and although this was later 
carefully emptied and sieved, it did not 
contain anything. It must be assumed 
that the pot had tumbled out of its 
archaeological context and was only 
fortuitously found in an upright position. 

Except for a small piece of the rim and 
the whole of the bottom of the base, the 
pot was complete when found although it 
subsequently broke on drying. (The draw-
ing (Fig. 77) gives the false impression of 
a foot-ring to the base; originally this 
would have been solid). The black exterior 
surface had been smoothed and it has a 
dark brown core and interior surface. The 
fabric was granitic with the largest grits 
up to 2 mm diameter. On the basis of 
fabric and vessel form, it is suggested 
that this pot is of a Late Bronze Age or 
Early Iron Age date, although no close 
parallels have been found. 

24 Crown Street, 
Newark, Notts. 

John Samuels 
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Some Second Century AD Finds 
From Widemouth Bay 

Widemouth Bay near Bude is one of the 
areas where coastal erosion has been 
actively continuing for a considerable 
time and in the 1960s the sea attacked a 
site in the vicinity of Widemouth Brook 
(SS 198205). In 1964 seven pieces of 
pottery and some bone fragments were 
found by Dr P.D. Wood (Wood 1965), the 
find spot being destroyed soon after. 
These finds were dated AD 120 or later 
by Professor A.C. Thomas as they 
contained a sherd which, from his 
description, seems to be from a rough-
cast beaker similar to the types Gillam 
72-76 (Gillam 1970). These rough-cast 
beakers were produced in the Rhineland 
and Gallia Belgica as well as in Britain 
and have been found in Northern Britain 
in contexts dated AD 80-200. Beakers of 
a similar type have been found in 
Cornwall at Carvossa (Douch and Beard 
1970) and Kilhallon (Carlyon 1976) and 
have been examined by Dr Kevin T. 
Greene who considered that two of them 
were probably of a Colchester fabric and 
the others were probably imported. 

In 1969 Mr C.S. North picked up two 
sherds of samian (Fig. 78) in the same 
vicinity. He gave them to Mr H.L. Douch 
of the County Museum, Truro, who sent 
them to Miss Brenda Dickinson. She has 
kindly supplied the following informa-
tion: 'The two fragments are from a bowl 
of form 37, Central Gaulish, with the 
large stamp PATERNFE retrograde (die 
5a) used by Paternus V of Lezoux on 
decorated ware. Only] FE retrograde 
survives. The bowl has a winding scroll 
with the leaf ROGERS H29 and a 
striated scroll-tie. Both these and the 
ring-tongued ovolo appear regularly in his 
work. Paternus's stamps are common on 
Hadrian's Wall, but do not appear on the 
Antonine Wall. This and his decorated 
bowls suggest a date c. AD 165-200'. 

Antonine samian has also been found at 
Carvossa and Kilhallon, one of the sherds 
from Carvossa being from a bowl (DR 37) 
which Miss Dickinson considers to have 
been by an associate of the Paternus V 
group of Lezoux. Small quantities of 
Antonine samian have also been found at 
Porth Godrevy (Fowler 1962), Grambla 
(Saunders 1972), Carn Euny (Christie 
1978) and Trethurgy (Mrs H. Quinnell 
pers. comm.) 

Along with the samian Mr North also 
found part of stone bowl and some other 
pottery. The Rev B. Clarke examined the 
bowl which he says is made from a quartz-
porphyry of a type that was used until the 
end of the middle ages for building and 
carving and which occurs as a dyke rock 
in Cornwall in and around the granite. It 
is difficult to determine the angle or size 
of the bowl but the diameter was 
probably in excess of 30 cm. Stone bowls 
are a common artifact of the Roman 
period in Cornwall (Hirst, P. W.C.F.C. and 
Bid well 1980). The collection of pottery 
contained fragments of the base of two, or 
possibly three, gabbroic jars and four 
wall sherds. There were several other 
sherds which appeared to be of possible 
Roman date which were sent to Paul 
Bidwell. He reported that four sherds 
were of Mediaeval or Post-Mediaeval 
date, a fifth could be a sherd of a Roman 
flagon but seemed rather too highly fired 
and gritty, so could also be Mediaeval or 
Post-Mediaeval, and there was a rim 
sherd from a flat-rimmed Black 
Burnished Ware bowl with abraded sur-
faces. The profile of this bowl was closest 
to Type 60.1. (Bidwell forthcoming) and 
was dated to the mid to late second 
century. Black Burnished wares of this 
date are also found at Carvossa, Kilhallon 
and on several other Cornish sites. The 
remaining sherds were not of South 
Devon granitic fabric (fabric 5 EAR IV) 
but from a burnt gabbroic vessel. The 
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incidence of gabbroic pottery so far from 
the Lizard is of some interest, though 
gabbroic pottery of Iron Age date was 
found at Embury Beacon (P.P.S. 1974) 
and in a Roman military context at 
Martinhoe, N. Devon (Fox and Ravenhill 
1966). 

Finds of Roman material in Cornwall 
have formerly been thought to show a 
bias towards the first, late third and 
fourth centuries, but perhaps these 
examples begin to show a gradual ac-
cumulation of evidence for a more stable 
economy and more settled relationship 
with the rest of Britannia after the 
conquest period than has previously been 
envisaged. 

The nature and extent of the site that 

produced this material is unknown. Sea 
defences have been constructed in order 
to try to arrest the erosion and it is 
difficult to tell whether anything remains 
or whether the site has now been com-
pletely destroyed by the sea. 
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