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The large-scale field-systems, ubiquitous across upland and marginal parts of

the Yorkshire Dales, are insecurely dated and poorly understood.  Apart from

some sporadic academic interest,  the archaeology of  this region has yet  to

receive the level of scholarly attention it deserves.

The research presented here involved an intensive investigation of  an area

near Grassington, Upper Wharfedale, UK.  Detailed field analysis revealed  a

section of one of these field-systems to be only a single element in a complex,

multi-layered prehistoric landscape, which it is proposed may have roots as far

back  as  the  early  Neolithic.   Contextualisation  of  the  survey  area  against

palynological  data,  radiocarbon  dates  and  comparative  material  moves  the

date of inception of the field-systems back to the middle Bronze Age, some

1000 years earlier than is currently assumed.

The combination of empirical data and theoretical ideas has allowed a relative

chronology to be determined in the survey area, together with the creation of a

testable hypothesis surrounding the development of Upper Wharfedale and the

wider Yorkshire Dales through prehistory.  A sense of place and the veneration

of  natural places are key themes within this landscape and it  was possible

through these to draw out  elements of  prehistoric  society and to show the

evolution of ideas such as land tenure and monument significance.  This dual

empirical-theoretical approach is novel in upland landscape archaeology in the

UK and is shown here to have significant merit.
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Chapter 1:  Introduction

1.1:  Project background

The  Yorkshire  Dales  National  Park  is  located  in  the  north  of  England,

approximately 27 km to the north-west of Leeds and 23 km to the north-east of

Lancaster.  It covers an area of upland considered as the Central Pennines, a

subset of the wider Pennines, a north-south ridge running for around 290 km

from the Midlands of England to the Southern Uplands in Scotland. (Illus. 1.1).

The  National  Park  originally  covered  an  area  of  approximately  1770  km2,

however  as  of  the  1st August  2016,  this  increased  to  around  2190  km2 to

encompass more of the Howgill  Fells to the north-west and the Barbondale

Fells to the west (Illus. 1.2).  This thesis relates to the original extent of the

National Park.
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Illus. 1.1: The location and extent of the Yorkshire Dales National Park on the Pennine spine.
Nearby national parks are shown for reference.  The area shown does not include the 2016 extension.
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014 and Shuttle Radar 
Topography Mission (SRTM) data ©NASA.
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This PhD is part of an Arts and Humanities Research Council  Collaborative

Doctoral Award (CDA) involving the University of Bradford, the Yorkshire Dales

National Park Authority and Roger Martlew of Dales Landscape Heritage (the

working name for the Yorkshire Dales Landscape Research Trust).  It is one of

two complementary projects funded by the CDA, the other (Brown 2016) being

based around the use of GIS to study the context of the later prehistory of the

Yorkshire Dales within a European context.

The topics for the CDA were conceived in 2011 and recognised that the field-

systems known from upland and marginal  parts of  the Yorkshire Dales are

2

Illus. 1.2: The Yorkshire Dales National Park and the eastern edge of the Lake District National Park.
National Park.  
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014 and Shuttle Radar 
Topography Mission (SRTM) data ©NASA. 
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comparable with much better studied examples on Dartmoor.  Although there

has  been  a  marked  increase  in,  usually  community  led,  archaeological

investigation in the Yorkshire Dales in the  last 10 years, the bulk of research

into the field-systems was undertaken in the late 19th and early 20th centuries,

without the benefit of modern scientific techniques or theoretical concepts (see

Chapter 2).  While the Dartmoor Reaves are seen as being a primarily Bronze

Age system, the work previously undertaken in the Yorkshire Dales suggested

that  the  field  systems  here  may  have  appeared  somewhat  later  and  this

apparent discrepancy was worthy of further investigation.  The sheer scale and

extent  of  this  site  type  within  the  Yorkshire  Dales  also  affords  them  an

international importance.

1.2:  Project aim, research questions and objective s

The overall aim of this project is:

To advance a new understanding of prehistory in the Yorkshire Dales through

the use of theoretical interpretative approaches, underpinned by targeted field

investigation and other spatial datasets.

The specific research questions for this PhD can be outlined as follows:

1. Do current  approaches to  the mapping of  upland landscapes provide a

sufficient basis for understanding those landscapes?

2. What  might  we  gain  from  an  integrated  approach  to  upland  landscape

survey  that  combines  surface  mapping  with  extensive  geophysical

investigation?

3. What can the landscape patterning of boundaries, settlements, monuments

and other features tell  us about the character  of  the landscape through

time, and; how do we use this to tackle the problem of poor chronological
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resolution in upland landscapes?

A series of objectives have been established in order to meet this aim, where

these are primarily addressed in the text is given in brackets.

1. To  use  the  existing  literature  to  understand  the  background  to  current

thinking regarding prehistory in the Yorkshire Dales (Chapter 2)

2. To use some of the outcomes of previous research in the region to decide

upon the best survey techniques to implement in this project (Chapter 3)

3. To assess the effectiveness of the geophysical and other survey techniques

used  in  this  project  over  extant  features  within  an  upland  environment

(Chapter 4)

4. To  better  understand  the  nature  and  function  of,  and  the  relationship

between, extant monuments and previously unrecognised archaeological

features, through non-intrusive survey (Chapters 5)

5. To use the form, apparent function and relationships between the features

recorded during fieldwork, together with contemporary theoretical ideas, to

begin  to  establish  the  development  of  the  Yorkshire  Dales  throughout

prehistory (Chapters 6 and 7)

6. To synthesise these ideas with material from other areas to further develop

a picture of the Yorkshire Dales during prehistory (Chapters 6 and 7)

7. To outline a possible a research agenda for the prehistoric period within the

Yorkshire Dales (Conclusions)

1.3:  Scope of the project 

This study began in an area termed East Sweet Side, near Grassington, which

had not benefited from recent archaeological field investigation (see Chapter

3).   The proximity  to  High  Close  Pasture  (SAM 1004173) meant  that  any

conclusions drawn by this new project would complement the research already

undertaken and would further enhance our understanding of prehistory in this

part of  Upper Wharfedale..   Martlew (2004; 2011a) studied the field-system
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and associated features in High Close Pasture, building upon the results of the

Yorkshire  Dales  Mapping  Project  (YDMP)  (Horne  and  MacLeod  2001),

together  with  those  from antiquarian  and  pre-war  studies,  as  discussed  in

Chapter 2.

Although this project set out to specifically investigate the field-systems that

characterise the prehistoric archaeology of the Yorkshire Dales, very soon after

the  fieldwork  began,  it  became  obvious  that  within  the  survey  area,  the

recorded example represented only one small part of a funerary, agricultural

and  domestic  landscape,  far  more  multi-faceted,  and  with  much  greater

temporal depth, than the YDMP transcription suggested.  It was thus realised

that there existed an exciting opportunity to contextualise the emergence, use

and maintenance of this particular field-system against a broad framework of

other archaeological features and geophysical anomalies.

By  considering  the  results  of  this  analysis  in  conjunction  with  nearby

archaeological sites, significant landscape features, palaeoenvironmental data,

radiocarbon dates and comparative regions, it has been possible to create a

testable  working  hypothesis for the development of  the survey area,  Upper

Wharfedale and by extension, the wider Yorkshire Dales throughout prehistory.

Most significantly, this places the inception of the large-scale field-systems in

the middle Bronze Age, as opposed to the middle Iron Age date often quoted

(e.g. Fleming 2010: 145).

This project is innovative because it employed geophysical survey techniques

in  an upland environment,  littered with  extant  features,  in  combination with

non-standard survey methodologies.  Broad-scale data collection allowed the

investigation of spatially extensive geophysical responses, potentially relating

to  anthropogenic  activities,  at  a  landscape  scale.   Although  the  magnetic

survey utilised a more conventional methodology, it was unusual because of its

application in an upland environment.  The results obtained vastly exceeded

expectations  and  show  that  even  over  difficult  terrain,  this  technique  can
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identify field boundaries, significant areas of anthropogenic enhancement and

possible structural remains.  Specific details of survey methodology and data

processing are outlined in Chapter 3.

1.4:  Outline of document structure

An overview of the material contained in the following chapters of this thesis is

as follows:

Chapter 2: Contextualisation

The  thesis  begins  by  presenting  the  background  material  pertinent  to  this

research; an overview of the geology and pedology of the Yorkshire Dales,

together  with  a  comprehensive  literature  review  relating  to  prehistoric

archaeology  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  the  theory  and  practice  of  landscape

archaeology  in  Britain  and  the  methods  of  site  evaluation  which  are  of

relevance to the project. 

Chapter 3: Approaches

The precise methodologies and resources utilised by the work are outlined,

with  survey techniques and sampling strategies for  fieldwork also included.

Methods of  data processing and interpretation are  explained as necessary,

while the means of categorising and evaluating the walkover survey data are

discussed.

Chapter 4: Fieldwork results and baseline data

The extensive results from the walkover  survey,  the magnetic  susceptibility

survey, electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey, magnetic survey, together with

additional information gleaned from LiDAR and photogrammetric datasets are

presented.

Chapter 5: A terrace through time

A chronological framework is proposed for the development of the survey area
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and wherever  practicable,  features and anomalies grouped into a series of

phases.

Chapter 6: An improved chronology?

The  field-systems  are  discussed  in  the  context  of  palynological  data  and

radiocarbon  dates  from  both  the  Yorkshire  Dales  and  other  comparable

regions and a middle Bronze Age date suggested for their inception.

Chapter 7: A window onto the prehistory of the York shire Dales

Using the proposed date of the field-systems as cornerstone, the evolution of

key elements within the survey area are discussed chronologically, beginning

in the early Neolithic and ending during the middle Iron Age.  An outline is also

given for subsequent development.  This discussion synthesises the empirical

datasets  with  theoretical  ideas  and  strives  to  understand  how  prehistoric

society functioned both within the survey area and within the wider Yorkshire

Dales.

Chapter 8: Conclusions

Each of the research questions outlined above are addressed in turn and the

outcomes of the project discussed with relation to its primary aim.

7
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2.1:  Geological and pedological overview of the Yo rkshire Dales

Although the scenery of the Yorkshire Dales  (see Muir 1991; Waltham 2007;

White  2005)  owes  much  to  its  history, it  is  fundamentally  a  result  of  the

underlying solid and drift geology.  As can be seen in Illus. 2.1, the area is

characterised by deposits of limestone with subordinate sandstone, capped by

mudstone, siltstone and sandstone and which overlie argillaceous sandstones

8

Illus. 2.1: A simplified representation of the solid geology of the Yorkshire Dales.
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014, SRTM data ©NASA, British
Geological Survey 1:625000 data (BGS 2010).
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and limestones.  This leads to the characteristic landscape of prominent hills,

limestones scars, sink-holes and pavements, together with heather covered

moors.  To the south-east,  mudstone, siltstone and sandstone give a much

more rolling landscape, while to the north-west, the Howgill Fells appear very

visibly  different  due to  the  interbedded sandstone and conglomerate  which

underlie this region (BGS 2010).

The superficial  or drift  geology in the Yorkshire Dales consists of  glacial till

mainly deposited on the lower Dale slopes and within the valley bottoms but

also evident elsewhere (Illus. 2.2).  Alluvial material is present along the major

9

Illus. 2.2: A simplified representation of superficial geology deposits in the Yorkshire Dales.
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014, SRTM data ©NASA, British
Geological Survey 1:625000 data (BGS 2010).
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river valleys, particularly in Swaledale, Wensleydale and Upper Wharfedale but

perhaps of most interest and significance for archaeological investigations are

the  large  deposits  of  peat  which  are  evident  in  most  upland  areas  and

particularly  between  Wensleydale  and  Swaledale  and  to  the  east  of

Ribblesdale (BGS 2010).  

Beyond these areas of blanket peat, the soils of the Dales are generally of

limited productivity.  Those on the lower valley sides are often very wet and

acidic, with a peaty surface and a correspondingly low fertility.  These areas

are mainly only suited to use as pasture, rough grazing or forestry and over

grazing in winter can lead to poaching and associated erosion.  In small areas,

particularly in Littondale, Upper Wharfedale and Swaledale, the proximity of

limestone  to  the  surface  gives  a  shallow,  free  draining,  lime-rich  soil  and

results  in  the  classic  landscape  of  grassland  pastures  between  areas  of

exposed  limestone  pavement.   In  Wensleydale  and  to  a  lesser  extent

Swaledale, the loamy, free draining and slightly acid soil found on the lower

slopes  and  in  the  valley  bottoms,  is  suitable  for  both  pastoral  and  arable

farming.  Around the edges of the National Park, particularly to the south-west,

where  lower  lying  terrain  corresponds  with  differences  in  the  underlying

geology, the soils tend to be slightly more fertile, however the clay content,

resulting from the argillaceous parent material mentioned above, renders them

prone  to  waterlogging  in  winter  and  means  that  they  are  most  suited  to

pastoral agriculture (BGS 2010; CU 2014).

The land cover seen in the Yorkshire Dales (Illus. 2.3) relates directly to the

underlying soils, geology and the topography of the area and follows a similar

pattern throughout.  It is clear that the fells are generally covered in heather,

heathery grassland or  bog,  with,  in  the highest  areas,  a sub-alpine habitat

noted, relating both to the underlying peat deposits and to a greater extent, the

elevation  of  these  areas.   On  the  upper  slopes  rough  and  unimproved

grassland  is  noted,  correlating  with  both  the slightly  acidic  soils  previously

discussed  and  with  further  areas  of  peat.   Perhaps  most  striking  is  the

10



Chapter 2:  Contextualisation

dominance of  improved grassland on the lower Dale slopes,  with very little

arable cultivation evident.  This is a result of the lower altitude of these areas,

together with centuries of farming and although the soils found here are very

similar to those east of Richmond, the steep valley sides make mechanical

cultivation extremely difficult and the obvious increase in instances of arable

agriculture in this latter area is a direct result of a much flatter terrain (BGS

2010; CEH 2014). 

11
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Illus. 2.3: 25m land cover characterisation for the Yorkshire Dales and surrounding area in 2007.
Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2014, SRTM data ©NASA and 
Centre for Ecology and Hydrology data (CEH 2007).
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Taken together, the geology, soils, topography and cultural heritage all give rise

to  the  contemporary  land-use  and  therefore  the  modern  landscape  of  the

Yorkshire Dales National Park.  This rolling scenery of stone walls, field barns,

limestone pavements and upland pasture represents only one manifestation of

a dynamic landscape which has undergone huge alterations through time as

varying human and particularly environmental  pressures have occurred and

one which will most certainly evolve further over the coming centuries.  

12
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2.2:   Aspects of archaeological investigation in t he Yorkshire Dales

2.2.1.   Antiquarian beginnings

The arrival of Turnpike roads in the latter half of the 18th century, together with

the railways around a century later,  brought  much change to  the Yorkshire

Dales, economically, socially and certainly in terms of access (Done and Muir

2001:  199  –  201;  King  1974:  182).   It  is  no  coincidence  that  the  first

archaeological work in the region coincided with these advancements, much of

it occurring after discoveries were made at Victoria Cave in 1839 (Dearne and

Lord 1998: 1; King 1974: 183; Martlew 2011a: 63; Smith and Jackson 1842).

Records of the time are poor, snippets exist in private diaries (King 1974: 182),

but publication was limited to a few hundred words in Nature (Dawkins 1870;

Tiddeman  1875), Archaeologia (Smith  and  Jackson  1842)  or  to  a  popular

account in a gentleman's magazine (Dawkins 1871). 

13

Illus. 2.4: Detail from a photography by Mr Abm. Lambert, showing the Druids' Circle in High Close 
Pasture.
The precise date of the photograph is unclear but it may show members of the Upper Wharfedale 
Exploration Committee in 1893 or 1894.  (Speight 1900: 429 - 430). 
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Following  the  initial  forays  into  caves,  more  standard  archaeological

investigation began in the mid 19th century, with antiquarian curiosity centred

around Upper Wharfedale (Raistrick  1937: 166).   The Rev.  Bailey Harker's

interest in the Grassington earthworks, which appeared on Ordnance Survey

maps  in  1854  and  1891  (Martlew  2011a:  63;  OM  1891),  prompted  the

formation of the Craven Naturalists and the exploration of three mounds in July

1892 (Harker 1892: 147; Raistrick 1937: 166).  The description of the work

clearly  indicates  the  largest  mound  was  prehistoric  (Harker  1892:  148),

although in many cases the discussion of both the finds and their locations,

together with the dating of the site, seem rather fanciful.  By the end of 1892

the decision to form the Upper Wharfedale Exploration Committee had been

taken (Speight 1895: 374) and this group may be considered the first formal

archaeological  organisation  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales  (Martlew  2011a:  63).

During their first season in 1893, the committee members (Speight 1895: 383

– 384) embarked on a significant campaign of excavation.  Their work involved

intrusive exploration of at least two mounds, an area of enclosures which they

appear to  have covered with  72 test-pits,  a grave and a  mound of  stones

interpreted as a barrow (Speight 1895: 375 – 381).  1894 saw another summer

of fieldwork concentrated on Grass Woods; work on the summit of Far Gregory

was  disappointing  but  investigations  at  Park  Stile,  over  a  series  of

roundhouses and small fields, yielded “daily discoveries” (Speight 1895: 383).

Of most interest was the recovery of a bronze Roman coin together with 400

fragments of 'Romano-British' pottery.  The site was dated by Dawkins to c.

350  AD and he was adamant  that  the  finds  indicated  Roman contact,  not

occupation (Speight 1895: 383).

2.2.2.   The early 20 th century

Although  it  is  possible  that  further,  undocumented  investigations  were

undertaken,  the  next  recorded  archaeological  work  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales

occurred after the First World War (Raistrick 1937, 16).  Arthur Raistrick first

published on the Grassington area, with his future wife Elizabeth, in Antiquity in

1929 (Raistrick and Chapman 1929; White 2003: 10), his paper written as a

14
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response to an earlier article in Antiquity by Eliot Curwen (Curwen 1928).  In

1927, in the same year as Eliot Curwen visited Grassington, his son E. Cecil

Curwen published  an extensive  study of  'Celtic'  fields in  Britain  in  the  first

volume of  Antiquity (Curwen 1927).  Eliot Curwen worked at least partly with

his son on the topic and is likely to have considered that this afforded him a

degree  of  knowledge  on  the  subject.   Eliot  Curwen  seems  to  have  been

accompanied  on  his  visit  to  Grassington  by  JP  Bushe-Fox,  a  well-known

Romanist (Richmond 1954: 860) and although they spoke with John Crowther,

founder  of  the Grassington Museum, make reference  Speight's  report,  and

viewed  finds  in  Crowther's  possession  (Curwen  1928:  169),  Curwen  and

Bushe-Fox seem to have been entirely unaware of Arthur Raistrick's activities.

However, when Curwen published, Raistrick had already been systematically

mapping the area for 9 years, beginning in 1919 (Raistrick 1937: 166; White

2003:  111).   Raistrick  was  perhaps  mildly  affronted by the arrival  of  these

'outsiders'  and  his  academic  response  may  stem more  from a  marking  of

territory than a desire to extend the scholarly understanding of the archaeology

of the area.

15

Illus. 2.5: John Crowther's (1858 - 1930) first Grassington Museum.  
The photo is undated but the building may be a reused WWI army hut, suggesting a 1920s date.  (GM 
2013)
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Raistrick and Chapman's 1929 paper illustrates a thorough understanding of

the wider archaeological landscape and underpinning geology of the Yorkshire

Dales (Raistrick and Chapman 1929: 165 – 166).  Around Lea Green, Grass

Wood and High Close Pasture, trial  trenching over hut-circles and lynchets

recovered  pottery  regarded  as  La  Tène  to  Roman  while  the  associated

barrows were considered Early Iron Age (Raistrick and Chapman 1929: 168).

Raistrick's  1937  publication  on  the  prehistoric  cultivations  of  Grassington

illustrates his increasing maturity as an archaeologist.  That he was abreast of

antiquarian activity in the area is evident (Raistrick 1937: 166 – 168) and it is

also very clear that he was adopting the skills of a landscape archaeologist,

although he would not have thought in these terms.  Raistrick realised that

differential snow melt over highly denuded banks made them far easier to map

(Raistrick 1937: 167) and was undoubtedly now aware of the work of OGS

Crawford and applications of aerial photography (e.g. Crawford 1923; Curwen

1927). Raistrick saw the benefits of this technique in understanding this part of

the  Yorkshire  Dales  and  believed  that  this,  in  conjunction  with  the

reassessment of the antiquarian archive would provide a 'fuller record than has

hitherto  been possible' (Raistrick  1937:  168).   He concluded that  the field-

systems to the north and west of Grassington 'form the most imposing area of

“Celtic lynchets” in the north of England' (Raistrick 1937: 169) and by drawing

comparisons with unspecified sites in the south of England, perhaps referring

to those studied by E. Cecil Curwen (Curwen 1927), offered a date of late Iron

Age (Raistrick 1937: 168 – 169).  Earlier sites and finds were also evident

(Raistrick 1937: 171 - 174). 

2.2.3.   Later 20 th century research

The main body of archaeological research in the Yorkshire Dales occurred in

the late 19th and early 20th centuries and subsequent re-evaluation and critique

has been minimal, despite its necessity being clearly evident.  As King stated,

'Equally disconcerting to the present writer is the fact that the archaeological

opinions and conclusions of the Victorians have hardly ever been questioned.'

(King  1974:  183).   King  produced  a  number  of  syntheses  of  cave  and
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terrestrial archaeology (King 1974; 1985; 1986) and is widely considered to

have been almost a lone researcher in the Yorkshire Dales during the 1970s

(White  2003:  118;  2004:  4).   He  remains  active  today  (King and  Simpson

2011).

During  the  1980s,  the  most  notable  and  large  scale  landscape  project

undertaken  was  the  Swaledale  Ancient  Land  Boundaries  Project  (SALBP)

preliminarily  published by Fleming in  1998 (Martlew 2004: 40;  White  2003:

118), with a second edition in 2010 (Fleming 2010). After Laurie presented his

work in Swaledale at a conference in 1983  (Laurie 1985; Laurie  et al. 2011:

39),  Fleming  proposed  a  collaboration.   The  project  lasted  10  seasons

between 1984 and 1993 (Laurie  et al. 2011: 39)  and continues through the

work of both Laurie and the Swaledale and Arkengarthdale Archaeology Group

(SWAAG) (Laurie 2003; 2004; Laurie et al. 2011).  

Of particular significance in Upper Wharfedale (Martlew 2011a: 63) was the

Yorkshire Dales Mapping Project (Horne and MacLeod 1995), initiated by the

RCHME in 1988 and covering the whole Yorkshire Dales National Park (Horne

and MacLeod 2004: 15).  The work added significant amounts of information to

existing knowledge of the cultural heritage of the area (Horne and MacLeod

2004: 18) but although it resulted in a 'map' of the archaeology of the Yorkshire

Dales, the protagonists themselves recognised that in any given research area

more detailed aerial photography, fieldwork and documentary research are all

required (Horne and MacLeod 2004: 18).  Tying in with this, in 1995, Martlew

proposed  a course  involving aerial  photographic  transcription and walkover

survey  (Horne  and  MacLeod  2001,  66,  70).   Martlew's  work  in  Upper

Wharfedale  still  continues,  more  recently  under  the  auspices  of  the  Dales

Landscape  Research  Trust  (Martlew  2011a:  61)  and  frequently  in  areas

previously studied by Raistrick or the antiquaries (Martlew 2011a: 61).
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2.2.4.   21st century publication

The first modern synthesis of Yorkshire Dales archaeology is represented by

White and Wilson's 2004 publication, Archaeology and historical landscapes of

the Yorkshire Dales, which covers a broad temporal and thematic span.  In his

introduction  (2003:  118),  White  gives  a  useful  overview  and  in  particular

examines  how  changes  in  development  and  countryside  legislation  have

encouraged and stimulated some recent work, albeit much of it contained in

grey literature.  He also indicates how little work was undertaken during the

mid 20th century probably in no small part due to the scale of Arthur Raistrick's

legacy (White 2003: 118; 2004: 2 – 12).  In the same volume, in a comment

which echoes that of King,  Martlew remarks that,  'our understanding of the

complex remains in Upper Wharfedale has not progressed much beyond the

statements  that  were  made in  the  late  1930s.'  (Martlew 2004:  40),  before

emphasising that a lack of sound dating evidence is a fundamental issue, even

in areas in which Raistrick worked extensively (Martlew 2004: 41 – 43).  

Produced seven years after White and Wilson, the most up to date Yorkshire

Dales  synthesis  is  the  2011  Prehistory  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales  volume,

representing  the  transactions  of  a  conference  held  in  Grassington  in  2009

(Martlew 2011b). It is a welcome addition to the literature, covering, as it does,

multi-faceted and trans-temporal prehistoric research in the Yorkshire Dales.

Perhaps the key theme to come out of this volume is the continuing trend for

community based research in the region.

2.2.5.   Understanding the palaeoenvironment

“Any review of the prehistory of a region needs to begin by considering the

environmental background” (O'Connor 2011: 1).  

In  the  Yorkshire  Dales  the  number  of  palaeoenvironnmental  studies

undertaken has been limited, with much of the work remaining unpublished

and with a lack of integration between geoscience and archaeology.  O'Connor

(2011) provides a useful overview of the current understanding of the Yorkshire
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Dales palaeoenvironment but it  is telling that he states that the best known

pollen study for the region remains Pigott and Pigott's 1963 work (O'Connor

2011: 7).  In the same vein and following, amongst others, Tinsley's work on

woodland decline (Tinsley 1975), Smith's 1986 paper, in which he synthesises

pollen  analyses  and  relates  significant  trends  to  anthropogenic  activity,

remains  the  most  recent  accessible  study  of  this  type  (Smith  1986).

Contemporary  papers,  mainly  published  in  geoscience  journals,  contain  a

significant scientific element (e.g.  Lundberg  et al. 2010),  although some do

draw  in  cultural  heritage  aspects,  for  example  the  exploration  of  Upper

Wharfedale river terraces by Howard et al. (2010).

Unlike  archaeological  work  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  palaeoenvironmental

studies  have  benefited  from  a  series  of  PhD  projects.   All  based  at  the

University of  Leeds, research began with Jones (1977), Swales (1984) and

Honeyman  (1985),  recently  continuing  with  Turner  (2012),  Rushworth  and

Edwards,  under  the  supervision  of  Graeme Swindles  (UL 2013),  with  two

publications arising from this later work (Rushworth et al. 2012; Swindles et al.

2012).   Outside  of  this  group,  Gledhill's  (1994)  research  based  at  the

University  of  Sheffield  is  another  valuable  resource.  Relevant

palaeoenvironmental  studies, such as work on the A65 improvements,  also

exist within the grey literature archive (Johnson 1995). 
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2.2:   Theory and practice in landscape archaeology

2.2.1.   The emergence of landscape 

The term 'landscape archaeology'  first  appeared in  1974 (Darvill  2008:  60;

David and Thomas 2008b: 27) as the title of a book (Aston and Rowley 1974),

but the basic concept had begun to develop during the mid 20th century, with

enduring roots in post-war adult education (Aston et al. 2006: 96; Everitt 2004:

8  –  9;  Taylor  2005:  98 – 99,  101).   The accessible  ideas  of  WG Hoskins

presented  in  The Making  of  the  English  Landscape (Hoskins  1985), first

published in  1955, are often considered as the birth of the subject  (Fleming

2007:  87).   However,  although  not  labelled  as  'landscape  archaeology'  or

sitting within a well-defined theoretical framework, examples including the work

of OGS Crawford (1923), E. Cecil Curwen (1927) and Arthur Raistrick (1937;

Raistrick  and  Chapman  1929)  on  field  systems,  together  with  early

applications of aerial photographic survey (Bewley 2001:76; Crawford 1924;

Kennedy  2012;  Verhoeven  2009:  125),  show  that  some  of  the  ideas  and

techniques that later came to characterise the subject were employed for at

least 50 years prior to Hoskins' book (Bowden 2001: 30; Fleming 2007: 90 –

91).  

Landscape archaeology as an academic and professional discipline did not

emerge until  the late  1960s  (Taylor  2005:  101),  reflecting developments  in

related  subjects  (David  and  Thomas  2008b:  28;  Darvill  2008:  60  -  61),

particularly geography (Darvill 2008: 62; Fleming 2007: 93).  Central to these

developments was the founding of the Department of English Local History at

Leicester in 1948 (Everitt 2004: 12), where Hoskins advocated the integration

of documentary and physical evidence (Everitt 2004: 13; Hoskins 1967: 18, 21

- 24, 32 – 33), while the approaches and techniques subsequently employed

by Bowen at the RCHME influenced a whole generation of (arguably empirical)

landscape archaeologists (Fleming 2007: 91; Taylor 2010: 89 – 90).  In parallel

to this, ideas of landscape were thought to fit well with the increasing physical

scale  being  considered  by  New  and  processual  archaeology  (David  and
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Thomas 2008b:  30),  which in  turn  brought  new theoretical  concepts  to  the

discipline (Darvill 2008: 60).  However, despite the rapidly increasing number

of  projects  necessitating  consideration  of  'landscape'  (David  and  Thomas

2008b: 33 -  34),  it  is  unclear  how much of  this theory ever reached those

working in the enduring culture of empirical recording (Fleming 2007: 86), with

organisations  such  as  the  RCHME  even  accused  of  actively  discouraging

academic advancement in the subject (Taylor 2010: 84). 

A  dichotomy  of  theories  and  approaches  typifies  modern  landscape

archaeology, with many disparate ideas encompassed by this single concept

(Darvill 2008: 63; David and Thomas 2008b: 38; David and Thomas 2008a:

25).  David and Thomas (2008a: 25) consider that: 'Landscape archaeology

has become a terrain where highly evolved empirical methodologies confront

conceptual  approaches'  and Johnson distils  this further  into a belief  that  in

Britain at least, two independent 'hermetically sealed' concepts exist (2007: 1);

the  empirical/Cartesian  and  the  experiential/phenomenological.   Much

theoretical  debate  concerns  the  meaning  of  landscape  (Darvill  2008:  60;

Johnson  2007a:  2)  and  Darvill  states  that  this  discourse  facilitates  the

continued evolution of  the subject  (2008: 60),  while Johnson (2007:  3 -  4)

draws  out  two  elements  from  it,  objectively  understanding  the  context  of

features beyond the site (2007: 3) versus an attempt to identify with previous

perceptions of landscape (2007: 4). 

Within  British  prehistoric  landscape  archaeology  (Brück  2005:  45;  Fleming

2007: 86), most theoretical debate has centred around these viewpoints (Brück

2005:  48;  Fleming  2007:  86;  Johnson  2007a:  2),  in  part  because

phenomenology  also  advocates  methodological  change  (Brück  2005:  48;

Darvill 2008: 67; Fleming 2007: 85 - 86) and thus impacts on some 'traditional'

workers, such as Fleming who is vocal in his objection (Fleming 1999; 2006;

2007; 2008a).  While the Cartesian model is centred on the separation of the

researcher from their environment to facilitate objective recording (Brück 2005:

49, 56), phenomenology, considered by some as one of seven sub disciplines
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of  landscape  archaeology  (Darvill  2008:  67),  grew from research  by  Tilley

(Brück 2005: 46 – 47; Darvill 2008: 67), based on ideas in philosophy, cultural

anthropology and cultural geography which attempted 'to understand long-term

relationships between people and features of the landscape' (Tilley 1994: 1).

Brück (2005) provides a useful overview of the history of this approach, but

central to it are ideas of the self within the landscape and those of inhabitation

(Brück 2005: 46; Chadwick 2004; Darvill 2008: 68; Johnston 2008).  Given that

the  Cartesian  and  more  theoretical  approaches  often  seem  diametrically

opposed  (Brück  2005:  48;  Fleming  2007;  Johnson  2007a:  1  -  2),  it  is

interesting  to  note  that  Tilley  considered  aspects  of  this  initial  work  as  an

'empirical exercise' (2004: 1) and indeed several workers have attempted to

apply  techniques  like  GIS  analysis,  more  associated  with  empirical

approaches, to phenomenological questions (Chapman 2005; Chapman and

Gearey 2000; Darvill 2008: 67).

2.2.2.   Landscape theory in practice 

Often, the theoretical basis of a landscape project is not made explicit but is

invariably revealed by methodological choices.  This is especially true of the

Cartesian  stance,  where  the  repeated  use  of  terms  like  classification,

systematic, structured and targeted (Bewley 2001: 74, 77 – 79; Cowley 2010:

26, 29, 33; 2011: 47, 50 - 52, 54) indicate that the 'objective' approaches first

advocated by Bowen in  the 1950s (Taylor  2010: 85,  87) still  prevail  at  the

RCAHMS and its sister organisations (e.g. Bowden 1999; EH 2007: 3 – 4, 6 –

7,  21,  23  -  24).   These  bodies  also  oversee  Historic  Landscape

Characterisation (Cowley 2011: 43; Rippon 2007: 1 -2; Rippon 2013: 179 –

180)  and  despite  attempts  to  introduce  theoretical  considerations  (Rippon

2007:  3;  Rippon  2013:  180),  this  hectare  by  hectare classification (Cowley

2011: 43; Rippon 2007: 2) epitomises the Cartesian mindset.  Such themes are

also  evident  in  projects  with  a  significant  scientific  element,  where  data

collection is on a landscape scale (e.g. Gaffney et al. 2012).
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The fieldwork methodology employed by Tilley (1994), as an extension of his

theoretical  ideas,  was  a  significant  departure  from  traditional  approaches

(Brück 2005: 46 - 48) and despite the criticism outlined above, the idea of a

methodology driven by theory has carried through to subsequent projects (e.g.

Edmonds 1999;  Edmonds and Seaborne  2010).   Hamilton,  a  colleague  of

Tilley,  has  written  extensively  on  phenomenology  (e.g.  Hamilton  and

Whitehouse  et al. 2006), but her collaborative, theory driven work on Easter

Island (Hamilton 2013: 96, 103 – 104, 106) has made extensive use of modern

scientific  data  collection  methods  (Hamilton  2013:  100  –  104).   However,

without either a clear technical understanding (e.g. Hamilton 2013: 100) or a

thorough  theoretical  grounding,  integrating  the  results  from  these  two

approaches proves problematic and attempts to do so have generated mixed

results  (e.g.  Cummings  and  Whittle  2003;  Moore  2014).   Landscape

archaeology shares much with other subjects (David and Thomas 2008b: 28;

Darvill  2008: 60 – 62; Fleming 2007: 93) and a similar uneasy relationship

between  theory  and  practice  is  particularly  evident  in  historical  geography

(Langton  1988;  MacDonald  2011),  however  the  way  that  other  disciplines

address these issues should perhaps receive more attention in archaeological

circles.

2.2.3.   Landscape approaches in the Yorkshire Dale s

Although  the  Yorkshire  Dales  National  Park  lies  close  to  several  major

universities (Johnson 2007a: xvii), the area has not been subject to the theory

driven landscape research seen in the nearby Peak District  (e.g.  Edmonds

1999; Edmonds and Seaborne 2010) or in other similar marginal regions (e.g.

Hamilton and Whitehouse et al. 2006: 33; Johnston 2005) and this leads to the

presence of at least some Cartesian ideas in all major recent projects.  This is

particularly evident where work has been conducted by the RCHME or English

Heritage, or in commercial contexts where theoretical discussion is considered

inappropriate  (see  section  2.3).   The  Yorkshire  Dales  Mapping  Project,

undertaken  by  the  RCHME  and  designed  to  develop  a  methodology  to

transcribe  and  classify  the  archaeological  features  identifiable  on  aerial
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photographs  (Horne  and  MacLeod  1995:  7  –  8),  epitomises  this  type  of

empirical research.  However, elements are also evident in any of the other

'objective'  survey  projects  which  have  been  undertaken,  for  example  the

English Heritage work on lead mine roads near Grassington (Ainsworth and

Burn  2009)  or  the  assessment  of  lead  mining  affected  landscapes

commissioned by them in 1993 (Gill 2004).  

In  studies  of  prehistory,  ideas  like  phenomenology  have  not  made  a  real

impact in the Yorkshire Dales, most probably because one of its most vocal

critics  is  also a  key worker  in  the area.   Although Fleming has  repeatedly

defended the theoretical element of his work, most notably in his exchanges

with Johnson (Fleming 2007; Fleming 2008a; Johnson 2007b), claiming that it

lies between empirical and abstract (Fleming 2010: xi), his Cartesian leanings

are evident throughout the Swaledale volume (Fleming 2010).  This is perhaps

unsurprising given that he too was influenced by Bowen (Fleming 2007: 91;

Taylor  2010:  89).   In  studies of  later  periods  or  by those working in  other

subjects,  such  as  Done  and  Muir's  work  on  grouse  shooting  landscapes

(2001), the ideas discussed in prehistoric archaeology are unfamiliar (Fleming

2007: 86) meaning the theories incorporated tend to have much more of a

social, economic or political background.
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2.3:   Site evaluation strategies for pastoral and marginal landscapes

2.3.1.   Standard geophysical techniques in upland contexts

The recent  application  of  geophysical  survey  techniques  for  archaeological

investigation  is  widely  covered  by  the  literature,  chiefly  in  Archaeological

Prospection  and in a series of recent textbooks, such as Gaffney and Gater

(2003);  Conyers (2004);  Aspinall,  Gaffney and Schmidt  (2008) and Schmidt

(2013).  Despite this mass of publication, surprisingly little has been produced

on the use  of  archaeological  geophysics  in  upland or  marginal  contexts  in

Britain.   Although  most  surveys  are  undertaken  where  there is  a  need for

development, a distributional bias well illustrated by Jordan (Illus. 2.6), even

when surveys are conducted in these types of  environment, the results are

unlikely to ever reach full publication. 

Despite  this  dearth  of  accessible  material,  successful  projects  have  been

undertaken in several parts of Britain.  Although somewhat esoteric, work over

furnaces associated with a series of prehistoric enclosures at Crawcwellt  in
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Illus. 2.6: Geophysical survey distribution in England since 2000 based on Archaeological Investigations 
Project Data.
The location of the Yorkshire Dales National Park is shown in red (after Jordan 2009: 80; Figure 3).  
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north-west Wales shows how geophysics and even specialist analysis can be

applied over upland rough grazing and peat bog (Crew 2002: 163).  Associated

surveys were also undertaken at 25 bloomery sites in Cumbria (Crew 2002:

180).  At Yesnaby in Orkney, the results obtained over extant earthworks both

in pastoral fields and on the coastal heath serve to illustrate how magnetic

survey can add much to our understanding of visible surface archaeology in

marginal areas (Moore 2014).  

2.3.2.   Geophysical survey in the Yorkshire Dales

The use of archaeological geophysics in upland areas may have been sparse,

but the application of the technique in the Yorkshire Dales, even in lower lying

parts, has been even less.  This is unsurprising since a study of the adjacent
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Illus. 2.7: Geophysical survey locations listed in the Yorkshire Dales National Park Historic Environment 
Record (HER) as of December 2013.
Contains Ordnance Survey data
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North West region, a mix of  upland and lowland terrain, demonstrated less

uptake of the method than in the south of England (Jordan 2009: 79).  In the

Yorkshire Dales, use is further limited because of a lack of major development

projects. 

A  search  of  the  Yorkshire  Dales  HER  returned  only  14  instances  of

geophysical survey (Illus. 2.7; Table 2.1) and although issues with the way data

is organised within the HER cast some doubt on the accuracy of this figure, it

is certainly indicative of how infrequently such surveys have been undertaken,

particularly in a commercial context.  It is also clear that the majority of the

work has occurred in lower lying areas.  An  outline of the nature of these

projects is given in Table 2.1.

No Organisation Year Location Site Interpretation Earliest date

1 Geophysical Surveys of 
Bradford

1991 Grinton Building platforms Building 
Platform

Medieval

2 Colin Merrony 1993 Bolton Abbey Bolton Abbey 
grounds

Building Medieval

3 GeoQuest Associates 1997 Ellerton Abbey Ellerton Priory 
(Ellerton Abbey)

Cistercian 
Nunnery

Medieval

4 Ingleborough Archaeology 
Group 

2003 Conistone With 
Kilnsey

Hemplands Farm Lynchet Medieval

5 English Heritage 2006 Threshfield Possible hengiform 
monument

Enclosure Early Neolithic

6 Ingleborough Archaeology 
Group

2007 Conistone With 
Kilnsey

Kilnsey Green Corn Drying 
Kiln

Post Medieval

7 Roger Martlew 2008 Threshfield Druid's Altar or 
Bordley Circle

Stone Circle Late Neolithic

8 Unclear 2008 Grassington Lea Green 
Settlement

Lead Furnace Roman

9 University of Bradford 2009 Barden Earthworks to the 
south of Barden 
Chapel

Trackway Medieval

10 Arthur Batty 2011 Clapham Cum 
Newby

Possible 
Roundhouse

Round House 
(DOMESTIC)

 Unspecified

11 Arthur Batty 2013 Horton in 
Ribblesdale

Settlement of Hut 
Circles and Two 
Small Rectilinear 
Structures

Hut Circle  Unspecified

12 Arthur Batty 2013 Ingleton Sow Kiln 1 Nr Hill Inn,
Chapel-le-Dale

 Unspecified  Unspecified

13 Archaeological Services 
University of Durham 

2012-13 Bainbridge Bainbridge HEP kiln Lime Kiln Roman

14 Ingleborough Archaeology 
Group

(nd) Ingleton Sow Kiln at Ullet Gill Clamp Kiln Post Medieval

Table  2.1: Details  of  geophysical  surveys,  as of  December 2013,  returned from the Yorkshire  Dales
National Park HER.
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Geophysical  survey  over  prehistoric  sites  has  been  limited  to  the work  by

Ingleborough Archaeology Group, Arthur Batty and English Heritage listed in

Table 2.1, together with Martlew's projects at Yarnbury (2004: 48), Druids' Altar

(2010) and Chapel House Wood (2011a: 61).  Grey literature and published

work  relating  to  later  sites  include  a  fluxgate  gradiometer  survey  by  GBS

Prospection in Garsdale (Wood 2008: 1 – 2) and Ken Hamilton's investigations

into lead smelting technology in Swaledale which resulted in probably the only

published Yorkshire Dales paper using geophysical survey as an analytical tool

(Hamilton et al. 1999).  It should be made explicit that much of the work that

has been published is not listed in the HER database, while it is likely that

further  sites  have  been  surveyed  but  these  remain  unreported,  either  by

publication, grey literature or in the HER.

2.3.3.   Broader applications of walkover, measured  and integrated survey

Walkover survey is frequently used commercially  where extant  features are

expected.  Work in advance of wind farms (Cameron 2012; Hindmarch 2008)

or forestry (Hall 2012), demonstrates the suitability of the method in upland

and pastoral  areas,  however within  research contexts  the term walkover  is

rarely  applied  (Bowden  1999:  73  ;  e.g.  Edmonds  and  Seaborne  2010),

although the Uplands Archaeology Initiative is a notable example of a research

application (Silvester n.d.: 6, 30 - 32, 33 - 36; RCAHMW 2013).  Such work is

rarely undertaken in complete isolation and the use of interrelated investigation

techniques  (Roy  2007),  the  integration  of  complementary  approaches

(Silvester n.d.:  6; RCAHMW 2013) and the idea of  using varying scales of

survey to achieve data refinement (Bowden 1999: 73 – 80) are all evident in

the literature.

2.3.4.   Walkover and measured survey in the Yorksh ire Dales

Because of the structure of the HER it is difficult to accurately quantify the use

of  walkover  and  measured  survey  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales.   In  addition,

published projects are often not present as HER records.  47 walkover projects

were returned by an HER search and much of this work was commercial (Illus.
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2.8; Table 2.2).  Few reports are accessible beyond the physical holdings of

the HER, with Batty 2010, self-published online and Dennison and Richardson

2009, available from the ADS online archive, two rare exceptions.  Published

material  is  even  less  common  but  Tim  Laurie's  work  on  burnt  mounds  in

Wensleydale and Swaledale is one such example (Laurie 2004a).

No Organisation Year Project

1 Alison Clarke 1980 Walkover survey

2 RCHME 1989-92 Yorkshire Dales Project

3 Northern Archaeological 
Associates 

1990 Grimwith to Nidd Aqueduct Link. Archaeological Survey and Excavation

4 PA Cardwell 1991 Aysgarth - Hawes Main

5 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

1991 Buckden Treatment Works

6 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

1991 Malham Service Reservoir. Archaeological Watching Brief for Yorkshire 
Water Enterprises
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Illus. 2.8: The location of sites recorded by walkover survey as listed in the Yorkshire Dales National Park
HER, as of December 2013
Contains Ordnance Survey data
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No Organisation Year Project

7 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

1992 Aysgarth to Hawes Water Main: Archaeological Survey and Excavation

8 Lancaster University 
Archaeological Unit

1993 Gargrave Bypass Route: Preliminary Archaeological Assessment

9 Ingleborough 
Archaeological Projects

1996 Farm Conservation Scheme Archaeological Survey, C05

10 Derek Latham and Co. 1996 Langcliffe Quarry Site Plan

11 Unknown 1996 A65 Gargrave Bypass archaeological assessment

12 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services 

1997 Hagg Farm Archaeological Survey

13 Northern Archaeological 
Associates 

1997 Kilnsey with Conistone Water Supply - Phase 2. An Archaeological 
Assessment

14 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services 

1997 Low Oxque Archaeological Survey

15 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

1998 Wensleydale Water Pipeline. Phase III: Leyburn to Bainbridge.

16 Kevin J Cale 1999 Cross Wood, Kettlewell; New Native Woodland Extension: Walkover 
Survey

17 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services

1999 Little Stainforth Farm Survey, Survey

18 Lancaster University 
Archaeological Unit 

1999 Relict landscape of Upper Wensleydale: Hunger Hill and Green Side

19 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services 

2002 Arcrow Quarry, Horton in Ribblesdale, North Yorkshire

20 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

2003 Long Preston near Settle: new water supply, cultural heritage assessment

21 Vivienne Metcalf 2003 – 
2004

Pennine Bridleway Desk-based Assessment and Walkover Survey

22 YDNPA 2004 Countryside Stewardship Scheme walkover survey

23 Unknown 2004 Environmental stewardship walkover survey

24 Mike Gill 2004 FEP walkover survey

25 Unknown 2004 Walkover survey

26 Unknown 2005 Environmental stewardship walkover survey

27 D Cairns 2005 Skipton and Settle R.D.C. Boundary Marker Surveys

28 Northern Archaeological 
Associates 

2005 – 
2007

Swaledale Supply Scheme (Yorkshire Water Services)

29 West Yorkshire 
Archaeological Services 

2006 Town Head Farm, Grassington: Archaeological Evaluation

30 YDNPA 2006 YDNPA Barns Condition Survey 2006/2007

31 T Laurie 2007 Plan of Earthworks at Riddings – Reeth

32 Yvonne Luke 2008 Historic Environment Survey

33 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services 

2009 Archaeological Walkover Survey, Fields South-East of Langcliffe Quarry, 
North Yorkshire

34 Unknown 2009 FEP walkover survey

35 Ed Dennison 
Archaeological Services

2009 Grange Gill Quarry, Lime Kiln and Hen House, Skellgill Lane, Low 
Abbotside

36 A Batty 2010 Long Scar

37 Blaise Vyner 2011 Eskeleth Moor, Arkengarthdale, North Yorkshire

38 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

2011 Oughtershaw Pipeline DBA
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No Organisation Year Project

39 S Wilkinson 2011 Stubbings Laithe, Threshfield

40 Swaledale and 
Arkengarthdale 
Archaeological Group 

2011 The Daggerstones Survey

41 A Batty and N Crack 2012 Archaeological Research in Brown Hill's Pasture, Kingsdale

42 North Pennines 
Archaeology Ltd 

2012 Archaeological Survey, East Arkengarthdale Estate, North Yorkshire, 
Survey

43 Northern Archaeological 
Associates

2012 Horsehouse Pipeline, Coverdale: Archaeological Methods Statement

44 Northern Archaeological 
Associates 

2012 Wensleydale Water Pipeline Phase III: Leyburn to Bainbridge

45  PA Cardwell (nd) Fieldwalking survey

46 Unknown (nd) Walkover survey

47 RCHME, Ann Carter (nd) Howgill Fells Project, Cumbria and North Yorkshire

Table 2.2: Instances of walkover survey listed in the Yorkshire Dales National Park HER, as of December
2013

26  examples  of  earthwork,  topographic  or  metric  survey  (Illus.  2.10)  were

returned (Table 2.3), with the proportion of research based work far higher than

that for walkover surveys (Table 2.2).  Projects with a significant prehistoric

element include the mapping of field systems by SWALBP (Laurie et al. 2011),

mapping  and  detailed  topographic  survey  around  Ingleborough  (King  and

Simpson 2011) and metric and topographic survey at Long Scar (Batty 2010: 5
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Illus. 2.9: Walkover surveys listed in the YDNP HER by year.
Since the early 1990s an increasing number of commercial archaeological assessments have included 
walkover survey in their methodologies, as have countryside management schemes.
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Chapter 2:  Contextualisation

–  6).   Plans  of  Greenber  Edge  and  Maiden  Castle  represent  exemplary

instances  of  RCHME  earthwork  survey  (Bowden  and  Blood  2004).

Topographic survey was also undertaken over later sites at Ribblehead and

Appletreewick (Cardwell et al. 2004; Gill 2004: 60).

No Organisation Year Location Site Interpretation Earliest date Latest date

1 J. Barrett 1962 Flasby With 
Winterburn

Medieval Field System, 
Banks Hill

Field System Medieval Medieval

2 Stephen 
Moorhouse

1993 Bolton 
Abbey

Possible Building 
Platform, Bolton Abbey

Building 
Platform

Medieval Late C19

3 RCHME 1994 Bainbridge Strip Lynchets and 
Enclosed Field System

Enclosed 
Field System

4 RCHME 1996 Thornton 
Rust

Cairn, Greenber Edge Round Cairn Bronze Age Bronze Age

5 Kevin J Cale 2000 Reeth 
Fremington 
And 
Healaugh

Riddings Bushes House Post 
Medieval

Post 
Medieval
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Illus. 2.10: Locations of measured survey projects listed in the Yorkshire Dales National Park HER as of 
December 2013
Contains Ordnance Survey data
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No Organisation Year Location Site Interpretation Earliest date Latest date

6 Wessex 
Archaeology

2002 Downholme Hut Circle Enclosure Late 
Prehistoric

Late 
Prehistoric

7 University of 
Bradford?

2005 Malham Four Interconnected 
Small Enclosures

Enclosure

8 MAP 
Archaeological 
Consultancy Ltd

2005 Hellifield Former bothy/range of 
farm buildings at Little 
Newton

Cow House Early C19 C20

9 Stephen 
Moorhouse

2006 Coverham 
With 
Agglethorpe

Lune How Hill Mound

10 Stephen 
Moorhouse

2006 Coverham 
With 
Agglethorpe

Dovecote Dovecote Medieval Medieval

11 Tim Laurie 2007 Grinton Field Systems and 
Settlement, Cogden Hall

Field System Early 
Neolithic

Medieval

12 Unknown 2008 Medieval Enclosure, 
Clapdale Scars

Enclosure Medieval Medieval

13 Arthur Batty 2010 Austwick Hut Circles, Long Scar Hut Circle Prehistoric Prehistoric

14 A Batty 2011 Clapham 
Cum Newby

Settlement Building

15 Archaeological 
Services 
University of 
Durham

2012 Threshfield Field System Linear System Medieval Medieval

16 Stephen 
Moorhouse

(nd) Bishopdale Calf Puss Barn Barn Medieval Late C19

17 Stephen 
Moorhouse

(nd) Askrigg Barn Barn Medieval Late C19

18 RCHME (nd) Dent Rash Bridge Prehistoric 
Settlement

Enclosed 
Settlement

Late 
Prehistoric

Late 
Prehistoric

19 University of 
Bradford

(nd) Malham Possible Trackway Trackway

20 Stephen 
Moorhouse

(nd) Kettlewell 
With 
Starbotton

Complex of Earthwork 
Remains

Linear 
Feature

Medieval Medieval

21 Tim Laurie (nd) Reeth 
Fremington 
And 
Healaugh

Sub-rectangular 
Enclosure, Ewelop Hill

Sub-
rectangular 
Enclosure

Medieval Medieval

22 Unknown (nd) Downholme Platform Settlement, 
above Side Bank Wood.

Enclosure Late 
Prehistoric

Late 
Prehistoric

23 Unknown (nd) Downholme Hut Circles Enclosure Late 
Prehistoric

Late 
Prehistoric

24 Swaledale 
Ancient land 
boundaries 
project

(nd) Grinton Field System Field System Early Bronze
Age

Medieval

25 Swaledale 
Ancient land 
boundaries 
project

(nd) Reeth 
Fremington 
And 
Healaugh

Co-axial field system 
between Healaugh and 
Reeth.

Coaxial Field 
System

Early Iron 
Age

Early 
Medieval/Da
rk Age

Table 2.3: Instances of measured survey projects listed in the Yorkshire Dales National Park HER, as of December
2013
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Several  recent  papers  illustrate  integrated  survey  methodologies,  with  a

number of projects building on the Yorkshire Dales Mapping Program (King

and Simpson 201; Laurie et al. 2011; Horne and MacLeod 2001).  Early aerial

photos formed the impetus for  field investigations at  Burton Moor (Fairless

2004: 99), while post-medieval lead mining remains on Grassington Moor were

studied  through  orthophotography,  hand-held  GPS,  photography  and  GIS

(Ainsworth and Burn 2009: 12 – 14).

Roger Martlew has repeatedly used an integrated survey methodology on his

projects  within  the  Yorkshire  Dales.   Typically  beginning with  transcriptions

from the YDMP, he has employed “rapid field assessment” (a form of walkover

survey), detailed ground survey, topographic survey, phosphate analysis and

geophysical survey (Martlew 2004: 43 - 47; 2010: 61 – 64; 2011:61, 65 – 69).

At  Chapel  House  Wood  such  techniques  were  a  precursor  to  excavation

(Martlew 2011: 61, 67 – 69), while at the Druids' Altar, GIS analysis was also

utilised (Martlew 2010: 64 – 66).

2.3.5.   Application and potential of low level aer ial photography in archaeology

Low level  aerial  photography  (LLAP)  (Martinez-del-Pozo  et  al. 2013:  227),

small  format  aerial  photography (Mozas-Calvache  et  al. 2012:  522),  close-

range  aerial  photography  (Verhoeven  et  al. 209:  126) or  low-altitude

imagery/aerial photography (Ortiz et al. 2013: 206; Verhoeven et al. 2009: 126)

involve the capture of images from a height no greater than 300m (Martinez-

del-Pozo et al. 2013: 228; Ortiz et al. 2013: 206), often for photogrammetry or

spectral analysis (Bryson  et al. 2013: 1; Martinez-del-Pozo  et al. 2013: 227;

Mozas-Calvache  et al. 2012; Ortiz  et al. 2013; Verhoeven  et al. 2009: 135).

Kite (KAP) (Boise et al. 2003; Bryson et al. 2013; Fraser et al. 1999; Murray et

al. 2012) and balloon aerial photography (BAP) (Martinez-del-Pozo et al. 2013;

Mozas-Calvache  et al. 2012) are the traditional techniques but blimps, radio-

controlled  aircraft, masts/poles  (Ortiz  et  al. 2013)  and  kite/balloon

combinations  (HAP)  (Verhoeven  et  al. 2009)  have  also  been  employed

(Branchia et al. 2011: 697; Mozas-Calvache et al. 2012: 522; Verhoeven et al.
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2009: 126).

Uses  of  these  methods  include  polar  research  (Boike  et  al. 2003),  bird

monitoring (Fraser et al. 1999; Murray et al. 2012: 306) and intertidal studies

(Bryson  et al. 2013), to survey relatively large areas, at high resolution, with

low cost and minimal technical expertise (Mozas-Calvache  et al. 2012: 522;

Ortiz  et al. 2013: 206).  In archaeology, BAP was first undertaken by Major

Elsdale  in  1880,  while  KAP was used  in  the  Upper  Nile  during the  1910s

(Crawford 1924: 580).  Recent archaeological projects have utilised balloons,

blimps, kite/balloon combinations and masts (Martinez-del-Pozo  et al. 2013;

Mozas-Calvache  et  al. 2012;  Ortiz  et  al. 2013),  with  an  emphasis  on

developing methodological approaches.  Desired end products include photo-

realistic  3D models  or  orthoimages (Martinez-del-Pozo  et  al. 2013;  Mozas-

Calvache  et  al. 2012;  Ortiz  et  al. 2013).   Verhoeven  has  also  published

extensively on using HAP to collect multi-spectral data for archaeological use

(Verhoeven  2008;  Verhoeven  et  al. 2009a;  2009b;  Verhoeven  and  Schmitt

2010).  Often  working  in  pastoral  locations  (Illus.  2.11),  the  West  Lothian

Archaeology  Group  (http://www.armadale.org.uk)  continue  the  tradition  of

amateur LLAP (Fraser et al. 1999: 436; Murray et al. 2012: 290).

UAVs (unmanned aerial  vehicles) were defined by the American Institute of

Aeronautics  and  Astronautics  in  2004  as  “aircraft  which  are  designed  or

modified, not to carry a human pilot and are operated through electronic input

initiated  by  the  flight  controller  or  by  an  on  board  autonomous  flight

management control system that does not require flight controller intervention”

(Chiabrando  et  al. 2011:  697).   The  terms  RPV  (remote  piloted  vehicle)

(Chiabrando  et  al. 2011:  698;  Remondino  et  al. 2011:  1),  ROA (remotely

operated  aircraft)  or  UVS (unmanned  vehicle  systems)  may  also  be  used

(Remondino  et  al. 2011:  1).   Originally  developed  for  military  use,  civilian

applications are now numerous (Baker and Nathan 2009: 18 – 21; Carvajal et

al. 2011; Cunningham et al. 2011; Israel 2011; Manyoky et al. 2011 ; Molina et

al. 2011;  Rau  et al. 2011).  Archaeological applications include collection of
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photogrammetric data (Chiabrando  et al. 2011; Remondino  et al. 2011) and

several forms of archaeological and architectural survey (Baker and Nathan

2009; 20; Li and Li 2011; Lin  et al. 2011).  Often, UAVs merely represent a

more sophisticated means of obtaining traditional LLAP data (e.g. Chiabrando

2011; Mozas-Calvache et al. 2012; Ortiz et al. 2013). 
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Illus. 2.11: Mosaic of KAP photos over a pastoral site on Uist.
© Jim Knowles (WLAG 2013)
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3.1:  Project Background

The themes identified and discussed in this thesis are based upon the results

of survey work undertaken using a variety of techniques and methods, over an

area in  which  pre-existing information  suggested that  the  density  of  extant

archaeology  was  much  less  than  in  the  region  immediately  to  the  south,

designated as a scheduled ancient monument (SAM 1004173).  The results of

previous  fieldwork  in  High  Close  Pasture  (Illus.  3.1)  (Horne  and  MacLeod
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Illus. 3.1: The location of the initial project study area, the area covered by KAP and the eventual survey
area
Contains Ordnance Survey and English Heritage data (EH 2014)
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2001; Martlew 2011a) showed the validity of using field  survey to refine the

Yorkshire  Dales  Mapping  Project  (YDMP)  transcriptions  and,  in  line  with

Objective  7 (Chapter  1),  influenced  the  decision  to  use  high  resolution

walkover survey, in conjunction with a form of metric survey, during this project.

A large  study  area  (Illus.  3.1)  was  identified  to  the  north  of  Grassington,

covering  the  eastern  slopes  and  base  of  an  obvious  natural  basin  and

extending from the northern limits of the scheduled area (SAM 1004173) (Illus.

3.2).  The transcriptions from the YDMP indicated that the well studied field-

systems  within  the  scheduled  area  continued  in  some  form  to  the  north,

although superficially they appeared to be far less complex (Illus. 3.2).  The

basin  also  has  obvious  natural  boundaries,  creating  sensible  limits  for  the

study.   Scheduling  a  field-system  is  difficult  because  such  complexes  of

archaeology do not  necessarily  have easily  definable edges and this study

also hoped to assess the validity of the limits of the current SAM and whether

the area to the north also warranted a degree of statutory protection.  This ties

in with a relatively recent shift in focus from the protection of individual sites in

isolation, towards the recognition of landscapes as a whole (e.g. Antrop 2005:

28 - 30).

When work began, it was assumed, as has been done with many of the extant

earthworks  found  across  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  that  the  features  under

investigation were part of a single field-system, in this case, one which had

been differentially preserved as the distance from Grassington increased.  The

density of sites indicated by the YDMP transcriptions (Illus. 3.2) also suggested

that the amount of archaeology present within the study area would permit the

use of broad-scale survey over large areas and it was thought that this sort of

work would result in the identification of areas of differing function, i.e. activity

zones, within the broader field-system.  It was hoped that this sort of approach

would allow a better understanding of how these field-systems functioned and

potentially could be used for forward modelling in other areas.
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The survey was begun in the eastern part of the study area, in a field which

looked relatively blank on the YDMP transcriptions (Illus. 3.2), although some

distinctive features were present.  This area was bounded immediately to the
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Illus. 3.2: YDMP transcriptions for the north of SAM 1004173 and within the study area
Contains Ordnance Survey and English Heritage data (EH 2014)
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south by the SAM and the features within it were evidently part of the same

field-system that has been given statutory protection in that area.  However, as

work  progressed,  it  very  quickly  became  apparent  that  the  YDMP

transcriptions represented only a fraction of the features which were actually

present  and  because  of  the  unexpected  volume  and  complexity  of  sites

identified, this field became the focus of the study.  By undertaking a micro

analysis and demonstrating the type and diversity of features present in such a

small  area,  it  was  hoped  that  this  would  give  an  idea  of  what  might  be

expected in other parts of the Yorkshire Dales and in turn could give a much

more accurate picture of how the region developed throughout prehistory.

The types of site identified have been compared with those seen by the author

in other parts of the UK and to known sites found within the literature.  By

doing  this  it  is  possible  to  contextualise  the  survey  area  in  terms  of

contemporary  and  similar  archaeological  sites  and  to  relate  them to  ideas

previously developed relating to the factors which influenced site development,

function and evolution.  By considering the wider archaeological conclusions

advanced in other areas, it is possible to place the sites of the Yorkshire Dales

against a broader background.  

The data collected during this project was gathered using skills gained by the

author during over a decade working as a professional archaeologist and the

material  obtained  has  been  interpreted  in  the  context  of  this  professional

experience, together with reference to similar work undertaken by researchers

in  other  locales.   These  interpretations  have  then  been  taken  forward  to

develop an archaeological hypothesis for the development, use and function of

the  sites  and  their  wider  landscape,  with  current  archaeological  theory,

together  with  radiocarbon  dates,  palynological  data  and  evidence  from

comparative regions, being used as the basis for this outline.  Any relevant

literary and background material is outlined in Chapter 2.
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3.2:  Study area

As outlined in Chapter 2, much of the previous work on the field-systems of the

Yorkshire Dales has concentrated around Grassington in Upper Wharfedale,

beginning with the work of the Upper Wharfedale Exploration Committee in

1892 (Speight 1895: 374).  Outwardly this might suggest that the archaeology

found in this area has been well studied and is therefore well understood, and

indeed this has often been assumed, however many fundamental questions
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Illus.  3.3: Location of the final survey area in relation to adjacent Scheduled Ancient Monuments. The
view shown by the photograph in Illus. 3.1 is also indicated.
Contains Ordnance Survey and English Heritage data (EH 2014)



Chapter 3:  Approaches

still surround the relative and absolute chronology of this landscape and the

function and development of the sites within it.  Because our understanding of

the prehistory  of  this area remains superficial  and because many research

questions still exist for this part of the Yorkshire Dales, it was an obvious place

in which to base this research.

Thanks in the main to the work of Arthur Raistrick, discussed in Chapter 2, the

area of High Close Pasture, in which the archaeology remains most extant, is

now scheduled (1004173) (EH 2014) (Illus. 3.3).  However, the YDMP (Horne

and MacLeod 1995) showed that  the limits of  the statutory designation are

rather arbitrary, as in close proximity to, and in places extending from, those

within  the scheduled  area,  related features are  evident  to  the north  of  the

designated area, and throughout what has been termed East Sweet Side by

the author (Illus. 3.2, Illus. 3.3).   Initial  inspection of  this unscheduled area

suggested that  the features present were denuded and difficult  to interpret,

however, the value in relating the sites to their better studied neighbours and in

assessing their cultural heritage significance in their own right was immediately

identified as a useful objective for this research.
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Illus.  3.4: Looking across the East Sweet Side study area from east to west.  The line of the view is
indicated in Illus. 3.3.
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The initial study area covered a region of approximately 57 Ha, located c. 2km

north  of  the  village  of  Grassington  and  immediately  to  the  north  of  the

'Grassington Enclosures' scheduled area (SAM 1004173) (Illus. 3.2, Illus. 3.3).

This area sits within a natural basin and lies at a height of around 290m O.D,

rising to approximately 330m O.D. towards the east. It is now predominantly

used as grazing for sheep and cattle.  The western part of the area is classed

as rough grazing with exposed limestone bedrock evident (Illus. 3.2).  In this

region there are also four discrete features which are covered by a further

statutory designation (SAM 1004121) (EH 2014); these cairns and settlements

being protected by an early round of scheduling, after partial excavation in the

late 19th and early 20th centuries (Illus. 3.3).
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Illus. 3.5: Priority of survey within the wider study area
Contains Ordnance Survey and English Heritage data (EH 2014)
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Following inspection of the YDMP transcription, the study area was subdivided

into zones and a priority established for the field investigation of these areas

(Illus. 3.5), however, once field study began, it became obvious that the 18th

century land divisions, 6 foot high stone walls, separating fields under different

ownership, with virtually no access between them, made the proposed survey

plan  untenable  and  due  to  the  unexpectedly  large  amount  of  archaeology

present in the first  area visited,  this subsequently became the focus of  the

fieldwork.

During the first phase of work, a magnetic susceptibility survey covering c. 9

Ha, an electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey covering c. 6 Ha, a fluxgate

gradiometer survey covering 2.8 Ha and a walkover survey covering c. 4 Ha

were  all  conducted,  with  kite  aerial  photography  (KAP)  covering  c.  37  Ha

undertaken in the surrounding area.  In addition, magnetic susceptibility survey

was also conducted over part of a second field (c. 2 Ha).  The second phase of

survey  involved  the  completion  of  the  walkover  survey  and  covered

approximately 4 Ha (see below).   The KAP survey and additional magnetic

susceptibility survey are not discussed in this thesis.  In addition to looking at

the nature of archaeological features in the survey area, the work undertaken

was  also  intended  as  a  means by  which  to  assess  the  usefulness  of  the

techniques applied in the characterisation of archaeological sites in marginal

upland environments.

The first wave of survey was carried out over two weeks between the 5th and

9th May  and  the  26th to  29th May  2014.   The  additional  walkover  was

undertaken over 10 days throughout the summer of 2015, beginning on the

29th June  and  finishing  on  the  9th October.   The  work  was  undertaken  in

accordance with  the standards and guidance specified by English Heritage

(2008) and the IfA (2008; 2011).  A self-contained report for the Phase 1 survey

was deposited with the Yorkshire Dales Historic Environment Record (YDHER)

(Saunders 2014).
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3.2.1.  Site location

The  survey  area  lies  on  upland  pasture  approximately  1.8  km  north  of

Grassington, North Yorkshire (Illus. 3.1) and is centred around National Grid

reference: SE 004 659 at approximately 330m O.D. The southern limit of the

survey was determined by the northern extent of the adjacent scheduled area

(SAM  1004173)  and to  the  ENE  and  WSW  by  substantial  stone  field

boundaries.  The northern limit relates to the volume of work which could be

undertaken  in  the  time  available,  rather  than  by  any  physical  feature  or

statutory designation.

3.2.2.  Topography, geology and pedology

The  survey  area  sits  on  a  prominent  natural  terrace,  characteristic  of  the

limestone areas of the Yorkshire Dales.  Although this particular terrace is very

prominent, the survey area is not flat, instead it gently slopes upwards from the

SSE,  before  beginning  to  descend  away  again.   The  terrace  also  slopes

upwards  from  ENE  to  WSW  and  this  combination  forms  a  small,  but

noticeable, rise at the edge of the terrace, its summit lying at around 330m
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Illus. 3.6: Topography of the survey area.
Contains Ordnance Survey and English Heritage data (EH 2014)
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O.D. (Illus. 3.6).  To the ENE, the land rises again towards the summit of the

moor, while to the WSW, on the other side of the stone boundary wall, it drops

sharply downwards.

The  majority  of  the  survey  area  lies  on  the  Great  Scar  Limestone  Group,

however at the ENE edge, where the land begins to rise, a band of Alston

Formation  limestone  is  recorded.   Further  eastwards,  beyond  its  eastern

boundary,  characteristic  alternating  bands  of  limestone  and  mudstone  are

present.  The existing data indicates that the terrace summit and south facing

slope are covered by a layer of Devensian Till, although this peters out over

the  steep  slopes  present  immediately  to  the  east  and  the  west.   Running

through the highest part of the survey area and turning ESE is a fault, part of

which is recorded as a mineral vein.  Given the number of historic mine shafts

evident in the survey area, the presence of further seams is likely.  The soil of

the survey area is considered as being a very acidic loam, with a high peat and

moisture content and very low fertility, however the presence of several lime

kilns in the vicinity suggests that the quality of the land has been improved

since Inclosure (Illus. 3.10) (BGS 2014; Cranfield 2014).
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Illus. 3.7: Looking NW across the survey area.
The elevation of the area and the topographic changes across it are readily apparent
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3.2.3.  Ground and weather conditions

Although the survey area was under pasture during the first phase of fieldwork,

significant  changes  in  topography,  together  with  the  presence  of  extant

archaeological features formed of earth or stone, rendered standard gridded

data collection difficult.  Other techniques were not so affected by these issues,

although cart based electromagnetic induction survey (EMI) was not possible

on very steep slopes.  In general, weather conditions throughout both phases

of the survey were reasonable, with sunshine and showers common.  Heavy

rain occurred on occasion but did not affect the geophysical survey results and

work was aborted when conditions became too extreme.  Weather conditions

were noted throughout the walkover survey, where slight features may have

been missed due to low light conditions.

During the second phase of walkover survey, photography became the primary

method of recording and this meant that good, bright weather conditions were

required to allow features to be discerned easily.  Survey was timetabled to

correspond  with  the  likely  best  weather  conditions  and  was  aborted  when

taking good quality, high contrast photographs became difficult.
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Illus. 3.8: General view of the site, demonstrating the sheer volume and complexity of the features 
present
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3.2.4.  Archaeological Background 

A brief  a  summary  of  the  archaeological  background  in  the  vicinity  of  the

survey area is presented below.

Prehistoric Period

The study area is characterised by the presence of extant stone and earth

features traditionally thought to form part of a significant field-system, one of

many found across the Yorkshire Dales and mapped by the Yorkshire Dales

Mapping Project (YDMP) (Horne and MacLeod 1995).  Part of the impetus for
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Illus. 3.9: Prehistoric and medieval sites.
Contains Ordnance Survey, English Heritage and Yorkshire Dales Historic Environment Record data (EH 
2014; YDHER 2013)
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this current research has been the lack of modern archaeological investigation

undertaken in this area (Martlew 2011a: 61), but although no secure dating

evidence  exists,  work  undertaken  in  the  late  19th and  early  20th centuries

indicates that  this  particular  field-system dates from anywhere between the

late neolithic and Romano-British periods (Curwen 1928; Harker 1892: 148;

Raistrick  and  Chapman  1929:  168;  Raistrick  1937:  168  –  169,  71  –  174;

Speight 1895: 375 – 383).  The Yorkshire Dales Historic Environment Record

(YDHER 2013) notes a hut platform c. 60m north of the survey area, while a

hut circle lies around 300m NW.  Other prehistoric features recorded in the

HER in the vicinity of the survey area are generally thought to relate to parts of

the supposed field-system (Illus. 3.9).

Medieval Period

Although a possible medieval site is noted at the southern limit of the survey

area  and  again  a  few hundred  metres  west,  these  are  ruinous,  presumed

agricultural structures of uncertain date.  Around 500m to the NW of the survey

area, the site of Botton House, thought to date from the 15th century, is noted,

together with an area of  medieval ridge and furrow recorded by the YDMP

project  (YDHER 2013).   This indicates that  both settlement  and agriculture

occurred in  this  area during the medieval  period  and suggests  that  further

remains of this date may be present.  The medieval reuse and adaptation of

earlier prehistoric features also seems likely (Illus. 3.9). 

Botton was mentioned in the 18th century Acts of Inclosure for this area and

this suggests that the medieval farmstead may have remained inhabited into

the post-medieval period.

Post Medieval Period

Throughout the study area and in the areas adjacent to it,  numerous mine

shafts  are  evident  in  modern  Ordnance  Survey  data,  in  the  YDMP

transcriptions and on the ground.  These shafts lay on the western extremity of

an area worked intensively by the Duke of Devonshire between 1818 and 1888
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(Gill 2004: 59), however their location, together with their irregular distribution

may suggest an earlier date of construction during the17th or 18th centuries.  At

this time mining was on a much smaller scale, with plots of land allocated to

individual miners (Gill 2004: 59).  Although the visible shafts date to some point

during the post-medieval period, it is possible that the seams of ore were also

accessed in earlier periods and some of the archaeological features present in

the area may relate to earlier mining activities.  

The construction of the substantial, stone field boundaries that now dominate

this area probably began immediately following an act of parliament passed in

1788, the summary of which specifically mentions both Botton and Old Pasture

within  the  township  of  Grassington (NYCC 2014,  Portcullis  2014).   These
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Illus. 3.10: Post-medieval features.
Contains Ordnance Survey, English Heritage and Yorkshire Dales Historic Environment Record data (EH 
2014; YDHER 2013)
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substantial boundaries bear no relation to prior land division or usage and this

created some issues when undertaking fieldwork as they prevented natural

movement across the study area.  Several lime kilns can be seen around the

survey area (Illus.  3.10)  and as  well  as  having other  uses,  lime was very

important for improving areas of acidic soil.  These kilns are likely to have been

some of the many built by individual farmers following land enclosure, with this

specific function in mind (White 1994).  
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3.3:  Fieldwork aims and methodology

3.3.1.  Geophysical survey aims

Because  of  the  paucity  of  previous  archaeological  geophysical  surveys  in

upland environments, particularly in the Yorkshire Dales (e.g. Jordan 2009), a

primary aim of the fieldwork centred around evaluating the usefulness of the

data  obtained  through  these  methods,  while  also  assessing  the  practical

issues surrounding its collection.  In order to achieve these broader aims, a

suite of survey techniques were used and as data were collected, the fieldwork

methodology for each method evolved.  The quality of the final datasets, and

the information gleaned from them, reflects how useful each technique proved

to be in this environment.

The  geophysical  surveys  were  initially  undertaken  with  the  intention  of

improving  the  characterisation  of  the  areas  bounded  by  the  upstanding

archaeological  remains,  in the belief  that these represented a single phase

field-system,  however,  within  the  magnetic  survey,  a  number  of  anomalies

which did  not  correlate  with  any upstanding sites  became evident  and the

identification  of  further  such  responses  became the  objective  of  this  work.

Ultimately  the identification  of  these probable  new features  contributed the

archaeological reinterpretation of the survey area.

3.3.2.  Outline fieldwork methodology

A further objective of this research was to utilise multiple scales of survey and

the  first  phase  began  with  broader  scale  data  collection  techniques,  the

intention being that these results would actively influence how smaller scale

methods could subsequently be utilised, although ultimately the project took a

different direction.  Since so many aspects of the project were experimental,

there was no fixed area to cover nor a necessity to use every survey technique

potentially available.
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Table 3.1: Table of survey methodologies.

Initially, Kite Aerial Photography (KAP) was used with a view to constructing a

3D photogrammetric model of the survey area, with walkover and EMI survey

both undertaken at the same time; the former to visually assess both unknown

and  unrecorded  extant  monuments  within  the  landscape  and  the  latter  to

obtain a broad-brush assessment of the levels of both magnetic susceptibility
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Metric Survey

Instrument Leica 1200

Configuration Smartnet and dGNSS

Type of correction RTK

Accuracy c. 0.02m

Walkover survey

Recording ULPL Phase 1 proforma
ULPL Phase 2 proforma

Camera Pentax Optio W80 

Feature location Garmin E-Trex H 
Garmin GPSmap 62s

Locational accuracy ≤ 5m

Area covered c. 8 Ha

Kite Aerial Photography

Kite 9ft triangular kite

Line length 60m

Suspension system Basic Picavet 

Camera Pentax WG - 10

Timing interval 10 seconds

Time per flight 10 minutes

Total area covered c. 37 Ha

Electromagnetic Induction Survey (EMI)

Instrument GF Instruments 
CMD Mini Explorer

Collection method Hand cart

Positional location Leica 1200 GNSS

Locational accuracy c. 0.02m 

Recording method Stored with GNSS position

Number of coil 
separations

3

Traverse interval Approx. 5 – 10m (GNSS guided)

Measurement interval Approx. 1m (time based)

Total area covered c. 6 Ha

Magnetometer survey

Instrument Bartington Grad601-2

Grid size 20 by 20m

Sampling along the traverses 0.25m

Traverse intervals 1m

Collection mode Zig-Zag

Total area covered 2.8 Ha

Magnetic Susceptibility Survey

Instrument GF Instruments Multi Kappa
Bartington Instruments MS2

Coil Multi Kappa 25cm
Bartington 18.5cm

Collection method Manual

Positional location Garmin E-Trex H

Locational accuracy ≤ 5m

Recording method Stored with GNSS position

Traverse interval Approx. 10m (paced)

Measurement interval Approx. 10m (paced)

In-phase depths 0.1, 0.2 and 0.6m

Total area covered c. 11.2 Ha
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and conductivity within the survey area.  Following this, magnetic susceptibility

measurements  were  taken  with  a  magnetic  susceptibility  meter  before

standard gridded magnetic survey was used to obtain some finer detail across

one of the areas of interest identified by the other techniques.  A summary of

the techniques and instrumentation employed is outlined above in Table 3.1,

while the extent of the area covered by each survey method is shown in Illus.

3.11.

3.3.3.  Kite aerial photography

There is only partial LiDAR coverage over the full study area so it was hoped

that kite aerial photography (KAP) could be used to generate high resolution,

photo-realistic topographic models as an alternative.  In an initial pilot study,

around 600 photographs were taken across 37 Ha using a camera suspended

from  a  kite.   3D  photogrammetric  modelling  requires  a  significant  overlap
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Illus. 3.11: Extent of KAP and other surveys.
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between images but the area that could be covered by any one photograph

was  limited  by  the  permitted  maximum  flying  height  of  the  kite,  60m,  as

determined by the Civil Aviation Authority (BKFA 2014).  

An attempt was made to process the photographs obtained during the KAP

survey  using  several  different  packages,  including  Photosynth,  MeshLab,

CloudCompare, AirphotoSE 2.53 and Microsoft ICE, however it soon became

apparent  that  the  generation of  a  complete  high  resolution  3D point  cloud

covering  the  entire  survey  area  would  not  be  possible  using  open  source

software of the type available to local archaeology societies.  Although there

was a great deal of overlap between the images taken, the upland terrain, the

uniformity of the grass, varying camera angles and a lack of hard detail made

automatic  coincident  point  recognition difficult  and it  frequently  failed.   The

same difficulties were also encountered in the creation of an overall orthotiff for

the area.   Despite this,  a number of  smaller,  incomplete point  clouds were

generated (Illus. 3.12) and this suggests that with a degree of methodological

refinement, KAP may yet prove useful in this environment, however, its use

was  not  pursued  in  this  research.   A photogrammetric  model  was  used

extensively  in  this  research,  however  this  was  generated  using  oblique

photographs taken from a plane (see below).
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Illus. 3.12: An example of 3D point cloud generated from KAP imagery.
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3.3.4.  Walkover survey

The first phase of the walkover survey adopted a methodology used by the

author  in  a  number  of  commercial  contexts  in  Scotland  and  involved

systematically recording any extant features visible within the area covered.

These were recorded 'as seen' which allowed any differences between what

was visible and what was recorded by the YDMP to be readily drawn out.

Because of the high number of extant features present across the site, the

work required almost 100% ground coverage and proved to be extremely time-

consuming.  Each individual feature was given a unique number, a walkover

proforma was filled in (Illus. 3.13),  photographs, including a scale, taken and

the feature located by hand-held GNSS to generate a point, line or polygon as

appropriate.  A spreadsheet summarising the complete results of this part of

the walkover survey is included in the Phase 1 report (Saunders 2014).
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Illus. 3.13: Walkover proformas for Phase 1 of the survey.
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During  Phase  1,  as  a  means  of  partially  quantifying  the  nature  of  cultural

heritage  in  this  area,  an  assessment  was  made  of  the  importance  and

significance of each site recorded.  This is of particular interest in this area

because partial scheduling already exists and helps to illustrate how arbitrary

the limits of these statutory designations are.  The means of determining the

importance and significance attributed to each feature are outlined in Table 3.2.

Although scheduled and other protected sites are of national importance, other

sites, less important in their own right, may have a similar assignation, often in

cases  where  they  relate  to,  or  are  encompassed  by,  an  existing  statutory

boundary.  Significance and importance are normally easily related, however,

certain caveats are possible, for example where a feature is connected with a

significant event or person, thereby increasing its cultural value.

Level of significance Criteria

High Archaeological sites of national importance, including Scheduled Ancient Monuments

Medium Archaeological sites of regional importance

Low Locally important archaeological sites

Negligible Recorded features that are relatively modern or no longer retain any historic elements 
because of change or damage

Uncertain Features that are of potential archaeological interest but which require further 
investigation to ascertain this

Table 3.2: Means of determining significance and importance of sites.

The refinements made to the Phase 2 walkover methodology, together with the

subsequent data treatment, are discussed more fully below.

3.3.5.  Electromagnetic induction survey

The  electromagnetic  induction  (EMI)  survey  utilised  a  non-standard

methodology, with data collected at a wide traverse spacing (c. 4 – 10m) in

order  to  permit  rapid,  broad-scale  assessment  over  a  large  area.   The

instrument was mounted on a hand pulled cart and integrated with a differential

Leica  1200  GNSS (Illus.  3.14).   Rather  than  set  out  precise  areas  to  be

surveyed, the on screen display of the GNSS was used to guide the position

and direction of  the traverse,  while the interval between readings was time

driven,  resulting  in  a  measurement  every  0.7  to  1m.   This  particular
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methodology  was  adopted  to  assess  the  suitability  of  electromagnetic

induction  as  an  alternative  to  standard  broad-scale  magnetic  susceptibility

survey.  While the latter technique only provides one data set, the CMD Mini

Explorer  collects  both  in-phase  (broadly  comparable  with  magnetic

susceptibility)  and  conductivity  measurements  (inverse  of  resistivity)  at  3

depths, providing 6 data sets from every survey conducted.  With the coils

orientated vertically, the manufacturer states that these measurement depths

are approximately  0.5,  1.0  and 1.8m (GF 2014),  although,  because  of  the

position of the height of the instrument during this work, it is thought unlikely

that the maximum measurement depth here exceeded 1m (see below).  A key

objective of  this fieldwork was to assess whether the additional  information

provided  by  these  multiple  datasets  warranted  the  use  of  EMI  survey  in

preference to magnetic susceptibility survey. 

The CMD Mini  Explorer  has no specific  data  processing software and this

becomes  even  more  of  an  issue  when  using  GNSS  located  data  and  in

situations where very broad-scale changes are of interest.  Because of this,

bespoke software had to be written in Python in order to view, process and

export the data collected.  Although the processed data are very different from

the raw data, the correlation between the processed output and the magnetic

susceptibility and magnetic datasets indicates that the processing applied is

valid.   Of  the  6  datasets  produced,  those  which  equate  to  the  middle
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Illus. 3.14: The electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey being undertaken by Daniel Watkeys
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measurement depth were of most use; the deepest dataset was also usable

but  did  not  add  much  additional  information  to  the  interpretation.   The

shallowest readings contained a great deal of  data noise probably because

they effectively represent surface measurement.

3.3.6.  Magnetic susceptibility survey

The magnetic susceptibility survey undertaken here was again designed to be

carried out at a very broad-scale and was intended as a means of identifying

significant  areas  of  magnetic  enhancement  which  could  subsequently  be

investigated with other techniques and higher resolution survey.  Once again,

no  grid  was  used  and  the  location  of  each data  point  was  determined  by

pacing transects across the survey area.   Each measurement position was

recorded to an accuracy of ≤ 5m by hand-held GNSS and directly integrated

with the data via Multi Kappa instrument (Illus. 3.15), or joined with it at the

processing stage when using the Bartington machine.  This technique proved

rapid, easy to conduct and gave useful results which correlated well with the

EMI and magnetic survey results.

3.3.7.  Magnetic survey

Magnetic  survey  followed  a  very  typical  methodology  to  assess  how

appropriate this standard approach was in an upland environment.  Because of

the type of extant archaeology present, primarily upstanding earth and stone

59

Illus. 3.15: Dr Roger Martlew and Hannah Brown using the Multi Kappa instrument
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features,  and  because  of  the  shallow  soils  and  limestone  bedrock,  it  was

unclear whether there would be enough magnetic enhancement across the

site  to  identify  specific  archaeological  anomalies  against  the  natural

background (EH 2008: 15).  The work was undertaken over a series of 20m

grids  set  out  with  a  differential  GNSS  system  (Illus.  3.16  and  3.17)  but

topographic changes, uneven ground and a variety of obstacles rendered the

standard data collection method usable  but  challenging and it  was hard to

avoid data collection errors, even for very experienced surveyors.  Although

the level of enhancement measured was relatively low, it was sufficient enough

to identify a suite of archaeological anomalies throughout the dataset, despite

a  high  level  of  background  noise,  presumably  relating  to  the  underlying

pedological conditions.

60

Illus. 3.16: Mary Saunders conducting magnetic survey 
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3.4:  Technical background to instrumentation and d ata processing

3.4.1.  Technical background

Setting out and tying in

The limits  of  the survey area  were set  out  using a  Leica  1200 differential

Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS).  This was especially important at

the southern limit of the survey area where it was crucial that the surveyors did

not to accidentally stray into the scheduled area.  The EMI survey was directly

located  by  the  GNSS  system  with  the  locational  data  stored  in  the  data

controller alongside the measured values.  The corners of each 20m by 20m

grid used for the magnetic survey were aligned on a predefined grid system

previously uploaded into the GNSS controller.  The base station coordinates

were determined by taking a  number of  repeated observations using Leica

Smartnet, a system that allows real time data corrections to be obtained in the

field, giving an accuracy of ≤ 0.02m without the need to post-process the data

with  RINEX  observations.   Once  the  base  station  coordinates  had  been

accurately  determined,  they were stored on the instrument  and a standard

differential GNSS configuration (Illus. 3.17) could be used for the remainder of

the survey, still without the need for post-processing.

The hand-held GPS units used for the magnetic susceptibility and walkover

surveys were accurate to  ≤ 5m, however this was more than adequate for
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Illus. 3.17: Mary Saunders and Emily Fioccoprile setting up the GNSS base station
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these tasks.  Although this is the stated accuracy, the results obtained suggest

that a greater accuracy was often achieved.  In order to correct for systematic

error, a number of fixed points visible on OS mapping were also recorded, this

permitted  a  simple  linear  transformation  of  the  data  where  it  was  deemed

necessary.  Once the walkover survey had been completed, the GPS points

recorded for each feature were corrected using Google satellite imagery,  in

conjunction with the site photographs, in order to generate the most accurate

representation of the recorded features as possible.

Electromagnetic induction survey

EMI uses a transmitter and receiver coil  to measure both the electrical and

magnetic  properties  of  the  sub-surface.   An  alternating  current  of  known

amperage is passed through the transmitting coil, producing a magnetic field.

This  field  passes  into  the  ground,  where  its  presence  produces  secondary

currents,  if the sub-surface strata are suitably conductive.  A weak magnetic

field is  produced as a  result  of  these 'eddy'  currents  and this  field  can be

measured by the receiver coil.  Sub-surface conductivity can be related to the

ratio  of  the  transmitted  and  received  currents  and  the  magnitude  of  the

secondary field broken down into in-phase and quadrature components.  The

former can be mathematically related to magnetic susceptibility, while the latter

relates  to  apparent  conductivity,  the  inverse  of  apparent  resistivity.

Conductivity  is  generally  expressed  in  Siemens  (mS/m),  while  magnetic

susceptibility is given in ppt, as a proportion of the magnitude of the applied

field (Gaffney and Gater 2003: 43). 

The EMI survey was undertaken using a GF Instruments CMD Mini Explorer.

This  uses  three  coil  spacings  at  0.32,  0.71  and  1.18m.   With  the  coils

orientated vertically, it is stated that these give an effective measurement depth

of 0.5, 1 and 1.8m respectively (GF 2014), however extensive work by Belgian

researchers indicates that due to the differing sizes of soil volume involved in

each EMI measurement, the depth of detection of the in-phase component is

approximately half that of the quadrature component (De Smedt  et al. 2014:
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18).  Taking into consideration the height of the instrument during this survey,

around 0.3m above the ground, more realistic depths of detection for the in-

phase component are approximately 0.1, 0.2 and 0.6m.  This indicates that the

I1 results relate to responses from the ground surface, while the I2 results are

likely to be the most comparable with those from the magnetic susceptibility

survey.   It  is  generally assumed that  the measurement depth for this latter

technique rarely exceeds the diameter of the coil used, in this case 25cm and

18.5cm, with  some suggesting a depth  of  investigation of  as little  as 0.1m

(Gaffney and Gater 2003: 44).

Magnetic susceptibility survey 

Magnetic  susceptibility  survey  relies  on  the  application  of  an  alternating

magnetic  field  to  a  volume of  the sub-surface by means of  a  circular  coil.

Magnetic susceptibility is defined as a measure of the ability of a material to

become magnetised,  a property which can change in places where human

activity has altered the physical structure of the subsoil.  Because of this, the

technique  can  also  be  used  as  a  means  of  identifying  areas  of  higher

susceptibility  over  which  magnetic  survey  should  also  be  effective.   The

magnetic properties of the subsoil alter the frequency of the applied field and

this  change  is  proportional  to  the  magnetic  susceptibility.   This  quantity  is

generally expressed in generic SI units (Gaffney and Gater 2003; 44 - 45).  

The volume of the subsoil involved in each reading is not a precise amount,

while the depth of field penetration and therefore measurement, is generally

thought  to  rarely  exceed the  equivalent  of  the  measurement  coil  diameter.

Despite  this,  the technique is  effective,  with  various  taphonomic processes

creating susceptibility enhancement over areas where archaeological remains

are  present  at  a  much  greater  depth  (Gaffney  and  Gater  2003;  44  -  45).

Although  the  two  instruments  used,  the  Bartington  MS2  and  the  GF

instruments  Multi  Kappa  employ  different  coil  diameters  (18.5cm,  versus

25cm), their depth of measurement appear roughly comparable, despite the

measurements themselves being expressed in different orders of magnitude.  
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Magnetic survey

Magnetic survey was undertaken using a fluxgate gradiometer.  This type of

instrument measures the strength of the magnetic field at any given location

and  is  known  as  a  passive  technique  because  no  electrical  currents  or

magnetic fields need to be passed directly through the ground surface in order

to obtain a measurement.  The coils used in this type of magnetometer are

very sensitive along one axis and because they are usually mounted vertically,

they preferentially measure the Z component of the surrounding magnetic field.

In  very  simple  terms,  where  an  increase  in  magnetic  susceptibility  is

encountered, a change occurs in the frequency of the alternating field being

applied  to  the  instrument's  primary  coil,  directly  related  to  the  level  of

enhancement present, and this change is detected within a secondary coil.  A

gradiometer uses two magnetometers mounted vertically, allowing broad-scale

background  variations  to  be  filtered  out.   This  means  that  the  recorded

measurements only relate to small scale variations in the immediate vicinity of

the  instrument.   The  Bartington  Grad601-2  used  here  employs  a  1m

magnetometer  spacing,  with  measurements  expressed  in  nano  Tesla  (nT)

(Gaffney and Gater 2003: 40 - 41). 

3.4.2.  Data Processing

Walkover survey

The GPS point data collected during the walkover survey were transformed in

GIS into point, line and polygon datasets having first been downloaded and

converted to point shapefile data though DNRGPS (MDNR 2014).  Points were

also recorded on fixed detail  (e.g.  wall  corners)  during the survey allowing

systematic spatial errors to be easily corrected.  Each point was labelled with

its  survey  number  so  that  the  relevant  information  could  subsequently  be

attached to each feature within the shapefiles.  Once the recording proformas

were compiled into a database, this information was joined with the shapefile

data in GIS, allowing the complete dataset to be displayed and interrogated

spatially.   In  addition,  photographic  records  were  also  attached  to  the

shapefiles so that photographs taken of a specific monument could be viewed
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directly in ArcGIS via the HTML ArcGIS tool.

Following the completion of the walkover, all points were corrected using the

site photographs, together with Google aerial imagery.  This was done so that

feature representations would be correct in advance of interpretation and in

particular prior to orientation and spacing analyses (see below).

Electromagnetic induction survey

Proprietary software from GF Instruments was used to download the EMI data

but because no processing or data display software exists, a program written

in  Python  by  Finnegan  Pope-Carter,  was  updated  for  this  purpose  by  the

author.   Since  a  key  objective  of  this  survey  was  to  look  at  broad-scale

changes across the data, it was essential to use the software, which utilises a

set of calibration data, to remove any survey artefacts and errors relating to

instrument drift.   For this survey, the data were re-gridded at 1m by 4m to

reflect the intervals used in data collection, however the ArcGIS grid format

requires square gridding so 4 by 4m was used in this instance.  Data can also

be  outputted  from  the  software  as  CSV  files,  shapefiles  of  point  data,

GeoPNGs, Surfer grid files or ArcGIS grids, while uncalibrated, re-gridded, raw

data can also be displayed and saved.  Following processing in the Python

program, a low pass filter was applied in Surfer to smooth out any remaining

noise.   The calibration technique did  not  give perfect  results,  however,  the

majority  of  survey  and drift  artefacts  were  removed and  a  usable  dataset,

which correlates well with the results from the other techniques, was obtained.

Magnetic susceptibility survey

The  GF  Instruments  Multi  Kappa  outputs  an  ASCII  DAT  file  containing

measurement values and locational information in WGS84 coordinates.  Once

these were re-projected into OS coordinates, the data could be displayed in

ArcGIS.   This software was then used to grid the data at  5m intervals.   A

similar process was necessary for the Bartington MS2, however here the GPS

measurements  had  to  first  be  integrated  with  the  manually  recorded  data
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values.   Mathematical  manipulation  (simple  adding,  subtracting  or

multiplication)  was  required  to  integrate  both  types  of  data,  recorded  at

differing magnitudes, and to correct any variations between data collected over

different  days.   Once  this  process  was complete,  an overall  shapefile  and

ASCII grid could be generated for the survey area.

Magnetic survey 

The magnetic survey was downloaded using the Bartington Grad601 software

and  processed  using  Geoplot  3.0  and  GeoSUB,  in  house  University  of

Bradford software.  The very minimum of processing was carried out on the

data.  A Zero Mean Traverse was used to correct for heading error between

lines, while any stepping errors were also corrected.  Following this, the data

were interpolated along the y-axis to improve their appearance.  XY trace plots

were also generated with GeoSUB.
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3.5:  Using LiDAR and photogrammetric data

3.5.1.  Background to the techniques

LiDAR (Light  Detection  and  Ranging)  data  are  collected  by  transmitting  a

pulsating laser beam from an aircraft and measuring its speed of return from

the  ground.   Through  the  use  of  a  differential  GNSS  system,  the  three-

dimensional position of the measured point can be determined very accurately

and,  by  recording  a  series  of  points  in  close  proximity,  a  point  cloud

representative of the ground surface generated.  Although LiDAR coverage for

the Yorkshire Dales is incomplete, a very high resolution dataset covering the

survey  area  and  its  surrounding  locale  is  publicly  available  through

government open data initiatives (SOD 2016).  The 0.25m sampling interval

used allows the archaeological remains present to be seen in some detail.

Photogrammetry  relies  on  the  same principles  as  stereoscopy,  in  which  a

representation of  three-dimensionality is obtained by simultaneously viewing

two slightly offset images.  With the advent of modern computing, this idea has

been taken forward and the process of Structure From Motion uses coincident

points, found within in a collection of overlapping oblique images, to generate a

three-dimensional point cloud.  The photogrammetric dataset used here was

created  from a  set  of  c.46  oblique  aerial  photographs,  with  an  overlap  of

approximately  80%  and  a  set  focal  length,  taken  by  Dave  MacLeod  from

Historic  England  on  Friday  5th December  2014  and  processed  in  Agisoft

Photoscan by Thomas Sparrow at  the University of  Bradford.   The images

used remain the copyright of Historic England.  

3.5.2.  Strengths and weaknesses in this environmen t

The LiDAR data are supplied in a processed format, meaning that the stones

which litter the survey area are absent from the digital terrain model (DTM),

having  been  interpreted  as  noise  by  the  standard  processing  algorithms.

Although this means that many of the archaeological features are missing from

the  data,  the  application  of  these  filters  does  enhance  the  visibility  of  the
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underlying earthworks, thereby providing a much clearer picture of the original

layout of the large-scale field-system(s).  Since they can be unclear in oblique

aerial photographs, the YDMP transcriptions in this locale include few mounds,

however  this  site  type  is  very  noticeable  within  the  high  resolution  LiDAR

dataset, as are areas of apparent landscape remodelling.  These feature types

are  difficult  to  identify  in  the  field,  however  the  LiDAR  dataset  provided

corroborating evidence for the existence of several examples first seen during

the walkover survey.

The photogrammetric data are very similar to those generated through LiDAR

survey,  although  because  the  point  cloud  remains  unfiltered,  the  resultant

surface can be considered a digital surface model (DSM), rather than a digital

terrain model (DTM).  Several of the prominent boulders and significant stones

are readily identifiable, while the earthworks and mounds are somewhat less

clear.  Particularly in the area of the plateau, subtle features thought to relate

to revetment are more readily identified through this latter dataset.

3.5.3.  Data display and usage

Using 8 different lighting positions, Relief  Visualisation Toolbox (IASS 2016)

was used to generate georerefenced hill-shade rasters from both the LiDAR

and  photogrammetric  point  clouds.   Following  the  generation  and  visual

inspection of these hill-shade rasters, it was decided that the earthworks and

mounds were best seen in the LiDAR dataset when an azimuth of 315 degrees

and a height of 35 degrees were employed.  Although the archaeology was

primarily  digitised from this single dataset, reference was also made to the

orthotiffs generated from other lighting positions, particularly in cases where

the  extent  or  form  of  a  feature  was  unclear.   Both  the  LiDAR  and

photogrammetric datasets have been used for illustrative purposes throughout

this document.
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3.6:  Understanding and categorising walkover surve y data

3.6.1.  Overview

The  interpretation  of  the  features  identified  during  the  walkover  survey

changed as the work progressed and it became hard to make a consistent

assessment of the features present.  Various attempts were made to redress

this, however, it also became apparent that the difference between types of

feature are also somewhat 'fuzzy' and they do not always resolve neatly into

categories.  Below is outlined various attempts which were made to reduce the

subjectivity inherent in the survey data, together with an assessment of their

success or otherwise.  

3.6.2.  On-site methodology

During the Phase 1 walkover survey it  became clear that the time taken to

record each site was disproportionate to the number of sites present in the

survey area. In addition, because the sites were very similar and were in close

proximity to each other, many pieces of information included on a standard

walkover recording form became unnecessary and their inclusion served only
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to slow down the recording process.  In order to mitigate against these issues,

Phase 2  of  the works employed a new recording proforma and shifted the

focus of the recording to the use of photographic and GPS records, with the

paper  record  containing  only  dimensional  information  and  basic  field

interpretations (Illus. 3.18).

Continuing from Phase 1, each site was given a unique identifier.  A reference

photograph,  which  included  a  numbered  photo  board,  was  then  taken  to

simplify post-survey analysis and the site itself  photographed, with a scale,

from a number of directions.  Sites were either recorded as points, lines or

polygons with a waypoint marked with a handheld GPS at the centre of each

point feature, at the start, end and bend of each of line or in such a way as to

fully  capture  the  extent  of  any  polygonal  features.   An  updated  walkover

proforma  was  filled  in  (Illus.  3.18)  with  information  regarding  field

interpretation,  possible  date  and  feature  dimensions,  while  a  photographic

register  was  also  created,  with  site  number  and  direction  of  shot.   A

photograph numbering system based on date was employed.
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Illus. 3.19: Mary Saunders recording the location of a feature using a handheld GPS
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Initially, the handheld GPS data were corrected back to a single known point to

account for a consistent systematic error and this allowed the raw data to be

checked and any areas where there was some ambiguity to be immediately

reassessed on return to site.  Photographs were renumbered following each

day of survey and the renumbered images checked against the photographic

register. Any errors were then corrected.

A summary of the equipment used and the area covered in Phase 2 is given in

Table 3.3.

Walkover survey

Recording ULPL proforma (Illus. 3.4)

Camera Pentax Optio W80 

Feature location Garmin GPSmap 62s

Locational accuracy ≤ 5m

Area covered c. 4 Ha

Table 3.3: Walkover methodology

3.6.3.  Post-survey methodology

Following  completion  of  the  survey,  the  resultant  data  were  subject  to  a

number of processes and analyses, initially in order to improve the accuracy of

the GPS data and then to improve data interpretation.

The vertical Google imagery for the area is of a sufficient quality to permit the

identification of individual stones across the site and it was therefore possible

to  use  this  as  a  means  to  correct  for  random  error  and  to  improve  the

locational  accuracy of  the recorded GPS points,  both between features but

also within sites.  The photographs taken for each site were used to identify

where GPS points had actually been taken and these images visually cross-

referenced with the aerial imagery to determine where the GPS points should

have been located (Illus. 3.20).  In several cases, features only identifiable on

the  vertical  imagery  were  digitised  and  given  site  numbers.   Although

somewhat  laborious,  this  process  then  served  to  correct  both  local

inaccuracies but also errors in feature orientation – important for further stages

of analysis. 
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3.6.4.  Field classifications

During  the  course  of  the  survey,  each  feature  encountered  was  given  an

interpretive classification based upon its visual characteristics and its similarity

to other sites within the survey area.  Although these classifications took into

account  differences  in  construction,  stone  size  and  stone  spacings,  these

elements were interpreted implicitly.   The classifications were generated 'on

the fly', although an attempt was made to avoid duplication.  In some cases

two possible  classifications  are  shown,  with  the  former  category  being the

preferred option (Tables 3.4, 3.5, 3.6).

Because of the time taken to complete the survey and the number of sites

involved,  it  was  very  hard  to  avoid  observer  bias  and  the  changes  in

interpretation which resulted from continued reflection on the ever-increasing

volume of data – what would have been interpreted in one way in Phase 1

would be looked on very differently by the end of Phase 2.
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Illus. 3.20: Ranging rods indicating where GPS points were taken for Site 109 (left) and  the updated Site 
109 line overlain on Google imagery in ArcGIS.
Contains Google imagery
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Barrow Spot find / Quern (poss)

Clearance cairn Stone pile

Denuded mound Stone pile / Cairn (poss)

Mound Stone spread

Mound / Barrow (poss) Stone spread / Barrow (poss)

Prominent stone Stone spread / Clearance (poss)

Recumbent stone Stone spread / Clearance cairn (poss)

Significant stone Stone spread / Mound (poss)

Significant stone (poss) Stone spread / Tumble

Significant stone(s)

Table 3.4: Point field classes

Enclosure Revetment

Enclosure (poss) Shafts

Mound Stone spread

Mound (poss) / Platform (poss) Stone spread / Mound (poss)

Platform Stone spread / Tumble (poss)

Platform / Stone setting Stoneless area

Possible structure Structure (poss)

Quarry Structure (poss) / Enclosure (poss)

Table 3.5: Polygonal field classes

Break of slope Revetment (poss)

Denuded earthwork Revetment / Wall

Denuded earthwork (poss) / Wall (poss) Stone row

Denuded earthwork / Stone facing (poss) Stone row (poss)

Denuded earthwork / Stone row Stone row (poss) / Denuded earthwork (poss)

Denuded earthwork / Stone row (poss) Stone row / Denuded earthwork (poss)

Denuded earthwork / Stone setting (poss) Stone row / Facing

Denuded earthwork / Wall (poss) Stone setting

Earthwork Stone setting (poss) / Denuded earthwork (poss)

Earthwork / Revetment Stone setting (poss) / Facing (poss)

Earthwork / Stone row (poss) Wall

Earthwork / Stone setting Wall (poss)

Enclosure Wall (poss) / Denuded earthwork

Escarpment Wall (poss) / Denuded earthwork (poss)

Facing (poss) Wall (poss) / Stone setting (poss)

Table 3.6: Line field classes

3.6.5.  'Objective' assessment of stone size, spaci ng and feature form

Following completion of the fieldwork, an attempt was made to quantify the

different ways in which stone features were constructed in different parts of the
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site (Table 3.7).  By doing this in as objective a fashion as possible, it  was

hoped  that  a  classification  relatively  free  from  recorder  bias  would  be

generated  and  that,  in  turn,  the  spatial  distributions  of  these  sites  would

produce discernible patterns which would point towards different phases and

functions of activity across the survey area.

Table 3.7: Size, spacing and form categories for point sites (left), line sites (middle) and polygonal sites 
(right)

Perhaps unsurprisingly, it proved almost impossible to undertake this process

in an objective and distant manner.  As one worked through the sites, ideas

about  what  constituted  large,  medium  or  small  stones  changed,  as  did

interpretation of spacing and form.  Although there are clear and quantifiable

differences in the way certain sites are laid out, there are also those which do

not happily sit within any category and ultimately a subjective decision had to

be made in order to characterise these.

3.6.6.  'Archaeosnap' 

In a further attempt to reduce the amount of subjectivity inherent in the feature

classifications,  particularly in  relation to the size of  stones and the spacing

between  them,  the  best  site  photograph  of  every  feature  was  printed  out.

Photographs of points, lines and polygons were collated and, beginning with

the line features, an attempt made to match these together based only on their

visual  characteristics  and  without  any reference  to  their  spatial  location  or

relationship to other features.  Categories were then created to reflect what the
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Size Spacing Form

Boulder Compact Irregular

Boulder NA NA

Large Close Irregular

Large Compact Irregular

Medium Close Irregular

Medium Compact Irregular

NA NA NA

Small Close Irregular

Small Compact Irregular

Very large NA NA

Size Spacing Form

Large Close Regular

Medium Close Irregular

Medium Close Regular

Medium Compact Irregular

Medium Compact Regular

NA NA NA

Small Close Irregular

Small Close Regular

Small Compact Irregular

Small Sparse Irregular

Size Spacing Form

Large Close Regular

Medium Close Irregular

Medium Close Regular

Medium Compact Irregular

Medium Compact Regular

NA NA NA

Small Close Irregular

Small Compact Irregular

Small Sparse Irregular
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photographs  appeared  to  show,  rather  than  trying  to  fit  the  images  to

predefined classes (Table 3.8).

Earthwork Random

Irregular Regular gaps, irregular placement

Large walls Regularly spaced, half buried

Large, flat stones Small irregular

Large, half buried Stone setting

Large, regular, prominent Walls

Linear lacking form

Table 3.8: 'Archaeosnap' categories based on stone size and position.

At this point, 256 individual features had been identified and it proved difficult

to even handle the number of printed images required for the process, while

the  volume  of  data  involved  proved  too  overwhelming  to  easily  and

successfully group features together.  Once again, the ambiguity that exists

between what initially appeared to be quite distinct categories made it hard to

classify certain sites with any degree of certainty.  Ultimately, this process was

abandoned and a new approach adopted.

3.6.7.  Final categorisation

Following the process of checking and correcting the positions of all the points,

lines and polygons generated from the handheld GPS waypoints, it became

clear that a better assessment of the nature of the recorded features could be

made with reference to both the site photographs and to the vertical  aerial

imagery, in the form of the red image band displayed as a greyscale.  This

latter  data  gave  a  much  more  objective  view  on  size,  spacing  and  form

because it was taken from above, while the site photographs showed more

subtle characteristics useful in deciding monument classifications.  Although

there was some degree of interpretation involved, care was take not to be too

prescriptive about the potential function of any site, with the focus being on

categorising the features based on what was visible on the ground, rather than

thinking in terms of archaeological interpretations.  However, there were some

exceptions; features with very obvious uses, such as the quarry or mine shafts,
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were  noted  as  such,  while  mounds  thought  (in  conjunction  with  other

information) to be barrows were also classified in this way.  Because it is still

considered to be of interest, an assessment was also made of the stone sizes

used in the construction each feature, if applicable (Table 3.9).

Table 3.9: Final classifications for point sites (left), line sites (middle) and polygonal sites (right)

This  approach  seemed  to  give  the  best  balance  between  subjective

interpretation  and  objective  analysis,  with  recorder  bias  ultimately  being

accepted as an inherent part of the process.  As each site was studied, the

earlier  Phase 1 data,  in  particular,  was reassessed to ensure that  different

types of features had not been lumped together as one.  In cases where the

aerial imagery suggested that this was the case, a new site was created and

entered into the database.  Notes were also taken throughout the process and

these included information of interest to the project but which did not easily fit

within the database (Illus. 3.21).
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Points

Barrow

Find spot

Mound

Prominent boulder

Recumbent stone

Significant stone

Stone pile - large

Stone pile - medium

Stone pile - small

Stone spread - large

Stone spread - medium

Lines

Bifaced earthwork - medium

Break of slope

Double row of stones

Earthwork

Facing stones - medium

Facing stones - small

Line of stones - large

Line of stones - medium

Prominent stony earthwork - large

Prominent stony earthwork - medium

Regular wall - medium

Revetment

Stony earthwork - large

Stony earthwork - medium

Stony earthwork - small

Wall - large

Wall - medium

Wall - small

Polygons

Enclosure - medium

Mound

Mound - medium

Platform

Quarry

Revetment

Shafts

Stone spread - large

Stone spread - medium

Stone spread - small

Stoneless area

Structure - large

Structure - medium
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3.6.8.  Further analysis of Lines of stones and Stony earthworks

Having  assessed  all  the  features  present  in  the  survey area  (at  this  point

numbering 270), the two parent categories in which there were the greatest

apparent variation in stone size, placement and regularity, Line of stones and

Stony earthwork, were again analysed in a further attempt to quantify these

differences and assess their spatial significance (Table 3.10).

Table 3.10: Initial classification of linear stone features from aerial imagery, using stone size, regularity of
placement and stone spacing.
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Category/Size Spacing

Stony earthwork - large Even close

Stony earthwork - large Even with gaps

Stony earthwork - large Quite even close

Stony earthwork - large Quite even with gaps

Stony earthwork - large Uneven close

Stony earthwork - large Uneven with gaps

Stony earthwork - medium Even with gaps

Stony earthwork - medium Quite even close

Stony earthwork - medium Quite even with gaps

Stony earthwork - medium Uneven close

Stony earthwork - medium Uneven with gaps

Category/Size Spacing

Line of stones - large Even close

Line of stones - large Even with gaps

Line of stones - large Quite even with gaps

Line of stones - large Uneven with gaps

Line of stones - medium Even close

Line of stones - medium Even with gaps

Line of stones - medium Quite even with gaps

Line of stones - medium Uneven close

Line of stones - medium Uneven with gaps

Illus. 3.21: Notes made during the categorisation process
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This analysis was based almost entirely on the aerial imagery and involved

exporting an image of  each feature at  1:75 and grouping these images, in

folders  on  the  computer,  according  to  their  visual  similarities.   The  site

photographs for each site were then also inspected to ensure that the aerial

categorisations  made sense  in  terms of  the  nature  of  the  features  on  the

ground.  Examples of a wall, line of stones and stony earthwork are shown in

Illus. 3.22.

3.6.9.  'Aerialsnap'

Having  generated  vertical  images  of  each  of  the  linear  stone  sites  at  a

consistent scale, these were then printed and, within their parent categories,

visually grouped according to the spacing of the stones, their size and their
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Illus. 3.22: Wall 152 (top), stony earthwork 63 (middle) and line of stones 94 (bottom) 
This shows some of the differences in the placement and use of stone in linear features. 
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regularity.  Again, once this process had been completed, the site photographs

were  also  inspected  to  check  whether  the  categorisations  appeared  to  be

reasonable (Table 3.11).

Original category Spacing/Size/Regularity

Line of stones - large Large, moderate, curvilinear

Line of stones - large Large, moderate, less regular

Line of stones - large Large, moderate, regular

Line of stones - large Large, wide, regular

Line of stones - large Medium, moderate, less regular

Line of stones - large Medium, moderate, regular

Line of stones - large Random

Line of stones - medium Large, moderate, less regular

Line of stones - medium Large, moderate, regular

Line of stones - medium Medium, moderate, less regular

Line of stones - medium Medium, moderate, regular

Stony earthwork - large Close, irregular

Stony earthwork - large Close, less regular

Stony earthwork - large Moderate, less regular

Stony earthwork - medium Close, irregular

Stony earthwork - medium Close, less regular

Stony earthwork - medium Moderate, less regular

Stony earthwork - medium Moderate, regular

Stony earthwork - medium Wide, regular

Table 3.11: Final categories generated by aerial photographic analysis – 'Aerialsnap'.

3.6.10.  Selected analyses

Of the 6 methods of analysis applied to the dataset, it was clearly evident that

3.5.7: Final categorisation was most use and this will form the basis for the

analysis and interpretation presented in the following text.  It is also clear that

there is a great deal of merit in analysing the features within the survey area by

the use of 3.5.9: 'Aerialsnap',  however this is somewhat beyond the scope of

the present work.
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4.1:  Walkover survey and surface finds

4.1.1.  Overview

The  following  chapter  discusses  the  few  surface  finds  recovered,  before

moving on to a discussion of the walkover results.  This is followed by the

results  of  electromagnetic  induction  survey  (EMI),  magnetic  susceptibility

survey  and  magnetic  survey.   Finally,  any  additional  features  and  further

information gleaned from the LiDAR and photogrammetric data are outlined.

The results presented here represent those aspects of the surveys felt to be of

most use in understanding the development and use of this site throughout

prehistory.   Full  Phase 1 results can be found in a report  prepared for the

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority and deposited in the Yorkshire Dales

Historic  Environment  Record  (Saunders  2014).   The  primary  archive  is

available from the author upon request.

4.1.2.  Surface finds

A small number of surface finds were collected during the survey work (Illus.

4.1).  All are made from poor quality flint and are rather abraded, however the

best example (left) has been very approximately dated to the late Neolithic or

early Bronze Age (Anderson-Whymark, pers. comm.).
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Illus. 4.1: Thumbnail scrapers found during  Phase 1 of the survey
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4.1.3.  Walkover Survey

Overview

An overview of  the  walkover  features  classified  by 'Final  Categorisation'  is

shown in Illus. 4.2, while these same sites are shown in greater detail in Illus

4.3  to  4.5.   A summary  of  the  number  of  sites  in  each  parent  category

(excluding differences in stone sizes) and ordered by the number of sites in

each  category,  is  given  in  Table  4.1.   A more  detailed  breakdown,  which

includes stone size information, is given in Table 4.2.  Table 4.3 shows the

manner in which sites are grouped and discussed within this results chapter.

See Chapter 3 for a discussion surrounding how the final classification system

was developed.

For  each  category  discussed  in  the  text,  areas  of  interest  are  shown  as

illustrations.  To save space, these are accompanied by a summary key.  A full

key, applicable to all  of  these diagrams, is included as Illus.  4.6.  All  maps

contain Ordnance Survey data.

Table 4.1: Number of sites by parent type using the Final Categorisation system.
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Parent category Count

Stony earthwork 93

Line of stones 33

Earthwork 22

Stone spread 18

Wall 18

Stone pile 11

Significant stone 10

Mound 9

Prominent boulder 9

Stoneless area 8

Revetment 7

Regular wall - medium 5

Bifaced earthwork 4

Parent category Count

Structure 4

Barrow 3

Facing stones 3

Prominent stony earthwork 3

Shafts 3

Double row of stones 2

Platform 2

Break of slope 1

Enclosure 1

Find spot 1

Quarry 1

Recumbent stone 1

Total sites 272
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Table 4.2: Number of sites by parent type using the Final Categorisation system, with stone size
information included

Table 4.3: Categories as grouped in the text
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Category Count

Stony earthwork and Prominent stony earthwork 96

Line of stones 33

Earthworks 22

Walls and Regular walls 23

Prominent boulders and Significant stones 19

Mounds and Barrows 12

Revetments, Break of Slope, Platforms and Facing stones 13

Bifaced earthworks and Double rows of stones 6

Stoneless area 8

Stone spread and Stone pile 30

Structure and Enclosure 5

Post-medieval industrial sites 4

Findspot 1

Total sites 272

Category Count

Stony earthwork - medium 68

Stony earthwork - small 15

Stony earthwork - large 10

Line of stones - medium 18

Line of stones - large 15

Earthwork 22

Stone spread - medium 10

Stone spread - large 7

Wall - medium 8

Wall - large 6

Wall - small 4

Stone pile - medium 5

Stone pile - large 4

Stone pile - small 2

Significant stone 10

Mound 8

Mound - medium 1

Prominent boulder 9

Stoneless area 8

Revetment 7

Category Count

Regular wall - medium 5

Bifaced earthwork - medium 4

Structure - large 2

Structure - medium 2

Barrow 3

Facing stones - small 2

Facing stones - medium 1

Prominent stony earthwork - medium 2

Prominent stony earthwork - large 1

Shafts 3

Double row of stones 2

Platform 2

Break of slope 1

Enclosure - medium 1

Find spot 1

Quarry 1

Recumbent stone 1

Stone spread - small 1

Total sites 272
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Illus. 4.2: Overall walkover results
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Illus. 4.3: Walkover results, northern area
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Illus. 4.4: Walkover results, central area
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Illus. 4.5: Walkover results, southern area
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Stony earthwork and Prominent stony earthwork

Stony earthworks were the most prevalent type of site identified, with 93 such

features evident across the survey area.   These sites were defined by the

author  as features  which contained a  high  percentage  of  visible  stone but

which also had a significant turf and earth component, however denuded.  A

further 3 prominent stony earthworks were also seen, these were very extant

earthworks which also contained significant  amounts of  stone.  Within both

categories,  variations  in  the  sizes  of  the  stones  used  to  construct  these

features  were  evident  and  this  aspect  was  therefore  drawn  out  in  the

classification.

Stony earthworks appear all  across the survey area, unsurprising since the

construction of turf and stone dykes using a stone core of some description is

a method used throughout the country, for example in Snowdonia and Orkney,

and across many time periods (Illus. 4.7).  Although the Stony earthworks do

not  form  any  obvious  overall  pattern  (Illus.  4.2),  in  certain  areas  there  is

localised regularity, particularly in the centre of the survey area, to the south of

Site 52, north of Site 181 and west of Site 82 (Illus. 4.8).  Here, it is interesting

to  note  that  the  features  appear  to  be  grouped  according  to  two  different

orientations, indicative of two phases of activity, for example, the orientation of

87

Illus. 4.6: Complete key for walkover maps
For all illustrations including in the following sections, please refer to this key
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Site 126 and Site 104 versus those of Site 128 and Site 136.  

The relationship between the stony earthworks, Site 128 and Site 134, and the

subtle earthworks, Site 106, Site 131 and Site 144 is also of interest (Illus. 4.8).

It is thought that the earthworks must have been quite denuded by the time the

stony  earthworks  were  constructed  because  the  latter  do  not  respect  the

alignment of the former and in places clearly overlie them.  Although difficult to

draw out and illustrate conclusively, it would seem that even in this small area,

there could be at least three phases of field-system, but what is most curious is

that these systems do not seem to respect the orientations of the others.  This

seems to suggest that the earlier systems were either so denuded that they

were built  over  or that  they had reached a point  of  decay at  which it  was

equally efficient to clear the area and reuse material than to actively rebuild the

existing system.

The relationship between Site 131 and Site 134, Site 136 and 135, and Site

131 and Site 137 (Illus. 4.8) may not be significant, but it is interesting to note

the presence of apparent pairs of features which utilise different construction
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Illus. 4.7: Stony earthwork near Llanberis, Wales
This feature construction method is found all over the country and in features from a broad range of 
archaeological periods
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methods  (medium  stones  versus  small  stones).   Such  a  difference  could

indicate that these features had a very specific function and were constructed

in a manner that reflected their intended usage.

In  several  places,  particularly  in  the  centre  of  the  survey  area,  the  stony

earthworks and prominent stony earthworks do seem to respect and follow the

orientation of something earlier (Illus. 4.4, Illus. 4.5); the relationship between

Site 52 being a very good example of an extremely subtle earthwork (Site 262)

being  remodelled  into  a  much  stonier  and  more  extant  feature.   Site  262
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Illus. 4.8: Prominent stony earthworks and stony earthworks of interest
Several separate field-systems utilising different orientations seen to be present in this area
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seems to represent the line of one of the large linear earthworks, while Site 52

forms  part  of  a  later  system,  with  Sites  101,  96  and  126,  acting  as  quite

regularly  spaced  subdivisions  (Illus.  4.8).   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the

junction between Site 52 and Site 262 seems to come at the point where the

latter drops into a small 'valley', perhaps suggesting that this part of the site

was damp and less useful by the time Site 52 was constructed.

Site  52  (Illus.  4.9)  seems  to  have  been  a  significant  division  within  the

landscape,  separating a  partially  man-made  plateau to  the  north,  from the

sheltered south-facing land to the south and the nature of the features present,

and apparent use of the landscape, is markedly different on either side of this

line.  The features are far more extant to the south and this may suggest that in

later phases of activity, Site 52 was remodelled into a head dyke at the edge of

an area of more intensive farming.

Although Site 123 is likely to follow the line of a linear earthwork (Illus. 4.8), it

would appear to be quite sinusoidal, as if at the point of its construction, the

earlier feature was not particularly easy to trace.
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Illus. 4.9: Site 52, looking SW
The crest of the earthwork is highlighted in red
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Site 13 (Illus. 4.4) is a substantial, sinuous earthwork running for around 200m.

At its northern western limit it seems to have been truncated by later mining

(Site 9), while to the south-east it becomes very denuded and difficult to trace.

This feature is the most extant earthwork encountered by the walkover survey,

measuring  around  6m across  and  at  least  0.5m high  (Illus.  4.10)  and  the

monumentality of this feature, together with its sinuous path immediately mark

it out as different from the large scale field-system and it is suggested that this

is an early boundary, perhaps demarcating different activity areas within the

landscape.  It is interesting to note that the main group of funerary remains,

discussed below, is found to the west of this feature.

Line of stones

The next most prevalent category is line of stones, with 33 such sites identified

in the survey area.  These differ from stony earthworks because they appear to

be lines of stones placed on the ground surface, rather than being associated

with any sort of earthwork.  Although it is possible that this is merely a result of

taphonomy,  the  manner  in  which  a  number  of  these  features  are  laid  out

strongly  suggests  that  they  are  not  merely  the  core  of  some  long  since

vanished turf and earth field boundary.  The use of lines of stones to create

divisions in  the landscape is  another  tradition  evident in  other  parts  of  the

country, albeit in many cases on a larger scale (Illus. 4.11).  
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Illus. 4.10: Prominent stony earthwork, Site 13
This feature is still very extant and must have been prominent within landscape when first constructed
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Illus. 4.12: Lines of stones of interest
Although extremely fragmentary, there is a suggestion that some of these lines of stones may have once 
been part of larger field-systems

Illus. 4.11: A line of stones marking a significant land division near Llanberis, Wales
Here the stones have been used to mark the boundary between two distinct areas whilst not inhibiting 
movement between them
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When the lines of stones were first noted in the field, they were immediately

thought  to  be  significant,  particularly  in  the  cases  where  stone  size  and

spacing were strikingly regular.  Because these sites also differed greatly from

the  other  main  types  of  linear  feature,  in  particular  the  earthworks and

probable  walls,  a  hypothesis  was  developed  around  the  idea  that  these

features represented a distinct phase of activity on the site.  However, when all

these sites are mapped (Illus. 4.2), there does not seem to be any significant

overall pattern evident and the sites are so disparate that it is difficult to assess

whether subtle differences in orientation are of any significance.  In part, this

could  be  due  to  the  difficulty  in  separating  these  features  from  stony

earthworks,  and  the  problems  involved  in  demonstrating  the  differences

between sites in a quantifiable manner.
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Illus. 4.13: Walking through the possible entrance found mid way along Site 92 (left) and the same area 
viewed from the south-west (right). The comparable gateway from Whitchurch Common, Dartmoor 
(bottom).
(Fleming 2008b: 90).
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To the north of Site 52 (see above), a small group of lines of stones (Illus. 4.12)

may have had some significance.  These sites (43, 44, 45, 47, 40, 41, 53 and

54) are concentrated on what is thought to be a partially man-made plateau

and may be associated with a mound (Site 67) and a stone spread (Site 55).  It

is  possible that  these features represent a small  remnant of a much larger

field-system and that this has survived here because subsequent agricultural

activity has been much less intense than in the area to the south.

Site  92  (Illus.  4.12)  is  particularly  interesting  as  it  runs  for  some  30m

downslope from a small platform (Site 90), forming a right angle with Site 109.

Approximately half-way down its length are three stones set in such a way as

to suggest that they may once have formed an entrance in the field boundary

(Illus. 4.13) and a particularly fine example of this can be seen at Whitchurch

Common, Dartmoor (Fleming 2008b: 90).  If this is an entrance, then it is clear

that the boundary itself must have once been more substantial than merely a

line of stones.  Given that there seemed to be no associated earthwork, other

ways  of  creating an  impervious  division must  be considered,  with  possible

evidence for the use of hurdles found along the main Saddleborough reave,

Shaugh Moor, Dartmoor (Smith et al. 1981: .210).
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Illus. 4.14: Google imagery showing Site 98 with stone spread (100) and significant stone (99).
The apparent sinusoidal nature of the former marks it out as unusual
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Further to the south, Site 98 (Illus. 4.14) forms a very interesting sinusoidal line

of stones, traversing the slope and for which is there is no obvious explanation.

It is possible that this feature relates to significant stone, Site 99, immediately

to the west.

Earthworks

There  were  22  earthworks identified  during  the  survey.   These  features

showed no, or very little, stone content and were often very subtle and difficult

to follow on the ground, particularly during the summer when the vegetation

was at its highest.  It is likely that more of these features are present within the

survey area but they are probably best identified through other means such as

LiDAR or high resolution models generated through photogrammetry.

It appears that the earthworks in the northern part of the survey area follow a

very subtly different orientation to those south of Site 52 (Illus. 4.15).  Although

it is thought that this is due to the construction of the large-scale field-system in

a  series  of  adjacent  blocks  (Brück  2000:  291;  Fleming  2008:  137),  the

earthworks  including,  and  to  the  south  of,  Site  52/Site  262,  were  also

significantly remodelled in later periods, the suitability of this south facing area

for farming having been recognised throughout prehistory and beyond.

The regularity  and spacing of  the  earthworks (Sites 7,  14 and  262)  in  the

northern part of the survey area (Illus. 4.15), indicates that these are remnant

parts  of  one  of  the large-scale  field-systems,  while  the  marginally  different

orientation of Site 1 suggests that this feature may belong to a further 'block' of

fields, potentially constructed at a different date.  This feature (Site 1) shows

extensive  remodelling  using  a  variety  of  differing  construction  methods,

indicating that it remained important during later phases of activity, while Site

262 was transformed into the much larger and more prominent Site 52 (see

above). 
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Illus. 4.15: Earthworks likely to belong to the large scale field-systems
Although somewhat remodelled in later periods, the earthworks in this area are obviously part of one of 
the large-scale field-systems and its basic layout appears to have remained relatively unaltered here.



Chapter 4:  Fieldwork results and baseline data

In  the  western  portion  of  the  survey  area  (Illus.  4.16),  a  number  of  very

denuded  earthworks were  visible  (Sites  106,  131,  144)  (Illus.  4.17)  and  it

seems that these formed some kind of subdivision within the larger fields.  It is

suspected that these divisions post date the large fields and could represent

the first  phase  of  agricultural  intensification  on the  more  favourable  south-
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Illus. 4.16: Earthwork sub divisions in the western part of the site
The very denuded earthworks found in this area appear to be later sub-divisions within the large-scale 
field-system

Illus. 4.17: Very subtle earthwork, Site 131 highlighted in red.
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facing slope.  These divisions fall within the same broad area as a number of

the  stony  earthworks  discussed  above  (e.g.  Site  131),  however,  as  their

orientations  are  different  and  because  the  very  indistinct  earthworks are

crossed by the stony earthworks, it seems likely that there was a reasonable

time gap between these two phases of activity.

Walls and Regular walls

18 Walls were identified across the site and these are some of the longest and

most coherent features evident.  Walls were defined by the author as linear

features constructed of stone, where the spacing between stones was minimal

and the form of the stonework quite irregular. These features were very much

akin to grass covered, collapsed modern dry stone dykes.  Regular walls were

constructed from very regularly sized stones set in a very compact fashion,
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Illus. 4.18: The main concentration of walls in the centre of the site
Several of these features overly earthworks but they are thought to be much later in date
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however because these stones abutted one another, it was thought likely that

they  too  represented  some  quite  specific  tradition  of  wall  construction.  5

examples of this type of feature were evident during the survey.

The  longest  and  most  coherent  sections  of  wall are  found  in  the  eastern

portion of  the site, running down an obvious south-south-west- facing slope

and nestled under the much steeper slope of  the next  terrace (Illus.  4.18).

These characteristics suggest that this was an optimum area for the growing of

crops.   Overlaying  the  walkover  data  onto  the  results  of  the  magnetic

susceptibility survey indicates clearly that the area contained between Site 121

and  Site  152  shows  extensive  enhancement.   Although  this  survey  was

conducted at a very coarse resolution, the way that the area of enhancement

is centred between these boundaries very much suggests that this is the result
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Illus. 4.19: The relationship between increased magnetic susceptibility and walls
Although the magnetic susceptibility data was collected using very coarse sampling, the higher values do
appear to be contained within the walls.  This could indicate that his was an area of intensive cultivation
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of intense agricultural activity in this specific area (Illus. 4.19).

An interesting area is found to the north of Site 121 and to the east of Site 82

(Illus. 4.18).  Here, a  platform is evident (Illus. 4.20) and it appears that the

very  obvious  short,  steep  slope  may in  part  be artificial,  with  Site  73 also

forming  a  revetment.   The  walls (Sites  73,  74  and  80)  in  this  area  are

constructed from large stones and are curvilinear in plan. This suggests they

are unrelated to the straighter  walls,  built  of  smaller stones, that are found

nearby.   From  the  air,  these  features  give  the  impression  of  being  very

denuded curvilinear enclosures, with the prominent boulder Site 72 contained

within one such example and they may also relate to  significant stones  266
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Illus. 4.20: Walls 73, 74 and 80 in plan (left). The platform area viewed in ArcScene (Right). The Burton 
Moor settlement (bottom).
The large walls are suggestive of the presence of a series of enclosures, smaller, but not dissimilar to 
those at Burton Moor.  The enclosures seem to relate to several prominent boulders and significant 
stones. All imagery from Google, topographic data collected during the EMI survey.
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and 267 (Illus. 4.20).

Despite these possible enclosures being much smaller in diameter, they are

very  reminiscent  of  those  present  within  the  Burton  Moor  settlement  in

Bishopdale  (Illus.  4.20),  approximately  20km to  the  north  (Fariness  2004).

Although, in comparison, the platform area is extremely denuded, the apparent

similarities evident illustrate well that other traditions of enclosure also existed

in the Yorkshire Dales, beyond the large scale field-systems, and indicates that

these types of feature may also have been utilised within the survey area at

various  points  throughout  its  evolution.   It  is  felt  that  the  platform and  its

associated features may relate to one of the earlier phases of activity here.

It seems certain that Site 121 and Site 152 follow the line of earthworks which

were part of an earlier large-scale field-system and indeed, such an earthwork

(Site 269) remains visible at north-eastern end of  Site 152 (Illus.  4.5,  Illus.

4.21).  Site 82, Site 93, Site 110 and Site 115 do not appear to have been

aligned on pre-existing features and instead were built with respect to the local

topography, suggesting that creating parcels of land with a favourable aspect,

that  were  easy  to  work  and  made  geographical  sense,  was  the  primary

objective in their construction (Illus. 4.21).  It is felt that these walls come quite
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Illus. 4.21: Site 82, Site 93, Site 110, Site 115, Site 121 and Site 152 in the landscape.
These sites appear to represent the construction of new features in a fertile part of the survey area, which
in places follow the lines of denuded earthworks
Google imagery overlain onto topographic data collected as part of the EMI survey.  NTS
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late in the development of the survey area and that they post date the large-

scale field-system by some considerable time.

A curious relationship exists between Site 159, a significant stone and the wall,

Site 121, with the wall making an obvious detour from its natural alignment to

avoid the large stone (Illus. 4.22).  Although the use of large 'grounder' stones

is common in dry stone walling (Illus. 4.22), significant stone 121 must weigh

several  tonnes and would be very hard to  move.  Because it  is  difficult  to

create a neat and stable join with an in-situ stone like this, its incorporation into

the wall, if not done properly, would have made the structure very weak at this

point (Lyons, pers. comm.).  This indicates that  those who constructed this

group of walls were more concerned about building them quickly than with

taking the time to do this neatly.  Using the lines of the old earthworks would

have provided a quick way to correctly orientate the walls over some distance.
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Illus. 4.22: Wall 121 curving to avoid significant stone 159 (left), the incorporation of a large stone into a 
dry stone dyke to save resources, Capel Curig, Wales (right), Google imagery showing the obvious 
deviation in the alignment of wall 121 (bottom).
The way in which wall 121 bypasses significant stone 159 suggests that the wall was built quickly and 
without attention to detail
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Further sections of wall are evident in the south of the site (Site 199, Site 208

and Site 230) and it is likely that these too were orientated on existing features.

This area also shows evidence of extensive clearance and it is probable that

sections of these walls were removed during this process (Illus. 4.23).

Site 207 (Illus. 4.24, Illus. 4.23) is part of a long, sinusoidal feature running the

full  length  of  the  survey  area  and  beyond.   This  has  been  extensively

remodelled but is thought to have originally been constructed quite early on in

the lifetime of the survey area. The length and form of the feature, its continued

maintenance, together with its overall  orientation, apparently sympathetic to

the topography of the survey area, indicate that it does not relate to the large-

scale field-system and could well  predate this (Illus. 4.2).   It  is  of particular

interest  that  a  section  of  this  feature  runs  between a  prominently  located,

denuded mound in the north (Site 67) and a large anthropologically enhanced

mound to the south (Site 248).
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Illus. 4.23: Wall features in the southern part of the site
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In the south of the site, two further walls, constructed from large stones, can be

seen (Site 236 and 237) (Illus. 4.23).  Although, at first glance, Site 237 seems

to share the alignment of the original earthworks, the size of the stones used,

together with a hint of curvilinearity best seen in the aerial imagery (Illus. 4.25),

suggests  that  these  walls may  be  much  earlier  features  adapted  and

remodelled to fit better with the laying out of later field-systems.
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Illus. 4.25: Google imagery showing walls 236 and 237
There is a suggestion that Site 236 and Site 237 once formed a curving boundary but that the latter 
feature has subsequently been significantly remodelled

Illus. 4.24: Part of Site 207, where the feature manifests as a wall
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Prominent boulders and Significant stones

Throughout the survey, 10  significant stones  and 9  prominent boulders  were

identified (Illus.  4.26).   The former were defined as large stones within  the

landscape that were notable because of their size and/or position.  In contrast,

prominent boulders tended to be, but were not necessarily, the largest stones

on the site,  however all  were located in  very  prominent  locations,  allowing

them to be seen from some distance away.
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Illus. 4.26: Distribution of prominent boulders and significant stones across the site
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An interesting example of the potentially significant positioning of these larger

stones can be seen around  platform 90 (Illus.  4.27).   Here,  two prominent

boulders (255 and 256) seem to have been deliberately placed on the edge of

platform 90 in a manner which allows them to be seen from the lower ground

to the south (Illus. 4.26).

As a means of initial assessment, site photographs (containing photographic

scales) (e.g. Illus. 4.28) were used to qualitatively assess whether each of the

prominent boulders and significant stones could have easily been moved.  The

very largest of these stones, such as Sites 85, 241 and 243, are thought to

have initially been deposited by glacial processes and it is unlikely that they

were  subsequently  moved  by  humans.   Because  of  their  visibility  and

prominence within the landscape, it is suggested that these boulders became

markers, used to define different zones of activity, prior to the construction of
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Illus. 4.28: An example of a prominent boulder (Site 85) and a significant Stone (Site 196)
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more permanent land divisions.  A number of the significant stones, may have

been  moved  to  create  reference  points  used  in  the  laying  out  of  later

earthworks.

It  is  difficult  to  discuss  the  relationships  between  prominent  boulders,

significant  stones and  other  features,  without  undertaking  a  great  deal  of

further analysis.   It  may be that an initial pattern of  earthwork spacing and

orientation was suggested by the naturally placed larger  boulders and that

smaller, moveable stones were then positioned to extend this pattern into other

areas.  Although a number of the large stones do sit on or adjacent to extant

features  from  several  periods,  it  is  difficult  to  test  how  meaningful  these

relationships are. 

It was felt during the survey that Site 72 (Illus. 4.29) was a focal point within

the landscape, and it is thought that quite significant remodelling of the terrain,

together with the construction of several other sites, occurred around it during

quite  an  early  phase  of  activity  within  the  survey  area  (see  above).   It  is

interesting to note that to the south of this prominent boulder a number of other

difficult to move stones are evident and perhaps these, as a group, drew focus

to this part of the landscape.
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Illus. 4.29: Google imagery showing features in the vicinity of Site 72
The possible enclosures discussed above may have been constructed in this area because of the 
presence of a number of prominent boulders and significant stones
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In the south of the survey area, Sites 241 and Site 243 are found close to

walls, Sites 236 and 237, already suggested as having an early origin (Illus.

4.26,  Illus.  4.30).  This again suggests that large, naturally placed boulders

became the focus for activity and that, in turn, other features were constructed

around them.

Mounds and Barrows

There were 9  mounds  and 3  barrows identified within the survey area (Illus.

4.31).  The  mounds varied in size from the very small to the very large and

were also thought to be of differing dates and origins.  Although it  may be

considered quite interpretative to classify some of the mounds are  barrows,

these features stood out  in a manner which strongly  suggested a  funerary

function  and  hence  they  were  categorised  as  such.   The  basis  for  these

classifications will be discussed more fully in the text.
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A group of  mounds (Sites 17, 18, 19, 22 and 24) (Illus. 4.31) was recorded

during Phase 1 of the walkover survey, after Site 17 was noted from some

distance away in conspicuous position at the edge of a plateau.  This plateau

will be discussed in more detail below (Page 36), however it is thought to be a

partially man-made feature and thus the presence of a series of mounds upon

it  is  of  great  interest.   In  total,  5  mounds  were  observed  during  walkover

survey, with a further 2 identified in the field to the west in both the LiDAR and

the photogrammetric data (Illus. 4.32).
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Illus. 4.31: The majority of mounds and barrows in the survey area.  
The inset box shows the detail of the cluster found on the crest of the hill
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Although the feature is greatly denuded, the topographic location of Site 17

(Illus. 4.33), together with its position within the wider landscape, indicate that

it is likely to be a barrow, particularly when the proximity of further mounds and

its situation on the plateau are also taken into consideration.  Sites 18, 22 and

24 were far more denuded but are almost certainly associated with Site 17 and

are likely to be further funerary monuments.  Site 19 was different in character

and may have a different origin.  It has been suggested to the author that all

these features are clearance cairns, however, clearing material to the top of a

hill makes very little practical sense and the striking nature of the position of

the  mounds  within  the  landscape  indicates  that  they  were  once  of  some

importance.   These  sites  are  referred  to  as  the  northern  barrow  group

throughout this document.
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Illus. 4.32: Mounds found on the plateau area as seen in the LiDAR data
Although quite difficult to identify on the ground, the features are very prominent within this dataset
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In the southern part of the site, a further two possible barrows (Site 150, Site

151)  were  found,  located  in  a  very  different  topographic  position  to  those

mentioned above.  In this case, rather than having a very prominent hill-top

location,  they are found below the limestone escarpment, close to where it
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Illus. 4.33: Site 17 looking east, the mound is highlighted in red
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forms a natural recess (Illus. 4.34).  This area is very sheltered and almost

naturally enclosed and must also have had significance in the past, although

perhaps for different reasons to the area discussed above.  As can be seen

from the LiDAR data (Illus. 4.34), this area also seems to have been artificially

remodelled in order to form a platform around the barrows. This is thought to

have been constructed when the while these features were still in use.  These

features are termed the southern barrow group within the text.

Wall 152  passes  over  barrow 151  (Illus.  4.35)  and  this  suggests  that  the

underlying earthwork (Site 269) was sighted upon this mound when the large,

linear  field-systems  were  first  laid  out,  although  later  remodelling  makes  it

impossible to be definite about the relative sequence of the three sites.  The
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Illus. 4.35: The barrow 151, highlighted in red, being crossed by the wall 152, highlighted in blue
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incorporation of  earlier  mounds into  later,  both small-scale and large-scale,

boundaries is a pattern repeated throughout the country, for example along the

Sandwick/Birsay parish boundary in Orkney.

About 16m to the north of Site 151 (Illus. 4.31, Illus. 4.34), Site 150 (Illus. 4.36)

is a very denuded mound which has been greatly disturbed at some time in the

past, potentially by antiquarian excavation.  The size of the stones which now

protrude from it indicate that it originally had significant monumentality and is

most probably another barrow.

There is a slim possibility that two  stone piles, Site 149 and Site 153 (Illus.

4.37), to the north of Site 150 (Illus. 4.31), could also be extremely disturbed,

denuded and robbed out  barrows, however, the proximity of Site 149 to the

modern track and Site 153 to wall 121 make definitive interpretation difficult.

Both features are substantial enough to be visible within the LiDAR data (Illus.

4.34).

Site 67 (Illus. 4.38) is a very low, large, stony mound situated on the southern

edge of the plateau (Illus. 4.31) and is also visible in the LiDAR data.  The

prominent  location  of  this  feature  indicates  that  it  was  once  of  some

importance and it is possible that it was used to determine the alignment of the

linear  feature  ultimately  remodelled  into  Site  167  and  Site  207  etc.  It  is

interesting to note that the location of Site 67 corresponds to a magnetically
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quiet  area, immediately adjacent to a number of very interesting curvilinear

responses and a  concentrated area of  magnetic enhancement (Illus.  4.39).

This  indicates  that  anthropogenic  activity  occurred  around  and  up  to  this

mound but  not  upon  it.   It  is  thought  this  feature  could  represent  a  highly

denuded burial cairn, pre-dating the barrow groups.

At the south of the site, a very large mound, Site 248 (Illus. 4.40), measuring

approximately 40m in diameter, can be seen (Illus. 4.31).  This feature is far

more prominent on its south-eastern side and may, in origin, be a natural spur,

although when viewed in  the topographic  data,  this  spur  seems somewhat
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Illus. 4.39: The location of the mound 67 and platform 90 shown over the magnetic survey
Two groups of responses, thought likely to have an anthropogenic origin can be seen on either side of 
the mound.  A pit-like anomaly seen on the platform may relate to its intended function
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incongruous.  It is possible that this feature is, at least in origin, a large long

cairn,  although  there  are  suggestions  of  remodelling  and  enhancement

evident.   Natural  or not,  it  seems certain that  this feature held significance

within the landscape because of the way it is crossed by Site 207 and it seems

that a linear originally ran between the two mounds, Site 67 and Site 248.

The identification of  a  number of  mounds within  the survey area,  many of

which are thought to be funerary monuments, strongly indicates that this was

not a solely agricultural  landscape.  This type of  feature is something very

much lacking from the YDMP transcriptions because mounds can be hard to

identify from oblique aerial photographs.  There recognition here illustrates that

the use of high definition topographic data, be this generated from LiDAR data,

photogrammetry or high resolution metric survey, in conjunction with intensive

field study, is essential in fully understanding this sort of upland landscape. 

Revetments, Break of slope, Platforms and Facing stones

The artificial revetment and remodelling of parts of this landscape is a theme

that appears all over the survey area (Illus. 4.2) and is a further aspect that

was  not  drawn  out  by  the  YDMP transcriptions.   In  several  places,  quite

substantial areas have been revetted and built up, while elsewhere, platforms

have been cut into the hillside.  This must have been a very labour-intensive

process and these areas regarded as important enough to warrant such an
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Illus. 4.40: Site 248, a large mound at the southern edge of the site
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effort.  7 revetments, 1 break of slope, 3 sets of facing stones and 2 platforms

were recorded during the survey.

In the centre of the site, a large plateau (Illus. 4.42) is evident at the crest of

the hill,  on the outer edge of the terrace.  Although this may originally have

been a natural feature, it has definitely been artificially revetted on its north-

eastern side (Site 66) (Illus. 4.41) and the photogrammetric data also suggests

artificial  revetment  on  the  southern  and  western  edges  (Illus.  4.43).   This

plateau seems to have been an extremely important part of this landscape and

it is thought that the northern barrow group was constructed on it because of

this pre-existing significance.  This particular area is discussed at length in

Chapter 7.
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Illus. 4.41: Revetment and platform features in the centre of the site



Chapter 4:  Fieldwork results and baseline data

Downslope from the mounds, Site 23 (Illus. 4.41) is a small, sub rectangular

platform cut into the side of the hill.  It is unclear what purpose this served but

it may relate to activities occurring around the adjacent mounds.

Immediately to the south of Site 52, a large platform is evident (Site 90) (Illus.

4.41).  This is interesting because two prominent boulders (Site 255 and 256),

visible from much of the southern part of the site, appear to have deliberately

been placed on its southern edge, indicative of the area being more than just a
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Illus. 4.42: Panoramic image of the plateau, showing its very prominent position within the landscape
The levelness of this area is thought, at least in part, to be artificial
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functional space for agricultural activities (Illus. 4.27).  Illus. 4.39 also shows a

degree of magnetic enhancement on the platform, with a response suggestive

of a pit-like feature found on its south-eastern edge.

To the south-east  of  the plateau the ground slopes rapidly downwards and

seems to have been terraced in places, with Site 107 (Illus. 4.41) forming an

obvious revetment, while further south, Site 178, Site 179, Site 183 and Site

187 (Illus. 4.44) indicate terracing and revetment, presumably for agricultural

purposes.

As  suggested  above,  the  landscape  around  Site  150  and  Site  151  also

appears to have been enhanced and revetted (Illus. 4.34, Illus. 4.44), with the

southern edge of the platform formed by a large area of stony revetment (Site
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Illus. 4.44: Break of slope, Facing stones and Revetment in the south of the site
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221), at the base of which is a very obvious break of slope (Site 244) (Illus.

4.45).  

In the south of the site (Illus. 4.44), a number of short rows of stones set end

on (Site 186, Site 253 and Site 254), give the appearance of being deliberately

placed facing stones, intended to be seen on the exterior of features.  One

such row (Site 254) crosses the south side of the large mound (Site 248) and

this corresponds with the previously discussed later remodelling of this mound.

The use of stones set end-on to create facings is another tradition that appears

throughout the country (Illus. 4.46).
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Illus. 4.46: Stones set end-on to create an earthwork facing near Capil Curig, Snowdonia
This external decoration of boundaries and other features is seen throughout Britain

Illus. 4.45: Revetment 221, highlighted in red, and the break of slope 244, highlighted in blue, at its base.
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Bifaced Earthworks and Double row of stones

4  bifaced earthworks and 2  double rows of stones  were recorded during the

survey (Illus. 4.2).  The former are earthwork features with two rows of stones

on either side, suggestive of a core of material with an outer facing, while the

latter look very similar, however there is no evidence of an earthwork between

the stones.  The double rows of stones are also deliberately aligned in order to

reference existing features or elements in the landscape.
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Illus. 4.48:  Double row of stones 15 and its relationship to prominent boulder 89 (left) and double row of 
stones 39 and its visual relationship to Elbolton Hill (right)

Illus. 4.47: Double rows of stones in the central part of the site
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The relationship between double row of stones 15 and prominent boulder 85 is

curious,  with  the  two  lines  of  stones  running  up  to  the  large  boulder  in  a

manner which does not seem purely functional, while Site 39 is orientated on

Elbolton Hill, a natural feature with huge significance from the early Neolithic

onwards (see Chapter 7) (Illus. 4.47, Illus. 4.48).

Stoneless areas

Throughout the south of the site, 8 large  stoneless areas are evident (Illus.

4.5).  These were notable because elsewhere, randomly placed stones are

abundant.  It seems likely that these areas have been deliberately cleared to

allow cultivation, although it is unclear how this fits in with the sequence of the

site and in particular the construction of the walls (Site 121 and Site .152).
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Illus. 4.49: Magnetic survey data displayed in relation to Stoneless areas
There appears to be a correlation between the greatest magnetic enhancement and the cleared areas
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In the vicinity of Site 146 and Site 160 the magnetic survey (Illus. 4.49) shows

a  number  of  negative  linear  anomalies  running  on  an  entirely  different

orientation to the extant features recorded during the walkover survey.  These

responses  are  indicative  of  the  presence  of  further  walls  or  earthworks,

however no trace of these exists on the ground.  Although visible, the original

earthworks must have been denuded enough to allow the construction of new

features, utilising an orientation more appropriate to the local topography.  At

some point later, these new features were cleared and the original earthworks

remodelled into the walls which remain partially extant today (Site 121 and Site

152).   It  is  particularly  interesting  that  a  possible  rectilinear  structure,

measuring circa 16m by 10m, evident in the magnetic survey, lies immediately

to the west of the cleared areas, Site 120 and Site 160.  This suggests that this

structure remained in use while the clearance occurred and may have been

the farmstead in which those undertaking the clearance lived.

The small cleared area to the west, Site 147, appears to encompass another

possible structure, measuring circa 8m by 5m, visible in the magnetic survey

results (Illus. 4.49).  This suggests that this cleared area may be the result of

the complete removal of the building and associated material. 

Stone spreads and Stone piles

Across the survey area 18  stone spreads and 11  stone piles were identified

(Illus. 4.50) and these were further categorised according to the sizes of the

stones found within  them.  Stone spreads were defined as areas in  which

stone  was  concentrated  but  where  there  was  no  real  discernible  form  or

pattern evident.  Stone piles were heaps of stone, the date and function of

which were unclear.   Stone piles were all  recorded as point  features while

stone spreads were recorded as points unless their size warranted the use of a

polygon.

Of  particular  interest  are  two  large  stone  spreads,  Site  55  and  Site  64,

immediately to the north of the linear, Site 52.  These features are separated
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by an area of increased magnetic enhancement (Illus. 4.51) and it may be that

these two spreads of stone overlie structural remains, with midden material

dumped  outside  the  buildings.   Both  sites  sit  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the

plateau area, directly above the revetment 66 and are therefore thought likely

to post date it, but it is unclear how these possible domestic structures relate to

the surrounding funerary monuments or to the function of the plateau itself.  If

these  stone  spreads  are  indicative  of  the  presence  of  large  underlying

features, then these were positioned in a very prominent location within the

landscape and this choice of location suggests that these buildings were of

some importance (Illus. 4.52). 
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Illus. 4.50: Stone piles and stone spreads across the survey area
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Around 50m to the south-west, a further stone spread (Site 50), sits to the west

of a large area of magnetic enhancement (Illus. 4.51).  The group of curvilinear

responses indicated are suggestive of the presence of a group of structures

and the  stone spread may relate to these.  Stone spread  42 also lies in this

area of enhancement, around 6m to the west of Site 55.

Two further  stone spreads, Sites 88 and 211 (Illus. 4.50), may be additional

revetments, however they may equally be spreads of tumble originating from

features constructed further up the slopes on which they are found.
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Illus. 4.51: Stone spreads 42, 50, 55 and 64 in the northern part of the survey area, overlain onto the 
magnetic survey results
An area of increased magnetic enhancement is clearly evident between the two stone spreads 55 and 64

Illus. 4.52: The prominent position of sites 55 and 64 within the landscape (view to south east)
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A large  stone  spread  (Site  68)  (Illus.  4.53),  found  on  the  platform  area

surrounding prominent boulder 72 (Illus. 4.50), may again be indicative of an

underlying structure.  Without geophysical survey, it is impossible to determine

whether this is likely to be domestic or funerary, however, if the features in this

area are remnant enclosures from an early phase of activity, Site 68 may be a

round house or similar structure.

Sites 149 and 153 and their relationship to  barrows 150 and 151 have been

discussed above,  however in  the southern part  of  the site,  a further  stone

spread  (Site 210), potentially indicative of an additional funerary monument,

was also identified.  This seems to be formed from very large stones, similar to

those  used  in  the  disturbed  barrow  sites  and  this  suggests  the  material

originally  came  from  a  feature  of  some  significance.   In  addition,  a  very
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Illus. 4.53: Looking south west to Stone spread 68 and the landscape beyond
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atypical, long, flat stone was also found in this area (Recumbent stone 209).

This looked very much like a fallen standing stone, or may have been used as

a massive lintel within some kind of structure.  These two sites are found on

the edge of one of the large  stoneless areas discussed above and this may

explain their state of preservation (Illus. 4.54).

4 stone piles (Sites 142, 194, 200 and 218) are probably clearance cairns, of

uncertain date.

Structures and Enclosures

5  structures (Illus.  4.55,  Illus  4.56) were identified  during the survey,  these

were sub-rectilinear areas of stone whose overall dimensions were consistent

with those of a small building.  Beyond this, the sites were all quite different in

form,  with  structure 30 being quite  irregular  but  its  relationship  to  adjacent
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Illus. 4.55: Distribution of structures and enclosures across the site
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features  giving  the  appearance  of  it  being  a  small  building  constructed  in

relation  to  them.   Structure  139  was  a  very  regular  rectangle  with  large,

medium  stones  at  the  corners.   If  these  stones  do  indeed  represent  the

footprint of a building, the structure itself must have been formed of another

material such as wood.  This idea of using organic material in conjunction with

stone fits in with other features on the site, namely rows of stone.  Structures

223 and 234 are compacted, rectilinear areas of stone, although structure 234

is much more grassed over.  These two sites give the impression of being

small agricultural buildings, but equally could be un-roofed structures used for

specific tasks related to animal husbandry.  
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One  enclosure was identified  (Site 83) and this  is interesting because it  is

crossed by wall 82, which is thought to post date it.  The feature is formed by

quite evenly spaced stones and again hurdles or similar organic features may

have been utilised to create a physical division between these (Illus. 4.55).

Findspot

In the extreme south western corner of the survey area (Illus. 4.2), a possible

worked  stone  (Site  189)  was  found  built  into  the  field  wall  (Illus.  4.57).

Although most probably natural, this could be a broken quern or similar. 

Post-medieval features

3 shafts and 1 quarry were recorded during the survey (Illus. 4.2).  The shafts

related to post-medieval  lead mining,  while the  quarry is  also thought most

likely to be post-medieval and could have been used in the production of lime.

Miscellaneous

Mention should also be made of  significant stone 195 and line of stones 196

(Illus  4.5,  Illus.  4.58),  which  together  appear  to  form  a  kerbed  boulder.

Recently, several new examples of this type of monument have been found in,

amongst other regions, the nearby areas of Cumbria and the South Pennines

(Shepherd 2014: 309 – 314).  These enigmatic features are poorly understood,

however, where they have been identified, they are generally thought to date

from the Neolithic or Bronze Age, usually because of their proximity to other
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Illus. 4.57: Findspot 189, built into the field wall
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features ascribed to these periods.  The monuments are assumed to have had

some kind  of  ceremonial  function  (Shepherd  2014:  316  –  317;  EH 2016).

Given the number of other funerary and ceremonial sites identified during the

fieldwork, that this type of feature should also exist within the survey area is

unsurprising.
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Illus. 4.58: Sites 195 and 196 (left). An example of a kerbed boulder from Higher Moor, South Pennines 
(right)
Given the identification of other probable Neolithic and Bronze Age ceremonial and funerary sites within 
the survey area, Sites 195 and 196 could well form a kerbed boulder also of this date
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4.2:  Geophysical survey results

Three  forms  of  geophysical  survey  were  utilised  during  Phase  1  of  the

fieldwork and a detailed methodology, together with a brief explanation of each

technique, can be found in Chapter 3.  Magnetic susceptibility survey, at a very

low resolution was undertaken across the whole survey area, GNSS located

electromagnetic induction survey (EMI) was used in the southern two-thirds of

the site, while magnetic survey covered 2.8 Ha, in the same approximate area

as the EMI survey (See Fig 4.59).

Both the magnetic susceptibility  survey and the in-phase component of  the

EMI survey result in plots of magnetic susceptibility and thus can be compared

reasonably directly.  The second depth of EMI in-phase data relates to a depth

of detection broadly comparable to that of the surface magnetic susceptibility

survey, however, in this survey, the amount of detail recorded by the former is

greater, purely because of the use of higher resolution data collection.  The

magnetic survey provides the most detailed record of magnetic susceptibility,

in  part  because of  the method of  measurement employed, but  in  the main

because the data were collected at small intervals.  The quadrature component

of  the  EMI  survey  equates  to  a  measurement  of  the  conductivity  of  the

subsurface.
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Illus. 4.59: Location of geophysical survey areas
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4.2.1.  Magnetic susceptibility and in-phase EMI

In  order  to  facilitate  a  more  meaningful  discussion  and  to  allow  direct

comparison between the magnetic susceptibility survey and the in-phase EMI

data, the results from both techniques have been normalised to a scale of 1 –

100.  Despite being obtained and processed in completely different ways, the

correlation of the I2 results with those from the magnetic susceptibility survey

is  striking  (Illus.  4.60).   To  aid  interpretation  and  discussion,  the  magnetic

susceptibility and EMI data have also been overlain with pertinent walkover

features (Illus. 4.61) and with the magnetic survey data (Ills. 4.62).

Although undertaken at a very coarse resolution, the magnetic susceptibility

survey shows distinct variation in the values measured across the site and this

is  thought  to  be  indicative  of  a  number  of  anthropogenic  activities,  each

resulting  in  differing  levels  of  susceptibility  enhancement,  having  occurred

here.  Previous work carried out in the study area, and in particular the YDMP

transcriptions, all suggested that the extant features belong to a single field-

system  and  thus  it  was  initially  thought  that  these  changes  in  magnetic

susceptibility could represent zones with differing functions within this broader

framework, for example, areas of intensive manuring or those which had been

reserved  for  pasture.   However,  as  discussed  above,  the  walkover  results

show that this landscape is far more complex that previously assumed and the

interpretation of these broad-scale geophysical anomalies is made all the more

difficult because both spatial and temporal aspects now have to be considered.

Some of  the differences evident between the responses observed over  the

same area in the magnetic susceptibility and EMI datasets are partly the result

of the different survey resolutions employed and, more crucially, a difference in

the volume of soil involved in the derivation of each type of measurement.  It is

also  known  that  the  responses  obtained  using  EMI  survey  can  change

dramatically depending on the coil separation, coil orientation and the depth of

the underlying features (e.g. Scollar et al. 2009: 552 – 554).
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Illus. 4.60: Comparison between magnetic susceptibility data (left) and I2 EMI data (right)
Despite being collected and processed in entirely different ways, there is an obvious parity between 
these datasets
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Illus. 4.61: Magnetic susceptibility and I2 EMI overlain with linear walkover features
A number of areas of enhancement do appear to be bounded by extant features
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Illus. 4.62: Comparison of magnetic susceptibility (left) and I2 EMI (right) with magnetic survey data
The enhancement seen in the magnetic susceptibility and EMI surveys appears to correlate with areas of
increased magnetic response in the magnetic survey.  It would be interesting to test whether this 
correlation continues throughout the study area.
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A large area of increased susceptibility (A, a) is evident to the north of both

datasets and in the magnetic susceptibility data can be seen to extend over a

significant portion of  the survey area.  This response is difficult  to interpret

because  the  majority  of  it  lies  beyond  the  limit  of  the  other  comparative

datasets.  The area of enhancement corresponds to a prominent dip in the

terrain, with the topographic data indicating the presence of a slight mound at

its lowest point.  In the EMI data, the gradient of the anomaly suggests that it

has  well-defined  limits  and  that  it  may have  been  bounded  by  a  physical

division to the south.  To the east, the response extends as far as a group of

related linear features (Sites 2, 6 and 259) (Illus. 4.61). 

Large areas of magnetic susceptibility enhancement are often associated with

settlement or domestic type activities, but here, without the benefit of further

information  any  such  interpretation  must  remain  tentative.   Evidence  for

possible domestic structures and midden deposits has been identified in the

magnetic survey and the existence of a larger area of settlement to the north is

possible.  An alternative explanation for the response is that it relates to later

lead mining activities, traces of which exist all across this part of the Yorkshire

Dales, however, further to the south of the survey area, where mine shafts are

clearly  evident  (C,  c  and  B,  b),  the  level  of  magnetic  susceptibility

enhancement in either dataset is only moderate, with the EMI data showing

almost no response in the vicinity of mine workings denoted by Site 36 (b).

Site 13, the prominent stony earthwork identified during the walkover survey,

appears to have differences in magnetic susceptibility evident on either side of

it  (Illus.  4.61).   The magnetic  susceptibility  survey suggests  that  there  is  a

slight increase in enhancement downslope and to the east of this feature (D).

This area is an obvious hollow and it is possible that an increase in soil depth

from hill wash has manifested as a slight increase in the observed magnetic

susceptibility.  Although the EMI data also shows enhancement at the base of

this natural feature, the most significant response is found to the west of Site

13,  where  the  land  is  at  its  highest  (d)  (Illus.  4.61).   Site  13  remains  a
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prominent earthwork and must have originally been extremely imposing.   It

seems likely that this feature delineated the landscape in some way.  

A series of  barrows  and mounds identified during the walkover survey (Sites

17, 18, 22 and 24) are surrounded by an area of very low susceptibility in the

magnetic susceptibility data (E) (Illus. 4.61).  This lack of enhancement fits well

with their interpretation as funerary monuments and it is interesting to note that

a slightly increased response is evident immediately to the north, south and

east of these features.  This may suggest that, throughout the lifetime of the

survey area, these mounds were considered as being 'special' and that the

area immediately surrounding them was often left fallow.

Immediately to the south of (E) a distinct area of  increased susceptibility is

evident on the western edge of the survey area (F) (Illus. 4.60).  Unlike (A), the

gradient  of  this  response is  relatively gentle,  with  one possible  explanation

being that it is the result of an underlying spread of enhanced material.  The

extent of the enhancement partially corresponds with the plateau described in

the walkover results, but also extends downslope and southwards, beyond this

area.  Anomalies identified in the magnetic survey, on the southern portion of

the plateau, suggest that there were once structures here and the associated

domestic-type  activities  occurring  around  these  would  have  resulted  in  a

general increase in the measured susceptibility.  Over time, enhanced material,

particularly midden, could have been washed, or deliberately spread, down the

steep slope to the south, leading to an increase in the level of susceptibility

evident  here.   Given  that  the  plateau seems  to  be  a  partially  man-made

feature, this enhancement could also be a by-product of its landscaping and

the accompanying changes in soil depth.  Comparison of this dataset with the

magnetic survey (Illus. 4.62) also shows a clear correlation between (F) and an

area of increased magnetic response.

The corresponding anomaly in the I2 data (f) (Illus. 4.60) covers a larger area

than (F) and extends northwards, over the  plateau,  to include the location of
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the mounds and barrows (e), although its southern limits are broadly similar to

those of (F) (Illus. 4.61).  At the edges, (f) has a much steeper gradient than

(F) and it is thought that this is the result of EMI instrument measuring to a

greater depth than the magnetic susceptibility coils.  Because the top of hill on

which  the  plateau  sits  has  been  remodelled,  some  of  the  enhancement

apparent in (f), may partly be due to the presence of very shallow bedrock, in

addition to the anthropogenic activities discussed above.

Further  to  the  south,  alternating  bands  of  high  and  low  susceptibility  are

evident (G. H, I) (Illus. 4.60) and these seem to be approximately orientated

with respect to the alignment of the large-scale field-system.  Walls 121 and

152 are thought to relate to a late phase of reuse of the survey area and it is

suggested that the enhancement seen, particularly (J, j), is the result of the

agrarian activities occurring here at this time.  Alternatively, this particular 'field'

may have  been  reused  at  a  later  date  precisely  because  the  presence  of

enhanced soils was recognised (Illus. 4.61).  The magnetic dataset only covers

part of (G), (H) and (J), however, a very obvious area of  increased magnetic

response correlates with both (G) and (J) (Illus. 4.62).  This is neatly bounded

by negative anomalies relating to field divisions, with magnetically 'quiet' areas

apparent  beyond  it,  one of  which  corresponds to  an area of  low magnetic

susceptibility (H).

These very marked changes in magnetic susceptibility provide evidence that

during the life of this landscape, the fields within it were used and treated in

very  different  ways.   The  same  broad  pattern  of  areas  of  high  and  low

susceptibility  can  also  be  seen  in  the  I2  EMI  data  (g,  h,  i,  j)  (Illus.  4.62).

Several areas of increased response seen here are absent from the magnetic

susceptibility results and this is thought to be due to the differences between

the measurement methods, in particular the volume of soil involved in each

reading.

An area of high susceptibility is clearly evident at (g) and although this does
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not appear to have a counterpart in the magnetic susceptibility data, there is

an obvious correlation with an area of increased magnetic response observed

in  the  magnetic  data  (Illus.  4.62).   The  response  (g)  seems  to  be  neatly

bounded by a number of the walkover features, particularly on its western side

where it is contained by Sites 103 and 130 (Illus. 4.61).  The corresponding

increased magnetic response (Illus. 4.62) has well-defined limits and is thought

likely  to  have  been  an  enclosed  area  used  for  intensive  agriculture  and

possibly settlement. This latter response covers a smaller area than (g) and

this may suggest that the enhanced material found within it was subsequently

spread over a larger area, giving rise to (g).  The neat western limit of (g) could

be the result of this enhanced material abutting against an extant feature (Sites

103, 130) (Illus. 4.61).

The increased magnetic susceptibility  evident at (i)  is  less coherent  that (I)

(Illus. 4.60) but this seems likely to reflect the differences in survey resolution

between the two measurement techniques.  The response partially correlates

with an area of enhancement evident in the magnetic data (Illus. 4.62), and is

thought to be indicative of further intensive anthropogenic activities.  Although

we lack complete, comparative magnetic data in this area, (i, I) again indicate

that certain 'fields' were treated in specific ways.  This use may have occurred

at any point since the construction of the field-system, although in line with (j,

J), it is thought most likely to relate to a later phase of activity.  In the vicinity of

mound 248 the strength of (i) diminishes, presumably because it would have

been physically difficult to cultivate over this feature.

Anomaly (j) corresponds well with (J), although the strongest part of the former

response is found slightly further to the west, towards (G).  (j) is also longer

and narrower the (J) (Illus. 4.60).  This response (j) is neatly bounded by Sites

121  and  152  at  its  eastern  end  and  by  123  and  185  further  to  the  west,

indicating that  it  is  the result  of  intensive  anthropogenic  activity  within  one

particular  'field'.   Interestingly,  there  is  a  narrow,  but  distinct  area  of  low

susceptibility  between (j)  and Site 152 corresponding to a group of  parallel
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linear  features  evident  in  the  magnetic  data,  presumably  indicative  of

earthworks (Illus. 4.62).  This suggests that these banks were extant enough,

when the enhanced material giving rise to (j) was deposited, for this to abut

against  them.  Although it  is  thought that  Sites 121 and 152 represent the

remodelling of  this  area towards the end of  the life  of  this  landscape (see

above), it is possible, that the initial soil enhancement occurred during a much

earlier period.  As with (J) in the magnetic susceptibility survey, (j) extends over

the small plateau and slope created by revetment 221 (Illus. 4.61).  In Chapter

7, it is suggested that this area originally had a ceremonial function, however

this  enhancement  could  be  the  result  of  landscape  remodelling  or  later

agricultural activities in the area.

As mentioned above, in both the magnetic susceptibility and I2 EMI data (Illus.

4.61), a certain linearity is evident in the results and this is thought to relate to

the orientation of the large-scale field-systems.  Anomaly (K) is a linear area of

increased magnetic susceptibility lying close to a number of lead mining shafts

(Site 36).  Negative responses in the magnetic dataset suggest the existence

of  completely  denuded  earthworks  immediately  to  the  west  of  (K)  and  if

extended,  these  would  bound  the  response  to  the  north  and  south.   It  is

possible that (K) relates to post-medieval industrial activities, but it may also be

the result of differential land use within an enclosed area.  A corresponding,

although much weaker, anomaly is also evident at (k) (Illus. 4.61).  Parallel to

(k) and approximately 65m to the south, is a much stronger response (l) (Illus.

4.61).  This response is likely to have a similar explanation although it may

also relate in some way to earthwork 262.

The platform area around Site 72 (see above) shows virtually no enhancement

in  the  magnetic  susceptibility  survey,  although  there  are  some  very  weak

responses evident in the EMI I2 data (m) (Illus. 4.61).  This might suggest that

the  area  and  features  immediately  surrounding  this  prominent  stone were

reserved for non-domestic, presumably funerary or ceremonial, activities.  This

idea adds weight to the idea that the prominent stones found across the site
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were  imbued  with  some  kind  of  significance.   Further  magnetic  survey  or

excavation would be necessary to determine the precise function of this area.

What is most important about the broad-scale magnetic susceptibility and I2

EMI survey results is the manner in which they indicate that different parts of

survey area were used in different ways.  In several places the obvious areas

of  magnetic  susceptibility  enhancement  are  bounded by  features  identified

during the walkover survey or by anomalies seen in the magnetic data and a

number of  them reflect the orientation of the large-scale field-system.  This

idea of zonality was one of the first themes to come out of Phase 1 of the work,

however, the subsequent walkover demonstrated that the features within the

survey area cover a huge temporal span, with the reuse and remodelling of

sites noted repeatedly.  This then suggests that the zonality evident may have

a further temporal  dimension and this is hard to quantify.  Although several

areas of magnetic susceptibility enhancement fall within the boundaries of the

'fields',  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  the  activity  giving  rise  to  them  was

contemporary with the use of the field-system in its original form.  In the vicinity

of  Sites  121  and  152,  it  seems  likely  that  the  magnetic  susceptibility

enhancement  evident  is  contemporary  with  the  remodelling  of  these  field

boundaries and it is thought that this activity occurred quite late in the lifetime

of the survey area.  This is not to say that this 'field' had not been previously

cultivated and it may be that the presence of underlying enhanced soils was

the very reason that it was reused.
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4.2.2.  Magnetic survey

Of all the geophysical survey methods employed in this study, the magnetic

survey gives the most detailed results due to the resolution at which the data

were collected.  The level of enhancement recorded across the survey area is

quite low in comparison to other sites surveyed in the UK, however, very clear

and distinct anomalies are present.

The nature of the observed responses is also unusual,  with broad areas of

quite  'noisy'  enhancement  dissected  by  negative  linear  anomalies.   Such

results  are  very  reminiscent  of  those  found  in  Orkney,  although  they  are

around an order of magnitude weaker than would be seen there.  Extensive

work in this latter region has shown that large areas of magnetic enhancement

are often seen over spreads of midden and 'enhanced soils', where material

has presumably been spread to improve agricultural  yields, apparently from

the Neolithic onwards.  Similar negative responses have also been observed in

this area and are known, from extant features, excavation and map evidence,

to relate to the line of walls or turf and earth banks.  

Prior to beginning a magnetic survey with a fluxgate gradiometer, such as the

Grad601-2,  the  instrument  must  be  zeroed  through  a  standardized  set  up

procedure.   This  is  done  over  an  area  of  relatively  constant  magnetic

enhancement, ideally measuring around zero (a 'quiet' area).  If the instrument

is zeroed in a place where the background values are higher than this, stone

walls and earth and turf dykes, constructed from materials which do not have

any magnetic enhancement, will appear as negative responses.

Particularly on the steeper slopes and at the crest of the ridge, the limestone

bedrock  is  assumed to  be  quite  shallow  and  the  differences  in  soil  depth

across the site may be reflected in the location and strength of some of the

anomalies observed.  
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Illus. 4.63: Magnetic survey data (left) with interpretation (right)
Although this dataset is unusual because of the types of anomaly evident, the magnetic survey has 
proved extremely effective within the survey area, even though the terrain made data collection difficult.  
It is especially important to note that a number of significant magnetic anomalies do not correlate with 
any of the extant features.
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Illus. 4.64: Comparison between magnetic survey data and selected walkover results (left) and magnetic 
survey interpretation and selected walkover results (right)
It is clear that although a number of the linear magnetic anomalies correspond to extant archaeological 
features, several of them do not.  Particularly in the vicinity of walls 121 and 152, areas of increased 
magnetic response appear to correlate with the cleared areas identified during the walkover survey
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The magnetic dataset was interpreted prior to the completion of the walkover

survey, however, subsequently, the results obtained with both methods were

compared in order to assess the similarities and differences between the two

datasets and the relative strengths of both approaches when used in this type

of  upland  landscape.   Illus.  4.63  shows  the  magnetic  survey  data  and

interpretation,  while  a  comparison with  the walkover  survey  results  can be

seen in Illus. 4.64.

In the north-western corner of  the magnetic survey (Illus.  4.63), an area of

weak magnetic enhancement is evident (M1) and this corresponds well with

(d), identified in the magnetic susceptibility survey (Illus. 4.62).  The weak and

incoherent nature of these responses makes them difficult to interpret and they

may be natural in origin.  Some stronger anomalies cluster to the west of Site

13, perhaps suggesting a build up of enhanced material  against this extant

feature (Illus. 4.64).  At the southern end of Site 13, a number of weak positive

anomalies form themselves into sinuous lines and these could indicate that at

one time, this earthwork continued to the south-west (M2), south-east (M3), or

perhaps split into two.

Within this northern part of the site, a number of negative linear anomalies can

be seen to correlate with extant features identified during the walkover survey,

although in several  cases,  the magnetic  response seems to  continue even

where the features became difficult to trace on the ground.  This shows that

almost complete physical denudation does not necessarily result in the loss of

the associated magnetic response.  Anomaly (M4) clearly relates to earthwork

14 and stony earthwork 276, (M5) to earthwork 262 and (M6) to the prominent

stony earthwork 52 (Illus. 4.64)

Further to the north, (M7) and (M8) (Illus. 4.63) are extremely weak responses

which  seem  likely  to  relate  to  further  linear  divisions  within  the  broad

framework  of  the  large-scale  field-system,  the  weakness  of  the  anomalies

perhaps indicating that these features were relatively small and/or are highly
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denuded.  Between the large divisions evident on the ground (earthwork 262

and stony earthwork 276) a further two negative responses can be seen (M9,

M10) and these seem to represent further field divisions, with M9 correlating

with part of  wall  29 (Illus. 4.64).  At the eastern end of (M9), some positive

responses may relate to  structure  30.  It seems likely that these weak linear

responses are indicative of the sub-division of the original field-system and it is

thought that this relates to a reasonably early phase of its use. 

Taking the extant features and linear magnetic anomalies together indicates

that at some point in its history, the field-system in this area was sub-divided

into  much  narrower  fields  than  has  previously  been  recognised,  but  that

subsequently,  only  some of  these divisions were maintained.   The spacing

between (M10) and earthwork 263 is around 11m, similar to the distance seen

between (M7), (M8) and (M4) (Illus. 4.64).  If, at some point, the area was

divided into parcels this narrow,  this has a direct  bearing on how we must

interpret the construction, management and subsequent use of this landscape.

The  western  part  of  the  survey  area,  in  the  vicinity  of  prominent  stony

earthwork  52,  a  series  of  incoherent  and  spatially  complex  anomalies  are

present and together these form an area of general magnetic enhancement

corresponding to  (F)  in  the magnetic  susceptibility  survey (Illus.  4.63,  Illus.

4.62).   Within  this  general  'noise',  a  number  of  distinct  features  can  be

identified.   Although  covering  a  small  area,  (M11)  is  very  similar  to  the

response previously observed over midden type deposits in other places.  That

it may reflect the occurrence of some kind of domestic-type activity is further

supported  by  its  position  between  two  large  spreads  of  stone,  probable

structural remains, Sites 55 and 64.  As discussed above, these features are in

a  very  interesting  part  of  this  landscape  (see  Illus.  4.51)  and  lie  in  a

commanding position on the edge of the man-made  plateau.   Although the

magnetic response, when taken at face value, is indicative of an underlying

spread of midden and other household waste, it is possible that the activities

giving rise to this enhanced material were not necessarily wholly functional or
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domestic.  This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.

Around 30m to the west of (M11) and immediately to the west of  mound  67

(which  itself  corresponds  to  a  very  magnetically  quiet  area),  two  curious

anomalies can be seen (M12) (Illus. 4.63, 4.64).  These appear to be adjacent

circular responses with a discrete magnetic anomaly in the centre and each

circle  measures  approximately  5m  in  diameter.   In  other  regions,  such

responses have been found over Bronze Age houses, with a central hearth in

the middle, however, because of the general background noise evident in this

survey, such an interpretation remains cautious.  It is possible that differences

in soil depth are causing this apparent patterning to occur but these responses

do stand out from the surrounding general background noise.  Once again, the

idea of domestic type activities occurring on this partially man-made plateau

and in close proximity to funerary monuments, adds a very interesting element

to this landscape and to our understanding of how the communities who lived

amongst it might have functioned.

(M13) and (M14) are similar in character to (M2) and (M3) and therefore may

be  indicative  of  the  presence  of  similar  underlying  features,  with  some

suggestion that they are part of a series of enclosures, one of which contains

(M12) and which may relate to Site 67 (Illus. 4.64).  No corresponding features

were identified  in  the walkover  survey.   A further  incoherent  positive  linear

(M15) seems to  relate to the artificial  revetment of  the eastern  side of  the

plateau, as discussed above.

The general area of enhancement seen around (M12) continues to the south

of Site 52, with the southern limit corresponding well with that observed for (F)

in the magnetic susceptibility survey (Illus. 4.64).  It is possible that enhanced

material has been spread downslope from the plateau, but the presence of a

further  linear  anomaly (M16) indicates that  this  was another  field,  with  the

enhancement  observed  seemingly  enclosed  by  its  northern  and  southern

boundaries.  It is interesting to note that it does not extend to the east, instead
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remaining limited to an area where the slope is at its most gentle.  Some of the

evident enhancement may relate to the presence of 'enhanced soils', derived

from whatever activities were taking place prior to the construction of the field-

system.

An  extant  boundary  corresponding  to  (M16)  was  not  noted  during  the

walkover,  although  stony earthwork  102 may represent a continuation of  it.

Within this broader area of enhancement, there also appear to be subdivisions

at right angles to the main field axis (M17) and these create smaller parcels of

land within the framework of the original field-system.  

At the eastern end of the area of enhancement (Illus. 4.64, Illus. 4.39), a small

group  of  anomalies  correlate  with  the  location  of  platform  90,  with  one

response indicative of the presence of a pit-like feature.  This suggests that the

platform had a specific function, although it is unclear what this was.

Prominent stony earthwork  52 is a significant division within this landscape,

separating, as it does, the south facing slope from the plateau and flatter area

to  the  north.   As  previously  discussed,  the  walkover  results  are  far  more

complex to the south of this boundary and a similar situation is evident in the

magnetic  survey  results.   Here  although  the  linear  field  boundaries  have

corresponding  responses  (M18,  M19,  M20),  the  vast  majority  of  the  other

identified sites do not.  Conversely, there are a number of very obvious and

very  strong  negative  geophysical  anomalies  which  do  not  correlate  with

anything seen  in  the walkover  survey  and which  make very little  sense in

relation to a number of features in the same area which are still extant. 

(M19)  creates  the  southern  limit  of  an  area  of  significant  magnetic

enhancement (M21), also identified in the magnetic susceptibility and EMI I2

surveys (G, J, j) and it seems that at some point in prehistory, this area had a

very specific agricultural function.  The fact that the enhanced area is bounded

by (M19) and that to the west it is delimited by the projected line of (M18), also
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indicates that at whatever point during the life of the site this activity occurred,

the land-divisions giving rise to linear anomalies (M18, M19, M21) remained

extant (Illus. 4.63).

Immediately north of (M21), a smaller area of enhancement is evident (M22).

This is bounded by negative linear responses on the western and northern

sides (M23),  to  which  stony earthworks  124 and 126 appear to  be related

(Illus.  4.64).   It  is  suggested  that  Site  126  follows  the  line  of  an  earlier

earthwork, while Site 124 was originally a field sub-division similar to (M17).

Again this seems to indicate that existing,  visible divisions delineated areas

used for specific agrarian practices, however, it is thought that this use was not

contemporaneous with the construction of  the large-scale field-system in its

original form.

(M24) is a negative anomaly forming 3 sides of a square, measuring 6 metres

along its longest side (Illus. 4.63).  This response seems representative of a

small  structure  or  enclosure  but  one  which  lies  on  an  entirely  different

orientation to the large-scale field-system.  (M24) shares its orientation with a

group of anomalies to the south-east (M25), a further linear (M26), together

with several other weaker anomalies in the vicinity and this suggests that they

all relate to a coherent phase of construction (Illus. 4.63).  (M25) nestles within

a low, sheltered hollow and this indicates that features were placed to make

favourable use of the terrain and without any regard for the extant, although

denuded,  earlier  earthworks.   Even  more  complex  is  the  fact  that  these

responses  are  crossed by  walls  121 and  152,  suggesting that  these  latter

features post date the anomalies.

One interpretation of  this  area is  as  follows:  Intensive  agriculture  occurred

within the framework of the large-scale field-system, sometime after its initial

construction, leading to significant magnetic enhancement.  Through time, the

field-system earthworks fell further into disrepair and were not considered an

obstacle  when  the  features  giving  rise  to  anomalies  (M24  etc.)  were
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constructed,  the  builders  instead  choosing  to  use  a  new  alignment,  in  a

sheltered part of the site, where 'enhanced soils' had already been created.  In

turn, this new farmstead fell into disrepair and in a very late phase of activity,

the material contained within it cleared and repurposed in the building of much

more  substantial  walls  over  the  faintly  visible  but  now very  denuded field-

system earthworks.  The resultant new field also utilised the 'enhanced' soils

and favourable aspect  of  the terrain.   The idea that significant  and notable

clearance happened on the site is supported firstly by the use of substantial

amounts of stone in walls 121 and 152 but also by the presence of large areas

which are almost entirely devoid of stone and which correspond well with the

location of (M24, M25 and M26).

A further area of enhancement (M27) (Illus. 4.63) in the south-eastern corner

of the site is again indicative of quite specific agricultural practises having once

occurred.  Once again these activities appear to have utilised the framework

created by the large-scale field-system for their boundaries.

Significant correlation is evident between many of the features identified during

the walkover  and the anomalies recorded by the magnetic  survey and this

supports the suggestion that several of the large areas of enhancement were

at  one  time  delineated  by  physical  boundaries.   Despite  this,  there  are  a

number of very strong responses evident in the magnetic survey which do not

seem to relate to anything recorded as visible on the ground and although

such responses are difficult to understand and interpret, their presence is very

interesting  because  it  shows that  even in  areas where hundreds  of  extant

features are present, one can not assume that these visible remains represent

the complete archaeological record.
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4.2.3.  Conductivity survey

As  well  as  measuring  magnetic  susceptibility,  EMI  survey  also  generates

conductivity  data.   Most  archaeologists  are  familiar  with  the  use  of  earth

resistance survey and these two types of measurement can be thought of as

broadly comparable, since conductivity is the inverse of resistivity.
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Illus. 4.65: EMI C1 data (left) and EMI C1 data overlain with selected walkover features (right)
There is much less parity between the conductivity data and the walkover results than was evident with 
the three measure of magnetic susceptibility
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Here, a plotting scale for the data has been chosen to reflect the manner in

which earth resistance data are normally viewed, with low conductivity (high

resistivity) values displayed in black and high conductivity (low resistivity) data

displayed  as  white  (Illus.  4.65).   Whereas  standard  archaeological  earth

resistance survey is undertaken at high resolution, it should be borne in mind

that  the survey resolution employed here was significantly coarser and this

means that only very broad-scale changes in conductivity are apparent.  The

identification  of  individual  features,  for  example,  the  line  of  a  wall  or  the

footprint of a stone built structure is not possible with this dataset.

During  EMI  survey,  the  depth  of  detection  achievable  for  the  quadrature

component is more in line with the manufacturer's stated values than with the

in-phase component (De Smedt et al. 2014: 18) and having taken into account

the height of the instrument above the ground, in this case, measurements are

thought to relate to depths of 0.2m, 0.7m and 1.5m.  Because the bedrock in

this area is very shallow (it outcrops immediately to the east), readings from

the two deeper sets of measurement (C2, C3) are thought more indicative of

changes in soil depth rather than of the presence of archaeological material It

was felt  that  using the very shallowest  dataset  (C1) would  best  reflect  the

nature of surface archaeological deposits and would avoid mapping only the

underlying bedrock.

It is difficult to make any particularly useful interpretations for this data, even

when it is compared to the extant features (Illus. 4.65).  It seems likely that

both  geological  and  archaeological  features  are  represented  by  the

conductivity responses and in some cases, it  may be that bedrock is being

mapped in certain areas because of the removal of overlying material during

the remodelling of parts of the site.  

Low conductivity material at the southern edge of the plateau (ci) may relate to

what seems to be a highly denuded stone built cairn (Site 67) (Illus. 4.65), but

may also indicate the presence of a large dump of stone, used to build up the
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land.  It is interesting to note that a similar response is not seen on the eastern

edge of the plateau where revetment is visible.  Further south, a large area of

low conductivity (cii) seems to correlate with a palimpsest of overlying features

identified during the walkover, with the northern and southern limits seemingly

formed by prominent stony earthworks 52 and 123.  The ground in this area is

reasonably steep and the response (cii) may reflect the associated presence of

shallow soils.  There is some correlation between the cleared areas Site 160

and Site  245 and anomaly (ciii)  and this  could  suggest  that  any remaining

material not considered useful in the construction of new features was spread

across the area, resulting in a general decrease in the conductivity of the soil.

To the east, anomaly (civ) could relate to the construction of stone revetment

221.  The large,  l-shaped area of  low conductivity (cv) does not  appear to

relate  to  any  recorded  features  or  to  the  topography  of  the  survey  area.

Because of this it is thought likely to be indicative of shallow bedrock.  A further

area (cvi) may have a similar explanation.
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4.3:  LiDAR and photogrammetric data
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Illus. 4.66: LiDAR data (left) and photogrammetric data (right)
Although these datasets are very similar, the standard processing applied to the LiDAR data enhances 
mounds, however the reflections from the surface stones have been removed as background noise
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Illus. 4.67: LiDAR data overlain with selected walkover results (left), photogrammetric data overlain with 
selected walkover results (right)
Although mounds and similar features can be very difficult to identify during field survey, the examples 
recorded during the walkover survey are particularly clear in the LIDAR data.  The revetment around the 
plateau is more easily discernible in the photogrammetric dataset
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Illus. 4.68: LiDAR (left) and photogrammetric data (right) overlain with the magnetic survey interpretation
Although several of the magnetic response correspond with features evident in both these datasets, it is 
clear that a number of them do not and this highlights the usefulness of geophysical survey even in areas
of extant archaeology
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Illus. 4.69: Basic LiDAR interpretation overlain by simplified walkover data (left) and magnetic survey 
interpretation (right)
The LiDAR data provides the best means of mapping the very denuded earthworks which cross the site, 
however, feature remodelling and differences in construction are best identified through walkover



Chapter 4:  Fieldwork results and baseline data

The study and analysis of the LiDAR and photogrammetric datasets could form

the  basis  for  a  PhD  in  their  own  right,  however,  within  this  project  the

information  contained  within  them  is  used  only  as  a  secondary  source,

complementary  to  the  results  from  the  other  survey  techniques  already

discussed above.  Because the LiDAR and photogrammetric datasets cover a

larger  spatial  area  than  geophysical  and  walkover  surveys,  the  former  are

used in the contextualisation and interpretation of the latter.  Because of the

clear overlap between the LiDAR and photogrammetric datasets and because

mounds and earthworks were more readily apparent in the former, the LiDAR

data have been used as the primary basis for the following discussion.

A side by side comparison  of  the LiDAR and photogrammetric  datasets  is

shown in Illus. 4.66, while the relationship between these and the walkover

survey  results  are  shown  in  Illus.  4.67  and  with  the  magnetic  survey

interpretation in Illus. 4.68.  Features digitised from the LiDAR data, overlain by

the  walkover  results  are  shown  next  to  the  same  data,  overlain  with  the

magnetic survey anomalies in Illus. 4.69.  An interpretative key for the LiDAR is

given below (Illus. 4.70).

What is most apparent from these direct data comparisons is the manner in

which  a  series  of  earthworks  underlie  many  of  the  other  linear  features

identified  during  the  walkover  survey  (Illus.  4.67).   This  supports  the

interpretation outlined previously, that many of the components of the large-

scale field-system found within the survey area were extensively remodelled

and reused.

The idea that  prominent stony earthwork  52 can be considered as a form of
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watershed  within  the  survey  area  is  also  supported  by  the  LiDAR  and

photogrammetric results.  It is clear that to the south of Site 52, the earthworks

that make up the large-scale field-system are more extant (Illus. 4.66), with a

spacing of approximately 40m evident between them.  Further north, the more

widely spaced features are far more subtle.  These differences suggest that

the  features  either  side  of  Site  52  belong to  two  adjacent  blocks  of  field-

system, potentially  constructed by different  groups and perhaps at  different

times.  This is discussed further in Chapter 7.

Downslope,  in  an  area  west  of  the  survey  area,  part  of  the  more  subtle

northern field-system is very obviously crossed by a subsequent, slightly more

extant system, which utilises an entirely different orientation (Illus. 4.71).  This

very clearly demonstrates that this landscape evolved over a long period of

time, with the identified features representative of several distinct phases of

activity.  It seems that in this area in particular, the tradition of creating long,

thin fields, separated by turf and stone banks was adopted again, very possibly

several millennia after the original field-system was constructed.

158

Illus. 4.71: Two alignments of field-system in one area
This part of the study area, immediately to the west of the survey area, provides useful evidence that 
several very distinct phases of activity occurred in the study area, perhaps many millennia apart
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The earthworks  seen  in  the LIDAR data  indicate  that  the large-scale  field-

system  went  through  a  number  of  phases  of  development  prior  to  the

piecemeal, later remodelling of certain parts of the survey area.  That repeated

investments of time and resources were made, in order to maintain and adapt

the large-scale field-system, indicates the importance it held within society.

The LiDAR dataset  also helps to contextualise certain other features (Illus.

4.69).  For example, it seems that Sites 259, 2, 6, 28, 26, 176, 207 and 249 all

follow the alignment of a much earlier underlying earthwork and this is thought

to predate  the large-scale field-system.   The relationship between some of

these features and the  mounds 67 and 248 was discussed above.  The way

that  this  long,  underlying  feature  dissects  the  landscape,  in  a  manner

sympathetic to the local terrain, is indicative of an early form of land division,

utilising significant existing sites to determine its path.  The manner in which

this feature separates the group of mounds (Sites 22, 24, 18, 17 and 19) from

the  area  to  the  east  has  been  thought  significant  since  the  first  phase  of

walkover survey was undertaken and this is discussed more fully in Chapter 7.

Mounds are a feature type very readily identifiable within the LiDAR data, with,

in addition to those already seen during the walkover survey,  a further two

examples also evident in an adjacent field to the west (LD1, LD4) (Illus. 4.69).

The presence of  a  reasonably  large number of  mounds in  close proximity,

supports  their  interpretation  as  a  grouping  of  funerary  monuments,  most

probably early Bronze Age barrows.  Barrows  150 and 151 are also clearly

evident in the LiDAR data, with the relationship between the earthwork (LD76)

and barrow 151 particularly obvious. Immediately to the south of the mounds,

a terrace is evident and this relates to revetment 221 identified in the walkover

survey.  It is suggested that this flattened area was deliberately created around

the  barrows and  is  likely  to  have  been  intended  for  a  specific  ceremonial

function.  The significance and roll that these two groups of mounds held within

this prehistoric landscape is discussed at length in Chapter 7.
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Particularly in the photogrammetric dataset, a plateau is evident on the terrace

summit (Illus. 4.66, Illus. 4.69). This appears to have been created artificially by

flattening and building up the ground.  It is thought that this feature was pivotal

in the development of the survey area from the early Bronze Age onwards and

the feature forms the basis for a significant amount of discussion in Chapter 7. 

Although many of the sites identified within the walkover survey were aligned

on  existing  earthwork  features,  several  others,  particularly  the  stony

earthworks,  represent a later phase of  activity utilising different  orientations

and showing little regard for what came before (Illus 4.69).  In addition, the

locations of the sites around  prominent stone  72 also bear no relation to the

earthworks, indicating that these too relate to a different phase of activity and

may well predate the large-scale field-system.  It is interesting to note that the

earthworks, as is the case with the group of mounds, are present to the north

and south of this area and were perhaps aligned in such a way as to avoid a

significant earlier site (Illus 4.69).

The LiDAR data also help to contextualise the results of the magnetic survey

(Illus.  4.68,  Illus.  4.69).   Of  most  interest  is  that  a  number  of  probable

earthworks  identified  in  the  magnetic  survey  data  (M9,  M10,  M7),  do  not

correspond with any extant features in the LiDAR data, although (M7) seem to

relate to earthwork (LD70).  Once again this illustrates that even in an area

where extant features abound, geophysical survey still has a significant role to

play in obtaining a more holistic understanding of the nature of the complete

archaeological record.
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4.4:  Appraisal of non-destructive survey approache s

Objective 3  of this project set out to assess the effectiveness of the survey

methods  applied  in  the  research  and  although  this  has  been  discussed

throughout the preceding text, it is worth making the results explicit.

Transitioning  from  the  macro  to  micro  scales  with  the  application  of  each

geophysical survey type allowed reasonable area coverage, together with the

opportunity to make more detailed interpretations in some parts of the survey

area.  The interpretations made in places where several methods had been

employed were then extrapolated back into parts of  the survey area where

only broad-scale methods had been used, although obviously the conclusions

drawn here were more cautious.

Having several datasets for any one area gave validity to results generated by

the individual techniques, with an obvious parity evident between the results of

the  magnetic  susceptibility  and  EMI  I2  surveys.   Having  a  highly  detailed

walkover  survey  to  compare with  the geophysical  survey  results  has  been

invaluable,  with  relationships  between  extant  features  and  geophysical

responses aiding the interpretation and phasing of the latter.  It was also clear

that  in  some  cases,  extant  features  have  no  corresponding  geophysical

anomaly  and  conversely,  that  several  significant  anomalies  are  not

represented by surface features.  It is easy to fall into the trap of believing that

in an upland environment such as this, all  the archaeology present can be

easily seen as earthworks or denuded features.  However, this work clearly

demonstrates that this most certainly is not the case, with additional phases of

activity likely to have also occurred, leaving, much like in lowland areas, no

physical trace.  It seems likely that in the uplands, differences in methods of

construction,  the  ways  in  which  sites  fell  out  of  use  and  their  subsequent

treatment,  all  determine  whether  they  ultimately  manifest  as  extant  visible

remains.
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The  direct  comparison  of  LiDAR  and  photogrammetric  data  afforded  here

presented  a  useful  opportunity  to  assess  the  validity  of  Low  Level  Aerial

Photography  (LLAP)  (see  Chapter  2)  over  this  sort  of  upland  terrain.   As

discussed in Chapter 3, experiments were made with Kite Aerial Photography

(KAP) and although the results were slightly disappointing, the quality of the

photogrammetric  dataset  outlined here is obvious.   This demonstrates that,

with methodological  refinement, kite or drone based LLAP would be one of

several  useful  ways  of  improving  our  understanding  of  extant  archaeology

throughout the Yorkshire Dales.

The most important conclusion that can be drawn from this survey work is that

no  single  technique  provides  all  the  answers.   It  is  only  by  using  several

complementary methods, at a variety of  scales, that we can even begin to

move towards a complete picture of the archaeological record in this type of

upland area.  Ultimately, however, without excavation, questions surrounding

precise phasing and dating will remain unanswered.
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4.5:  Summary of results 

Although the presence of  extant  features and significant  changes in terrain

made the practicalities of gathering geophysical data challenging, the results

obtained by this work, and in particular those from the magnetic survey, were

some of the most informative generated by this study.  The correlation evident

between  the  magnetic  survey,  the  I2  EMI  and  the  magnetic  susceptibility

survey added weight to the interpretation of these latter techniques and in turn,

to  our  understanding  of  how  this  landscape  was  being  used.   That  the

magnetic survey showed anomalies relating to features with no trace on the

ground also illustrated well that even where surface preservation is very good,

there may well  be further features present which do not manifest as extant

sites.  Intensive walkover survey allowed the identification of different methods

of site construction, different site orientations and the relationships between

different sites to be determined and this helped to draw out elements of the

archaeology of the area which had not previously been appreciated.  

The  survey  work  undertaken  during  this  project  has  identified  several  key

themes which will be explored  more fully later in this thesis.  These themes

include the presence of several distinct, and indistinct, phases of activity, the

existence  of  a  funerary  element  to  the  sites  present,  the  continued  and

deliberate  remodelling  of  the  landscape,  the  re-use  of  earlier  feature

alignments  and  the  referencing  to,  and  reinforcement  of,  earlier  features.

Rather than, as was suggested by previous work (see Chapters 2 and 3), the

survey area representing part of a single phase, large-scale field-system, the

number and diversity  of  the features present  demonstrates that  the survey

area evolved over many millennia.  The variety of  site types identified also

makes it clear that the use of the survey area went far beyond simple agrarian

practice; the large-scale field-system is one component of this landscape but is

by no means the whole story.

The chronological development of the site is outlined in Chapter 5.
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An overall interpretation of the archaeological features found within the survey

area, taken from the walkover, magnetic survey and LiDAR interpretations can

be seen in Illus. 4.73.  These results are presented in direct contrast to the

original YDMP transcription for the area.  It is clear that in this small area at

least,  the complexity  of  the  existing archaeological  record has  been  vastly

underestimated.  A key is presented in Illus. 4.72.
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Illus. 4.72: Key to overall results
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Illus. 4.73: Combined  survey results (left) with original YDMP transcription (right)
This diagram is intended to illustrate the sheer volume and complexity of sites and anomalies present 
within the survey area and to indicate that, although a very valuable resource, the YDMP only shows a 
fraction of the archaeology actually present within the bounds of this survey
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5.1:  Overview

While it is clear that there is a great deal of temporal depth present, drawing

out specific phases or a sequence of development within the survey remains

difficult.  Although stratigraphic relationships are present, for example wall 152

crossing barrow 151, in many places, things are less clear cut.  Often, different

phases  of  activity  were  recognised  through  the  identification  of  obvious

changes  in  feature  construction  methods  or  from  feature  or  anomaly

orientation.   The  temporal  relationships  between  these  phases  were  then

extrapolated from interpretations made elsewhere in the survey area or were

based upon the physical  associations evident  between extant  features.   In

some  cases,  the  order  in  which  these  phases  have  been  placed  is  more

conjectural  and  can  be  considered  a  product  of  field  observations,  the

relationships noted between sites and a knowledge of similar features in other

locations.   Many  of  the  geophysical  anomalies  are  not  included  in  the

proposed phasing as it impossible to place them within this broad framework

with any degree of certainty.

The creation of a relative chronology for the survey area serves to address

objective 4 of the project, which strived to understand the nature and function

of, and relationships between, sites in this landscape.  The phases defined and

the order in which they are thought to have occurred may well subsequently be

proven wrong, however, what is most important is to demonstrate that this is

not a single period landscape, rather that it developed over many millennia.

Such an interpretation is a major step forward from the starting point for this

research, which suggested that  the study area was dominated by part of a

single 'field-system', most probably dating to the middle Iron Age.  The phases

outlined here not only show a great deal of temporal depth, they also illustrate

that there is a much broader range of site types present, reflecting all aspects

of prehistoric society, than was initially expected.
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It is common in an upland area such as the Yorkshire Dales to date extant

features  though  morphological  comparison  with  superficially  similar  sites  in

other regions.  However, here, as in many upland locations, our understanding

of  vernacular  site  types is  extremely  poor,  and  the resulting interpretations

remain fundamentally unsubstantiated.  Recent work by Luke (2013) identified

a number of long mounds across the region, countering the established view

that this type of feature was absent from the area.  This demonstrates that

fundamental  gaps  still  remain  in  our  understanding  of  Yorkshire  Dales'

archaeology.

Without intrusive excavation, it is impossible to be specific about when certain

sites  were  constructed  or  activities  took  place.   Although  this  is  readily

apparent within the survey area, it has long been a problem in respect to the

study of archaeology in the wider Yorkshire Dales and is one that will not be

addressed by this PhD. However, by drawing on the results of the survey work,

parallels  with  other  areas  and  existing  evidence,  it  has  been  possible  to

suggest a very broad sequence of development for the survey area and the

sites identified within it.  The resulting relative phasing is inextricable from the

detailed discussion which follows, however, it is presented here in its simplest

form to provide a basic chronological framework for the reader.

5.2:  Phase 1 – Markers in the landscape

Of all the large and possibly significant stones identified during the walkover,

the  prominent boulders  were particularly conspicuous and the first phase of

activity on the site is thought to relate directly to these stones.  The boulders

originate from the broken up limestone outcrops to the east of the survey area

and would have originally been moved and deposited by natural processes,

very  probably  some  time  during,  or  soon  after,  the  last  ice  age.   These

prominent boulders, together with obvious natural features found over a wider

area, would have provided visual reference points through which those living

within  this  environment  could  locate  themselves.   Similar  ideas  have  been
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discussed extensively by Bradley (2000) and have been suggested by Tilley in

relation to Neolithic activity around the tors found on Bodmin Moor (Tilley 1996:

165).

In addition to acting as reference points, these large stones may also have

provided  a  means  by  which  the  area  in  which  they  are  found,  could  be

168

Illus. 5.1: Phase 1: prominent boulders and significant stones thought to have been used as markers 
within the landscape.
This conspicuous elements of the landscape could have been used as a means of location and as a 
framework for dividing the area up without the need for physical divisions
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mentally  divided  up.   Although  no  physical  divisions  are  thought  to  have

existed between the stones, and therefore any livestock present would have

been free to roam, areas delineated by the positions of  the boulders could

have become the responsibility of different people or groups and/or may have

had different functions or uses.

As a means of initial assessment, site photographs (containing photographic

scales) were used to estimate whether each of the prominent boulders could

have easily been moved and it is the resulting subset of large, highly visible

stones (Illus. 5.1), for example Site 158 (Illus. 5.2), that are thought to have

existed longest within this landscape.

Other  large  but  less  visible  significant  stones  may  have  also  had  an

importance during this first phase of  activity (Illus 5.1), however the smaller

prominent boulders 255 and 256, are thought to belong to a later phase, and

were deliberately sited so as to mirror the positions of  the naturally placed

boulders within the landscape.

Although  created  by  glacial  deposition,  rather  than  by  relatively  localised

erosion, the Norber Erratics near Austwick in the Yorkshire Dales (Illus. 5.3)

illustrate how the study area may have appeared prior to the construction of
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Illus. 5.2: Prominent boulder 158. 
The size, colour and position of this stone makes it visible from much of the southern portion of the 
survey area
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the  many  subsequent  sites  and  features.   Without  the  presence  of  huge

volumes of additional stone, it is easy to see how such large and prominent

boulders would naturally be used to delineate the Norber landscape and thus

how a similar situation may have also existed within the survey area.

As  well  as  functioning  as  reference  points  within  the  landscape  it  seems

possible that the prominent boulders and significant stones, much like the tors

on Bodmin Moor (Tilley 1996: 167),  were afforded some degree of  cultural

significance in their own right.  Such features would have provided a stimulus

for  a stigmergic  process,  with  the presence of  large and significant  stones

providing a stimulus for agents to perform certain activities and a locale in

which to perform them (see Phase 4).

5.3:  Phase 2 – The visible dead

As discussed in Chapter 4 a number of probable funerary monuments were

identified  within  the  survey  area.   The  physical  location  of  these  features,

together with the setting of the monuments within the landscape, indicates that

they fall into three separate groups, while feature sizes and chosen methods of

construction suggest the sites were built during two distinct phases, the first of

which is discussed immediately below.
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Illus. 5.3: Norber Erratics near Austwick
Although the boulders are formed of gritstone rather than limestone, this gives an impression of how the 
survey area may have looked prior to the construction of the palimpsest of later features.  
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Although  extremely  denuded,  a  low  stony  mound  (mound 67)  measuring

between 15 and 20m in diameter and situated just below the summit of the

terrace,  may be indicative of the presence of  a large burial  cairn or similar

feature (Illus 5.4).  The site appears to have been heavily robbed of stone,

unsurprising given the amount of later activity apparent and the proximity of

the  feature  to  a  substantial  post-medieval  field  wall.   Features  like  stone

mounds were ubiquitous throughout all archaeological periods, however Site

67 is thought likely to date from the early Neolithic, primarily due to its very

specific  relationship  with  Elbolton Hill,  as  discussed in  detail  in  Chapter  7.
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Illus. 5.4: Phase 2: possible burial cairns
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Although this date may seem early, until the availability of absolute dating for

such sites within the Yorkshire Dales improves, standard comparative dating

serves only as a useful starting point.

In size and external appearance, Site 67 may have resembled Little Skirtful of

Stones (SAM 1011762) on nearby Rombald's Moor and it is interesting that

there is also a parity between the settings of the two monuments (Illus. 5.5).

From the latter site, the large gritstone outcrop of Almscliff Crag, c. 14 km east-

north-east, is clearly visible and this in itself is likely to have been a significant

natural place from the Neolithic onwards.  Through comparison, Little Skirtful of

Stones has been assigned a Bronze Age date, however, the archaeology of

Rombald's Moor remains very poorly understood.

Around 180m downslope from  mound 67 is  a second possible  burial  cairn

(mound 248) (Illus. 5.4). When viewed from the south this feature appears as a

large mound, while to the north, it merges into a conspicuous spur protruding

outwards  from the  slope.   Detailed  inspection  of  the  LiDAR suggests  that

together,  the  mound  and  spur  form  a  lozenge  in  plan,  with  the  mound

positioned  at  its  southern  end  (Illus.  5.6).   The  mound  measures  35m in

diameter and the lozenge, 56m north to south and 35m west to east.   The

mound survives to a height of almost 2m when viewed from the south and is

perhaps 0.75m proud of the spur at its rear.  It is possible that Site 248 could
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represent a further example of a long mound, potentially dating to the early

Neolithic.  This is discussed further in Chapter 7.

5.4:  Phase 3 -- Death and ceremony

The next phase of activity within the survey area involved the construction of

several  seemingly  related  features,  all  of  which  appear  to  have  had  a

ceremonial or funerary function.  Although these are thought to fall into three

sub-phases (Illus. 5.7), it is likely that there was a large overlap between the

times during which their elements were in use.  The relationship between the

features  included  in  this  phase  and  with  the  surrounding  landscape  is

extremely complex and the order in which the sub-phases are thought to have

occurred represents the outcome of the detailed discussion found in Chapter

7.
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Illus. 5.6: LiDAR showing the possible lozenge shape feature formed by Site 248 and the spur to the 
north
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5.4.1.  Phase 3a – Modifying the natural

The location of  mound  67 (Phase 2) reflected the significance of the terrace

summit on which it stands, which in turn, was drawn from its visual relationship

with Elbolton Hill.  During Phase 3a, this significance again manifested through

the  extensive  modification  of  the  terrace  summit  to  form  a  large  plateau.

Revetment  was noted on its  eastern  side during the walkover  survey,  with

further  examples  present  on  its  western  side,  identified  from  the

photogrammetric data (Illus. 5.8).  This area is thought to have been intended

as a large, highly visible performance space in which to undertake a variety of

ceremonies, rites and rituals.
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Illus. 5.7: Phase 3: The evolution of the ceremonial and funerary landscape
How and why this developed is discussed in some detail in Chapter 7



Chapter 5:  A terrace through time

5.4.2.  Phase 3b -- Developing ceremonial space

The  plateau  is thought to have been a highly significant element within the

prehistoric  landscape  of  Upper  Wharfedale  and  following  its  creation,  it  is

suggested that further features were constructed on or around it.  These are

thought likely to have also had a ceremonial function.  By far the most curious

of  these sites are  the  stone spreads  (55 and 64)  and associated possible

midden  (M11),  together  with  sub-circular  magnetic  responses  seen

approximately 30m to the west (M12) (Illus. 5.7).  Particularly given the nature

of the geophysical anomalies, these features would normally be interpreted as

domestic  structures,  however,  given  the  setting  of  the  plateau and  its

underlying significance of place, an alternative interpretation may be equally

valid.  Ethnoarchaeological evidence from a 17th to 19th century priest's house

in Hawaii (Kirch et al. 2010), demonstrates that the line between domestic and

non-domestic, particularly within wider ceremonial contexts, can often be fluid

and may vary through time.  Two platforms (23 and 90) again seem likely to

have been spaces intended for specific functions or ceremonies, however the

temporal relationship between these sites and the other aspects included in

Phase 3 is unclear.
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Illus. 5.8: The plateau area found at the summit of the terrace, as seen in the photogrammetric dataset
The deliberate modification of this area served to create a large performance space



Chapter 5:  A terrace through time

5.4.3.  Phase 3c – Barrows

On the summit of the terrace, a group of 7 mounds (the northern barrow group)

can be seen.  5 of these were identified during the walkover survey, with 2

further sites in the adjacent field evident in the LiDAR and photogrammetric

data.  The location of these mounds on the summit of the terrace, together with

their command of the surrounding landscape strongly suggests they are very

significant sites and are most probably Early Bronze Age barrows, although, as

mentioned above, without excavation this date must remain conjectural.  The

proximity and relationship with  mound  67 (Illus. 5.7) indicates a reference to

the ancestors and further reinforcement of place.
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Illustration 5.9: The topographic positions of the barrows within the landscape, as seen in the LiDAR 
dataset
The northern barrow group occupies a prominent hilltop location, while the southern barrow group nestles
close to recess in the natural escarpment
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Approximately  170m  to  the  south-east,  2  further  probable  barrows  (the

southern  barrow  group)  can  be  seen  and  although  likely  to  be  broadly

contemporary with the first group, there is an obvious contrast in the way that

the two groups relate to their immediate surroundings and this suggests that

they were intended to function differently within the wider landscape.  While the

northern barrow group sits in a highly visible skyline location, the  southern

barrow  group are  sheltered  and  protected  by  a  recess  in  the  natural

escarpment (Illus. 5.9).

5.5:  Phase 4 – The emergence of enclosure

Prominent  stony  earthwork 13  (Illus.  5.10)  runs  for  around  90m  until  it

becomes indistinguishable in the vicinity of the plateau, although the magnetic

data suggest that it once continued along its eastern side (M3) (Illus. 5.11).

The feature remains impressive in its scale and must have been monumental

when first constructed.  One of a further group of magnetic anomalies (M2)

dissects the plateau and appears to separate the northern barrow group from

the ceremonial structures to the south-east.  Two further associated responses

appear to enclose M12 and separate it from Site 67 (Illus. 5.11).

The path taken by both prominent stony earthwork 13 and M3, to the east of

the plateau is indicative of a delineation of the ceremonial from the functional
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Illus. 5.10: Prominent stony earthwork, Site 13
This was the most substantial earthwork found within the survey area
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and perhaps of the living from the dead.  Additionally, the line adopted by M2

also raises interesting questions regarding the function, access to and use of,

the area around  mound 67  and  stone spreads  55 and 64.  Rather than an

open landscape  through  which  people  were  free  to  flow,  areas  which  had

specific functions appear to have been deliberately segregated from others.

Although These linear features may have formed an active component of the

ceremonial complex discussed in Phase 3, because the construction of land-

division represents a new expression of monumentality within this particular

landscape, they have been ascribed to a separate phase.

178

Illus. 5.11: Phase 4: the emergence of land-division and enclosure within the survey area
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Walls constructed  from  distinctive  large  stones  are  found  in  the  vicinity  of

prominent boulders in two parts of the survey area (Illus. 5.11).  It is thought

that  these  walls formed  enclosures  in  an  area  that  already  had  cultural

significance and which were the focus for certain  activities.   Much like  the

plateau, this area appears to have been deliberately revetted (wall 63) in order

to form a distinctive platform (Illus. 5.12).  Although the walls around prominent

boulder  72 are now very incomplete, the relationship between the  walls  and

other prominent boulders and significant stones, together with the topography

of  this  area,  strongly  indicates  that  it  was  a  place  regarded  with  some

importance.   This  significance  grew  from  the  presence  of  the  prominent

boulders which acted as agents within the landscape, drawing people to them.

The area around prominent boulder 72 may have had a similar function to the

plateau, however, because magnetic data is not available in the former area, it

is difficult to speculate regarding the likely function of the enclosures.  Although

the  walls  utilise a very different method of construction to the divisions seen

further north, their character and the underlying concepts that they seem to

represent  are  similar,  hence their  inclusion  in  the same phase.   This  area

around  prominent boulder  72 is not discussed further in the text  but  would

certainly warrant further field study.
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Illus. 5.12: Topography and features in the vicinity of Prominent boulder 72.



Chapter 5:  A terrace through time

5.6:  Phase 5 – Dividing the landscape

A very denuded and greatly remodelled earthwork (LD14, 122, LD84) (Illus.

5.13) runs along the length of the terrace for around 700m.  It begins at the

point where a small escarpment is crossed by what appears to be a dry stream

bed and continues beyond the southern limit of the survey area, until it is lost

amongst later earthworks.  The line of the feature becomes difficult to identify

between  LD14  and  earthwork 122,  while  LD84  has  been  extensively

remodelled.   To the north,  the escarpment adopts the dual roles of  natural

feature and cultural boundary.

The path taken by the earthwork is in harmony with the local topography, with

the way in which it extends from the small cliff likely to be deliberate.  The

earthwork appears to have been orientated upon mounds 67 and 248 and this

suggests that, as well as serving as useful landscape markers, these features

retained a degree of significance in later periods.  Because of the limestone

bedrock, watercourses in the Yorkshire Dales often appear only sporadically, a

phenomenon likely to have been noted during prehistory.  It is probable that

the  natural  place  where  the  earthwork  begins  was  imbibed  with  as  much

significance as the man-made monuments on which it was aligned.

Although  subsequently  utilised  within  later  field-systems,  the  use  of  both

significant man-made monuments and a natural place to determine the path of

this  earthwork  indicates  that  it  is  an  early  feature,  representative  of  the

beginnings of significant land-division in the vicinity of the survey area.  The

way the terrace is divided down its length is interesting and may reflect the

location of the northern and southern barrow groups (Illus. 5.13) (See Chapter

7).  The manner in which the earthwork is sighted upon mounds 67 and 248

creates  a  direct  link  to  whatever,  or  whoever  came  before.   Creating  the

boundary must have been seen as a significant event by those living in the

survey area since its construction would have had a profound impact on the

natural flow of movement across the terrace.
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Illus. 5.13: Phase 6: The appearance of monumental landscape division within the survey area



Chapter 5:  A terrace through time

5.7:  Phase 6 – Monumental land division

5.7.1.  Phase 6a – The creation of a large-scale fi eld-system

The creation of the large-scale field-systems, which were the impetus for this

research, represent the next phase of activity within the survey area. In the

Yorkshire Dales, these have been traditionally dated to the middle Iron Age or

Romano-British periods (see Chapter 2), however, a major outcome from this

research has been to  date these features to the middle Bronze Age.  The

evidence and arguments supporting this new interpretation are the subject of

Chapter 6.

In the LiDAR data there is a marked change in the spacing of the earthworks

visible to the north and south of Site 52 (Illus. 5.14).  It is proposed here that

the  broader  spacing  in  the  north  is  representative  of  the  first  phase  of

landscape division and that this spacing originally continued southwards (Illus.

5.14).  At the northern end of the survey area, the character of the earthworks

changes again (Illus.  5.14)  and this is indicative of  a junction between two

field-system blocks, perhaps constructed at slightly different dates and/or built

by separate groups within a larger society.  Although the earthworks appear to

peter out to the east and west of the survey area, this is due in part to issues

relating to the collection of LiDAR data over very steep slopes.  In addition, the

rate of denudation is likely to have been much higher in these particular areas,

as a result of hill wash and other similar natural processes. 

It is also interesting to note that earthworks pass very near to the locations of

at least 3 of the prominent boulders (85, 158, 226) identified during Phase 1.

Although this could be coincidental, the use of such features to aid the set out

of the field-system seems plausible and as well as being functional, also harks

back to the idea of making reference to the past by creating relationships with

pre-existing features.
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5.7.2.  Phase 6b – The evolution of a field-system

Following the construction of the large-scale field-system, the area to the south

of  Site 52 was subsequently sub-divided and remodelled, although there is

also some evidence of additional sub-divisions to the north (Illus. 5.15).  This

redivision  of  the  landscape  seems  likely  to  have  had  a  practical  impetus,

utilising, as it primarily does, the south facing slopes which would have been

the most productive land within the survey area.  It is unclear how long after

the initial construction of the field-system this sub-division occurred or if it was
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Illus. 5.14: Phase 6a: The first phase of the large-scale field-system
Only a subset of the linear features seen in the LIDAR data (left) are thought to relate to this initial activity
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even a planned event.  This further division of the original field-system may

have occurred organically as a need arose.

Although it seems that at this time, the original field-system was further divided

along its long axis, it is difficult to determine whether the perpendicular sub-

divisions  also  evident  relate  to  this  period  or  whether  they  represent  later

activity.

Once  again.  a  relationship  can  also  be  seen  between  newly  constructed

earthworks  and  earlier  prominent  landscape  features  (barrow  151  and

prominent boulder 241) (Illus. 5.15).
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Illus. 5.15: Phase 6b: Sub-division of the large-scale linear field-system.
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5.8:  Phase 7 – Infield and outfield

Turf banks require maintenance to ensure they remain functionally useful and

it is of no surprise that evidence for this is seen within the survey area.  As can

be seen from Illus. 5.16, repeatedly, short sections of  stony earthworks were

185

Illus. 5.16: Phase 7: Adaptation, repair and remodelling of the existing large-scale field-system.
Prominent stony earthwork 52 appears to be a head-dyke, the construction of which transforms the field-
system into infield and outfield model.
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used to repair or remodel parts of the original earthworks.  The same building

tradition seems also to have been used to further sub-divide the field-system

into smaller parcels of land.  Because a number of these  stony earthworks

overlie  the  original  denuded  earthworks  we  know  that  this  remodelling

occurred after  the Phase 6 field-systems had already fallen into a state  of

disrepair.  

At some point during Phase 7, an earthwork crossing the centre of the survey

area  seems  to  have  been  remodelled  into  a  very  substantial  head-dyke

(prominent stony earthwork 52, LD120) (Illus. 5.16), with the fields to the south

presumably used partly for arable cultivation and the area to the north turned

over to common grazing.  Although the land to the south of Site 52 has the

most favourable aspect for cultivation, the location of the head-dyke may also

have been deliberately chosen to place the barrows, and therefore the dead, in

the outfield.   This  ties  in  well  with  ideas  relating  to  liminality  discussed  in

Chapter 7.  LD120 turns to the south where it meets the edge of the terrace,

supporting the idea that it was intended to enclose the most valuable land and

a  very  faint  feature  continues  southwards  in  the  LiDAR  dataset.   The

relationship between Site 52, LD64, LD66, LD120 and LD71 suggests that a

trackway ran immediately inside the head-dyke and this most probably joined

up with a further section evident in the LiDAR data around 200m to the south.

5.9:  Phase 8 – New beginnings

The results from this research indicate that eventually, the Phase 6 and Phase

7 field-systems fell completely out of use, although their boundaries remained

visible, if not functional.  This decay was probably a gradual process but there

would have come a point, possibly during the late Bronze Age or early Iron

Age,  at  which  the  survey  area  was  either  completely  abandoned  or  was

utilised only as open grazing.  This could have any number of explanations but

may have been connected to climatic changes, which, given the elevation and

exposure of the survey area, rendered it unsuitable for arable cultivation.
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5.9.1.  Phase 8a – A statistically different field- system?

Phase 8a was defined by the author  though  a  visual  inspection of  feature

orientation  and  feature  construction  method,  in  conjunction  with  personal

knowledge  of  the  survey  area  (Illus.  5.18).   It  remains  fragmentary  and

disparate and may include unrelated features or exclude other elements which

were constructed at this time.  Through statistical analysis of the orientation of

line features within the survey area, it is possible to prove that the data form a

multi-modal population, with four modes (Illus. 5.17).  What this indicates is

that the features relating to each of these modes were laid on an orientation

that was different enough to other features within in the survey area for this

difference to be statistically significant.  This allows us to identify a number of

distinct  phases  of  field-system  construction,  although  due  to  the  sheer

complexity of the results, even by this method it is impossible to fully reflect the

nuances in construction that seem to have occurred within the survey area.
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Illus. 5.17: Orientation of linear features within the survey area.
The modes are indicated by triangles, the largest peak, at 52.1 degrees, relates the large-scale field-
systems, while that around 154.8 degrees combines features from a number of phases.  The middle Iron 
Age phase is thought to have a mode of 73.9 degrees.  The analysis was undertaken in 'R' by PW 
Metcalfe, University of Lancaster, at the request of the author. 
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Illus. 5.18: Left: Phase 8a as defined by the author. Right: features with an orientation of 70 to 75 
degrees, around the mode of 73.9 degrees.
The statistical analysis proves that a field-system, completely unrelated to the large-scale field-system, 
was constructed in the area, while stratigraphical relationships show that this occurred some time after 
the field-system was abandoned.  The polygons generated from LiDAR data were not part of the 
orientation analysis.
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What is most useful about this work is that a number of features attributed to

Phase 8a through qualitative  analysis  are  also members of  the statistically

significant population found around a mode of 73.9 degrees (Illus. 5.18).  This

means that we can be confident that, as suspected, there was a distinct phase

of  further  activity on the site and because these features also very clearly

overlie the denuded banks of the Phase 6 and 7 field-systems, we know that

this phase of activity occurred after these boundaries had fallen out of use.

Although now very fragmentary, it seems probable that originally, the Phase 8a

field-system  covered  a  larger  area,  with  material  from  within  the  stony

earthworks likely  to  have been robbed  out  to  provide construction material

during a number of subsequent phases of activity. 

5.9.2.  Phase 8b – A new boundary tradition?

Although the differences between lines of stones and stony earthworks are not

always clear cut, they do appear to represent separate traditions of boundary

construction, which possibly originated at different times.  Line of stones 133,

overlies stony earthwork 130, which in turn overlies earthwork LD70.  Line of

stones  161 has a similar relationship to  stony earthworks  162 and 164 and

earthwork LD103 (Illus. 5.19).  Although all  lines of stones may not post-date

all stony earthworks, these physical relationships are indicative of the probable

stratigraphic  relationships that  exist  between field-systems primarily  utilising

these construction methods.  Several features cross mound 67 indicating that

during  this  phase  of  activity,  this  feature  was  neither  prominent  within  the

landscape, nor significant to those who lived in the area (Illus. 5.19).

If  used  in  isolation,  the  lines  of  stones would  not  have  formed impervious

barriers to livestock and in order to create solid boundaries, the evenly spaced

stones must have been supplemented by hurdles or other organic barriers.

These features may also have been used in other parts of the site, without

accompanying stone footings.  These would leave no surface trace, although

stake and post-holes would be identifiable by excavation.
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Two very interesting sites are thought to relate to this period,  double rows of

stones 15 and 39 (Illus. 5.19).  These appear to have little practical function but

are again indicative of an acknowledgement of the surrounding landscape and

of links to the past.  Site 15 relates directly to prominent boulder 85 (Phase 1),

while,  rather  than  following  the  underlying  earthwork,  Site  39  is  orientated

directly on Elbolton Hill and Burnsall and Thorpe Fell Top behind (Illus. 5.20).

The visual relationship between the terrace summit, where Site 39 is found,

and  Elbolton  Hill  seems  to  have  attained  significance  very  early  in  the

development of the survey area (Phase 2).   What is particularly interesting

here,  is  that  while  Site  67  and  other  earlier  features  are  ignored,  the

significance of Elbolton Hill apparently remains, several millennia after it was

first recognised. 
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Illus. 5.19: Phase 8b: New ways of dividing up the landscape emerge.
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5.10:  Phase 9 – Shadows in the landscape

A series  of  anomalies  identified  during  the  magnetic  survey  are  thought

indicative of the next phase of activity.  These do not relate to any of the extant

features  found  within  the  survey  area  and  this  raises  important  questions

regarding its clearance and subsequent reuse.  In addition, this lack of parity

between  the  extant  features  and  these  particular  geophysical  anomalies

serves as a reminder that even in places where visible remains are ubiquitous,

these still may not represent the complete archaeological record.

The responses seen in the geophysical survey are on a completely different

alignment to the field-systems discussed in any of the previous phases (Phase

6, 7, 8), (Illus. 5.21) and the features giving rise to the anomalies are thought

to have been constructed sometime after these pre-existing field-systems had

fallen out of use.  By this time, building new enclosures would have required

no greater effort  than repairing old alignments,  to which there was now no

social or cultural attachment.
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The spatial patterning of M24, M25 and M26 (Illus. 5.21) is indicative of the

presence of a small farmstead nestling in the most sheltered part of the survey

area, in a manner which makes best use of the local topography.  It is thought

that  this  could  potentially  date  to  the  Anglo-Saxon  or  Medieval  periods,

although this can only be confirmed through excavation.

A number of stony earthworks, lines of stones and earthworks have also been

included  in  this  phase  (Illus.  5.21),  mainly  because  they  have  a  similar

orientation to that of the geophysical responses mentioned above, however it

is unclear if these similarities in orientation are merely coincidental.
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Illus. 5.21: Phase 9: The construction of a possible farmstead
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5.11:  Phase 10 – Recycling the old

The later reuse of pre-existing alignments is made apparent in the survey area

by  the  building  of  walls (121,  152,  208,  227)  along  the  line  of  several

earthworks (Illus. 5.22) and this switch back to the use of the original field-

system alignment is best explained if it occurred as part of the reconstruction

of the wider field-system as a whole.  

Together,  the  very  extant  earthworks  found  in  High  Close  Pasture  (SAM

1004173), immediately to the south of the survey area, are generally regarded

as  being one  of  the  best  examples  of  the  large-scale  field-systems which

characterise the archaeology of  the Yorkshire Dales.   However,  the size of

these earthworks may not be due to their  level of preservation and instead

could  be  indicative  of  extensive  remodelling.   For  the  people  of  medieval

Grassington,  the pre-existing prehistoric  boundaries  would  have  offered  an

obvious  framework  on  which  to  base  new  field-systems,  particularly  if  it

became necessary to enclose a relatively large area rapidly.  Within the survey

area, there is some suggestion that the building of the walls was done in haste

(see Chapter 4), perhaps in order to meet the needs created by early Medieval

population  expansion.   Due  to  its  distance  from  medieval  Grassington,
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Illus. 5.22: Phase 10: Probable medieval reconstruction of earlier boundaries and associated clearance
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together with its elevation, the survey area would have been on the periphery

of such remodelling, meaning that it was likely to have been one of the first

areas to be abandoned.  It is plausible that this contraction was the result of

14th century population decline.

In order to facilitate this remodelling, the features in Phase 9 must have been

cleared away and it is likely that the stone taken from these structures was

subsequently repurposed into the walls.  Other cleared areas evident in this

part of the survey area are also thought to relate to this period of reuse of the

field-system.

5.12:  Phase 11 – An industrial landscape

The Post-Medieval industries which developed in this region are beyond the

scope of this project, however, several lead mining shafts (Sites 9, 11, 36) and

a quarry (Site 5),  all  thought to date from this period, were identified in the

northern part of the survey area (Illus. 5.23).
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Illus. 5.23: Phase 11: Post-medieval landscape features
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Several hollow ways (LD20, LD48) and possible hollow ways (LD10, LD19)

(Illus. 5.23) identified in the LiDAR data are hard to date but their proximity to

the industrial features strongly suggests that they are related to them.  This

indicates that these features also date from the Post-Medieval period. 

5.13:  Phase 12 - Acts of Inclosure

The final, and perhaps most significant phase of activity to occur in the vicinity

of the survey area since the construction of the large-scale field-system, was

the complete overhaul of land division to the north of Grassington following the

passing of an act of parliament in 1788 (NYCC 2014, Portcullis 2014).  One of

many 'Acts of Inclosure', this permitted the construction of the high stone walls

which  now  dominate  the  Yorkshire  Dales  and  effectively  wiped  out  any
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Illus. 5.24: Phase 12: 18th and 19th century field walls.
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remnant use of  much earlier field-systems (Illus.  5.24).   Around the survey

area, it also seems very likely that the stone used in the construction of the

walls was cleared from the surrounding fields and that this caused significant

denudation of the archaeological features recorded by this work.  Several of

the stone piles identified during the walkover survey are likely to relate directly

to this process.

5.14:  A multi-faceted landscape

Although the phases drawn out in this chapter (Illus. 5.25) may subsequently

prove to be an over simplification or misinterpretation of the archaeology found

within  the  survey  area,  the  processes  of  determining a  relative  chronology

serves to illustrate its complexity.  People have been using this particular part

of  the Yorkshire  Dales for millennia and the palimpsest  of  material  present

reflects changes in the manner through which people interpreted and used the

land on which they lived.  Although prehistoric field-systems are an important

component of this area, they represent only one element in a far more complex

landscape.
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Illus. 5.25: Overall phase diagram for the survey area, with timeline.
The volume of material present and its complexity is readily apparent in this representation, as is the 
temporal span of the archaeology present
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Following the collation of the fieldwork results and baseline data, objective 5 of

this  project  set  out  to  use  the  form,  apparent  function,  and  relationships

between the features recorded, together with contemporary theoretical ideas,

to  begin  to  establish  the  development  of  the  Yorkshire  Dales  throughout

prehistory.  Objective 6 intended to further develop this picture by synthesising

these ideas with material from other areas.  Both these objectives are met by

the following two chapters.  Chapter 6 incorporates palaeoenvironmental and

radiocarbon  dating evidence  from other  regions  to  contextualise  the  large-

scale  field-systems (Phases  6a  and  6b),  while  Chapter  7  introduces  more

theoretically  based  interpretive  ideas  to  our  understanding  of  prehistoric

archaeology in this part of Upper Wharfedale and by extension, in the wider

Yorkshire Dales.

6.1:  Underlying assumptions

Creating an overview of this part of the Yorkshire Dales, from the Neolithic

onwards, is made all the more difficult by a paucity of secure dating evidence,

particularly for excavated prehistoric contexts (Table 6.2).  The interpretation of

sites in the area has often been based on reports from excavations which are

over 100 years old, for example Harker (1892) and Speight (1895), but it is

wrong to assume that these interventions were reported with the academic

rigour that we are now accustomed to, particularly in cases where significant

external sponsorship had been obtained and there was pressure to please the

benefactors.

In these complex and layered landscapes, much has been made of the use of

relative dating and more often or not, the dating of a mound to the Bronze Age,

as opposed to the Neolithic or Iron Age, is entirely down to personal opinion; a

more  significant  issue  being  that  these  opinions  have  become inextricably

intertwined  with  the  'factual'  records  of  the  HER.   When looking  at  these

archives,  one  gets  the  impression  that  there  has  been  something  of  a
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concatenation  in  the  archaeological  periods  to  which  people  are  willing  to

ascribe features to and this is a legacy of the opinions of influential early 20th

century researchers such as Arthur Raistrick.  While excavation in other parts

of Britain has helped us to understand the complexity of the earlier phases of

later  prehistory,  particularly  the  Neolithic,  this  has  never  happened  in  the

Yorkshire Dales and in this area, to state that an unexcavated site or feature is

Neolithic or even Bronze Age is still regarded as rather unusual. 

Because of the huge dating ranges given to features included in the HER, it is

hard to build models of specific periods, however, if we are never willing to go

beyond a prehistoric date covering a range of 4000 years, we will never move

archaeological  interpretations  forward.   In  reality,  the  features  listed  as

'prehistoric'  in the YDHER must come from all  points within later prehistory

(and  later)  and  there  seems little  plausible  reason why there  should  be  a

genuine absence of  features from earlier  periods,  particularly the Neolithic.

Broad  date  ranges  are  applied  because  people  do  not  feel  confident  in

ascribing tighter limits, often, it seems because they personally do not wish to

subsequently be proven wrong.

Within  this  discussion,  certain  features  have  been  assigned  to  particular

archaeological periods and there are some who would argue that this pushes

the data too far, however, all these ideas can be tested, by further survey and

ultimately through a rigorous programme of excavation and absolute dating

and, in  a place where the majority of  dating evidence is so subjective,  the

opinions of the author are surely just as valid as the opinions of those who

came before.   If  we remain unwilling to create testable hypotheses for  the

archaeology of the Yorkshire Dales then our understanding of  the area will

never  evolve and our knowledge of  prehistory  in  the Pennines,  particularly

during the Neolithic and Bronze Age, will retain its inherent biases.

The subject of the date of inception, the development, maintenance and uses

of  large-scale  field-systems  is  huge  and  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales  has  been
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covered far more extensively by Brown (2016).  Although these systems were

the jumping off point for this research, they represent only one of many phases

of activity subsequently identified within the survey area.  The discussion of

these features within this work is intended only to give context to this particular

landscape element and to suggest a framework upon which the dating of other

phases may hang.

The radiocarbon-dates that exist for the Yorkshire Dales are given in Tables

6.2,  6.3  and  6.4.   These  have  been  collated  from  the  CBA Radiocarbon

Database,  the  HER and references  in  published  and  grey  literature.   This

information is  hard to  come by and it  is  often very poorly,  or  incompletely

reported,  hidden  in  grey  literature  reports  or  simply  just  not  in  the  public

domain.  Because it  is  so difficult  to find out  where radiocarbon dates have

been obtained,  this  list  is  unlikely  to  be  completely  exhaustive.   However,

irrespective  of  whether  it  is  complete,  in  an area the size of  the Yorkshire

Dales, to have less than 10 projects (excluding cave sites) in which excavated

material  has  been  dated,  since  the  1980s,  shows  how  little  demonstrable

evidence actually underlies the assumed chronology of the archaeology of the

region.  This illustrates well the necessity of instigating a holistic programme of

absolute dating for the Yorkshire Dales. 

Although the use of  radiocarbon dating in  archaeological  excavation in  the

region has been so limited, it has been far more prevalent in palynological and

palaeoenvironmental studies.  Table 6.5 shows a selection of dates from the

Yorkshire Dales, and from Dartmoor, which are discussed in the text.  This list

is definitely not exhaustive and a full appraisal of all such evidence obtained in

the Yorkshire  Dales would be a huge undertaking in itself.   The dates and

studies featured here are intended to give a flavour of some of the work so far

conducted in the region and are used to show how such findings may relate to

the archaeological  record.   Although in the Yorkshire Dales there has been

more  recent  academic  palaeoenvironmental  work  than  academic

archaeological  studies,  this  has  not  been  done  within  the  framework  of  a
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holistic  large-scale landscape project,  as was undertaken on Shovel Down,

Dartmoor (Fyfe et al. 2008).

As this  project  covers  such  a  huge  temporal  span,  reference  is  frequently

made to particular archaeological periods and the way that these have been

defined is given in Table 6.1.  Tripartite divisions have been applied to the

Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age as this sits better with previous discussions

about  the  dating  of  particular  archaeological  features  and  events  in  the

Yorkshire Dales.

Period Start End

Early Neolithic 4000 BC 3400/3300 BC

Middle Neolithic 3400/3300 BC 3000/2900 BC

Late Neolithic 3000/2900 BC 2500/2200 BC

Early Bronze Age 2600 BC 1600 BC

Middle Bronze Age 1600 BC 1200 BC

Late Bronze Age 1200 BC 700 BC

Early Iron Age 750 BC 300 BC

Middle Iron Age 300 BC 100 BC

Late Iron Age 100 BC 43 BC

Roman Iron Age 43 AD 410 AD

Anglo-Saxon 450 AD 1066 AD

Medieval growth 1066 AD 1300 AD

Medieval crises 1300 AD 1400 AD

Medieval mixed fortunes 1400 AD 1500 AD

Post-medieval 1500 AD 1830 AD

Table 6.1: Dates for archaeological periods discussed in the text.
After Hunter and Ralston 2003.  The use of a tripartite classification for some periods may seem archaic, 
however, this has been done to follow the manner in which dating has been discussed in existing 
publications.
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Location C14 ID Date BP Cal. Date Period Dated material Type of d eposit

Broadwood Enclosure, Thornton in Lonsdale5 KIA22910 Unknown c. 90 cal BC – 70 cal AD Late Iron Age/RIA Charcoal Fill of unspecified feature (104)

Broadwood Enclosure, Thornton in Lonsdale5 KIA22911 Unknown c. 70 – 220 cal AD Roman Iron Age Charcoal Occupation layer (303)

Broadwood Enclosure, Thornton in Lonsdale5 KIA22912 Unknown c. 20 – 210 cal AD Roman Iron Age Charcoal Unknown

Broadwood Enclosure, Thornton in Lonsdale5 KIA22913 Unknown c. 70 – 380 cal AD Roman Iron Age Cattle bone Ditch fill (107)

Brown Hills Pasture, Kingsdale6 SUERC-20399 3020 +/- 35 1395 - 1129 cal BC Mid/late Bronze Age Burnt material Area of burning

Brown Hills Pasture, Kingsdale6 SUERC-21246 1490 +/- 30 436 - 644 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Peat Beneath foundation stone

Brown Hills Pasture, Kingsdale6 SUERC-21620 1250 +/- 40 672 - 879 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Charcoal From within structure

Brown Hills Pasture, Kingsdale6 SUERC-18872 650 +/- 30 1280 - 1395 cal AD Medieval Charcoal Hearth

Chapel House Wood, Wharfedale7 SUERC-36383 2115 +/- 50 356 cal BC - 1 cal AD Iron Age Heather charcoal Excavated context

Chapel House Wood, Wharfedale7 Wk22989 2066 +/- 32 175 cal BC - 3 cal AD Iron Age Animal bone Excavated context

Chapel House Wood, Wharfedale7 SUERC-37452 1955 +/- 30 38 cal BC - 123 cal AD Roman Iron Age Animal bone Excavated context

Chapel House Wood, Wharfedale7 Wk27961 1798 +/- 30 131 - 326 cal AD Roman Iron Age Animal bone Cow molar beneath stone setting

Chapel House Wood, Wharfedale7 SUERC-37453 1345 +/- 30 641 - 765 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Human bone ? Intrusive burial in boulder cairn

Gayle Lane, Hawes, Wensleydale1 HAR 3748 1100 +/- 70 720 - 1118 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Wood Primary ditch fill

Grinton-Fremington Cross-Valley Dyke System8 SUERC-44494 1055 +/- 29 899 - 1025 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Willow/poplar charcoal Ditch fill (3)

Grinton-Fremington Cross-Valley Dyke System8 SUERC-44495 4354 +/- 27 3080 - 2904 cal BC Mid/Late Neolithic Oak charcoal Ditch fill (2)

Grinton-Fremington Cross-Valley Dyke System8 SUERC-47701 1119 +/- 25 878 - 990 cal AD Anglo-Saxon Bulk sediment Ditch fill (11)

Kingsdale Head Project5 SUERC-11499 7900 +/- 35 7024 - 6647 cal BC Mesolithic Hawthorn charcoal Between fire pit linings, Trench 6

Kingsdale Head Project5 SUERC-10485 3220 +/- 35 1608 - 1422 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Charcoal Burnt mound, Trench 2, ES 211

Kingsdale Head Project5 SUERC-10486 3150 +/- 35 1501 - 1305 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Charcoal Burnt mound, Trench 2, ES1618

Kingsdale Head Project5 SUERC-11500 765 +/- 35 1209 - 1289 cal AD Medieval Charcoal Wall, Trench 1, ES1132

Sandymire, Kingsdale9 Beta-233907 Unknown 5730 – 5670 cal BC Mesolithic Wooden post From river bank

Sandymire, Kingsdale9 SUERC1-11495 Unknown 1640 – 1450 cal BC Mid Bronze Age Worked wood From river bank
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Location C14 ID Date BP Cal. Date Period Dated material Type of d eposit

Yarnbury Neolithic House, Wharfedale10 SUERC-54901 4885 +/- 36 3762 - 3634 cal BC Early Neolithic Hazelnut shell From bedding trench or hearth

Table 6.2: Radiocarbon dates from excavations in the Yorkshire Dales
Dates have been grouped by project.  Taken from: 1CBA database of radiocarbon dates funded by EH prior to 2012 (CBA 2012), 5Batty and Batty 2007; 9Batty 2008; 6Batty and 
Crack 2012; 10Gibson 2014; 7Martlew 2012; 8Randerson 2013.  Calibrated dates have been generated by the author using OxCal 4.2 (Bronk Ramsey 2009; 2016) and are displayed
at 95% confidence.

Location C14 ID Date BP Cal. Date Period Dated material Type of d eposit

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-63711 3770 +/- 31 2290 - 2050 cal BC Early Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-64987 3727 +/- 35 2275 - 2026 cal BC Early Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-66809 3679 +/- 29 2141 - 1966 cal BC Early Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-64991 3268 +/- 31 1621 - 1460 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-63710 3241 +/- 31 1611 - 1440 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-63716 3119 +/- 31 1451 - 1289 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-66810 2403 +/- 29 731 - 400 cal BC Early Iron Age Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Grinton-Fremington, Harkerside, Swaledale3 SUERC-66941 2001 +/- 31 88 cal BC - 72 cal AD Late Iron Age/RIA Charcoal Within 'bank construction'

Healaugh, Swaledale4 Unknown Unknown 300BC Iron Age Charcoal rich deposit Material abutting wall

Table 6.3: Radiocarbon dates from large scale field systems in the Yorkshire Dales
Dates have been grouped by project.  Taken from: 4Fleming 2010 and 3Nicholson, pers comm.  Calibrated dates have been generated by the author using OxCal 4.2 (Bronk 
Ramsey 2009; 2016) and are displayed at 95% confidence.
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Location C14 ID Date BP Cal. Date Period Dated material Type of d eposit

Coniston Dib, Wharfedale1 OxA-2847 11210 +/- 90 11314 - 10891 cal BC Palaeolithic Bone point Cave occupation

Kinsey Cave, Giggleswick1 OxA-2456 11270 +/- 110 11403 - 10910 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer bone Cave occupation

Rawthey Cave, Sedburgh1 HAR-8056 2260 +/- 130 758 - 5 cal BC Iron Age Human skull Possible cave burial

Rawthey Cave, Sedburgh1 OxA-7450 1865 +/- 40 62 - 241 cal AD Roman Iron Age Human bone Possible cave burial

Rawthey Cave, Sedburgh1 OxA-7451 815 +/- 40 1155 - 1279 cal AD Medieval Roe deer bone Find from cave

Rawthey Cave, Sedburgh1 OxA-7449 605 +/- 40 1292 - 1410 cal AD Medieval Roe deer bone Find from cave

Victoria Cave, Settle1 OxA-2453 10220 +/- 110 10446 - 9456 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer bone Cave occupation

Victoria Cave, Settle1 OxA-2607 10810 +/- 100 10996 - 10611 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer or red deer bone Cave occupation

Victoria Cave, Settle1 OxA-2454 10970 +/- 120 11120 - 10751 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer bone Cave occupation

Victoria Cave, Settle1 OxA-2457 11590 +/- 130 11770 - 11224 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer bone Cave occupation

Victoria Cave, Settle1 OxA-2455 11750 +/- 120 11866 - 11361 cal BC Palaeolithic Reindeer bone Cave occupation

Thaw Head, Ingleton2 OxA-14264 5040 +/- 31 3952 - 3716 cal BC Early Neolithic Young adult female Cave burial

Sewell's Cave, Settle2 OxA-13537 5002 +/- 33 3942 - 3700 cal BC Early Neolithic Mid adult male Cave burial

Jubilee Cave, Settle2 OxA-14262 4836 +/- 31 3695 - 3529 cal BC Early Neolithic Mid adult male Cave burial

Cave Ha 3, Lawkland2 OxA-13539 4808 +/- 32 3654 - 3523 cal BC Early Neolithic Mature adult mate Cave burial

Lesser Kelco, Giggleswick Scar2 OxA-13538 4801 +/- 31 3650 - 3522 cal BC Early Neolithic Adult female Cave burial

Cave Ha 3, Lawkland2 OxA-14266 4595 +/- 40 3515 - 3113 cal BC Early/Mid Neolithic Child c. 2 years Cave burial

Table 6.4: Radiocarbon dates from cave sites in the Yorkshire Dales
Dates have been grouped by project.  Taken from: 1CBA database of radiocarbon dates funded by EH prior to 2012 (CBA 2012) and 2Leach 2010.  Calibrated dates have been 
generated by the author using OxCal 4.2 (Bronk Ramsey 2009; 2016) and are displayed at 95% confidence.
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Location Code Depth Date BP Cal. Date Period Zone/event No tes

Fleet Moss, Wensleydale11 SRR-2232 247.5 4680 +/- 50 3631 - 3362 cal BC Early Neolithic FM4/FM5 boundary Elm decline

Stainmore Pass, Cumbria12 UB-3341 c. 187 4728 +/- 52 3636 - 3374 cal BC Early Neolithic S1-1/S1-2 boundary Elm decline

Fleet Moss, Wensleydale11 Interpolated 3800 +/- 50 2457 - 2050 cal BC Early Bronze Age Start of clearance phase

Fleet Moss, Wensleydale11 SRR-2231 155 3070 +/- 50 1441 - 1135 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Near end of clearance phase just
before FM5/FM6 boundary

Clearance probably extends into late 
Bronze Age

Thornton Mire, Wensleydale11 SRR-2238 187.5 4550 +/- 50 3496 - 3091 cal BC Middle Neolithic TM3/TM4 boundary Start of arboreal pollen trough

Thornton Mire, Wensleydale11 SRR-2237 137.5 3220 +/- 50 1616 - 1411 cal BC Middle Bronze Age TM4/TM5 boundary End of arboreal pollen trough

Shovel Down, Dartmoor13 Interpolated Unknown 1610 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Start of SBE3-5 Shift to grass dominated vegetation

Shovel Down, Dartmoor13 Interpolated Unknown 1480 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Start of greatest intensity of land-use

Shovel Down, Dartmoor13 Interpolated Unknown 1080 cal BC Late Bronze Age End of greatest intensity of land-use

Valley Bog, Teesdale14 Interpolated 3300 1615 - 1532 cal BC Middle Bronze Age Opening of tree cover

Fen Bogs, North Yorkshire 
Moors15

Unknown Unknown 3400 +/- 90 1931 - 1500 cal BC Early to Mid Bronze Age A/B boundary Increasing levels of clearance throughout B

Lanshaw 2, Rombald's Moor16 SRR-2472 51.5 – 
52.5

3760 +/- 50 2343 - 2026 cal BC Early Bronze Age H/I boundary Beginning of more extensive clearance

Valley Bogs, Teesdale14 SRR-88 152.5 – 
157.5

2215 +/- 55 398 - 119 cal BC Middle Iron Age Beginning of MIA clearance

Valley Bogs, Teesdale14 SRR-89 157.5 – 
162.5

2175 +/- 45 372 - 103 cal BC Middle Iron Age End of MIA clearance

Lanshaw 2, Rombald's Moor16 SRR-2471 24.5 – 
25.5

2170 +/- 50 371 - 61 cal BC Middle Iron Age MIA clearance

Table 6.5: Selected dates from palynological work referred to in the text.
From 15Atherden 1972; 16Bannister 1985; 14Chambers 1977; 13Fyfe et al. 2008; 12Gear and Turner 2001 and 11Honeyman 1987.  Calibrated dates have been generated by the author 
using OxCal 4.2 (Bronk Ramsey 2009; 2016) and are displayed at 95% confidence.
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6.2:  The palaeoenvironmental background

Without an understanding of the way in which the palaeoenvironment of the

Yorkshire Dales changed during this period, it is impossible for us to properly

interpret and understand the human impact on the development of this region

(O'Connor 2009: 12; O'Connor 2011:1).  Although there were many practical,

ritual and other factors at play, the climate and local environment must have

had a huge impact on patterns of inhabitation, of farming and the placement of

monuments.   In  a  place where elevations are  relatively  high and hill  sides

exposed,  the changing seasons and localised weather  patterns are  still  an

inherent part of everyday life.

Although Smith (1986) is considered by O'Connor (2011: 1) to offer the best

published  palaeoenvironmental  summary  for  the  south-eastern  Dales,  this

work contains several issues relating to dating and interpretation.  Gledhill's

1995 thesis looking at the history of woodland in North Yorkshire throughout

the Holocene, together with that  of  Honeyman (1987),  who focused on the

vegetational history of Wensleydale, give a far better overview.  These theses

illustrate the way in which the landscape of the Yorkshire Dales has developed

since the last Ice Age and how this has been influenced by those living in the

area, although it is clear that there is much still to understand in terms of local

variation and the effect of localised changes in climate.

Radiocarbon dates exist for several pollen cores, with most dates covering the

period c.  5000BP to  3000BP and although  many dates are  interpolated,  a

number of key events have been radiocarbon dated (Table 6.5).  Difficulties

arise after this time, although where longer pollen sequences exist, inferences

have been made regarding the timing of general trends, even if the dating of

specific events becomes questionable (Gledhill 1995: 116).

Equally important to our understanding of the prehistory of the Yorkshire Dales,

is  the  question  of  climate  and  one  which  is  particularly  pertinent  when
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considering an upland area with marginal agricultural viability, the use of which

must have been very much dependent on prevailing weather conditions.  The

discipline of  climate  studies  is  vast  and the  subject  of  modelling  Holocene

temperature variations a complex one.  However, composite approximations of

temperature fluctuations have been made for the North Atlantic and these give

some indication of how the climate in the Yorkshire Dales has changed over

the last 8000 years (for example, Bond et al. 2001: 197; Wanner et al. 2008:

2131).  Of course, as with today, slope, aspect, shelter and elevation, together

with other local factors, would have also played a part in how the land was

used  but  although  coarse,  these  broad-scale  temperature  models  indicate

periods  during  which  we  might  expect  expansion  into  the  uplands  and

conversely, contraction from them.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the changes in woodland and vegetation cover in the

Yorkshire Dales were by no means uniform (.e.g. Gledhill 1995; Smith 1987),

even  between  areas  in  reasonably  close  physical  proximity,  however,  a

number of broad trends can be drawn out (Gledhill 1995: 96 - 128) and it is

suggested  that  these,  in  conjunction  with  information  regarding changes in

climate  and  temperature,  can  be  used  to  create  a  very  basic  framework

through which we might begin to understand the ebbs and flows, expansions

and abandonments which occurred within this upland survey area.  
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Illus. 6.1: Palaeoenvironmental and climatic data comparison for Dartmoor and Wensleydale.
Broadly similar events have been ascribed corresponding colours.  Although several dates are 
interpolated, there is a significant amount of parity visible between the areas during the Bronze Age and 
earlier Iron Age.  After Bond et al. 2001: 2131; Fyfe et al. 2008; Gear and Turner 2001: 33; Gledhill 1995; 
Honeyman 1987; Wanner et al.2008: 1794. 
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6.2.1.  A palynological picture

Although  the  following  presents  a  summary  of  Gledhill's,  and  to  an  extent

Honeyman's, work, in conjunction with climatic data, it should be noted that of

the pollen core locations summarised, those of greatest use to this work are

Thornton Mire and Fleet  Moss above Wensleydale.   The former is situated

around 4km SSE of  Bainbridge,  close to the Greenbar Edge settlement,  at

height of 380m O.D., over an area of clay rich bedrock (BGS 2014; Honeyman

1985: 105 – 106), an elevation of only 50m higher than the survey area.  Fleet

Moss, where a significant depth of peat has built up, is located 2km north of

Oughtershaw and 6km south of Hawes.  It lies at the much higher elevation of

565m O.D. (Honeyman 1985: 97) but appears to be more typical of other sites

in the north of England (e.g. Illus. 6.3).   A summary of the sites. dates and

events discussed is provided in Table 6.5. Those which have been obtained by

interpolation are indicated by (int) in the text.

Beginning at approximately 5000BP and dated to 4680 +/- 50BP (3631 – 3362

cal BC, SRR-2232) at Fleet Moss and to 4728 +/- 52 (3636 – 3374 cal BC, UB-

3341) at Stainmore Pass, the Yorkshire Dales saw a noticeable decline in elm

(Illus. 6.1) and this, together with a general opening of the tree canopy, is most

likely  attributable  to  climate  change,  although  it  is  thought  to  have  been

assisted by humans beginning to clear woodland (Gear and Turner 2001: 33;

Gledhill 1995: 96; Honeyman 1987: 137, 321; Rushworth 2010: 214).  During

the  early  Neolithic,  a  period  of  relative  warmth  (Bond  et  al. 2001:  2131;

Wanner et al. 2008: 179), people were present, and perhaps beginning to farm

in the region, and given the recorded finds of flint in the locale, together with

the dates from Yarnbury (Table 6.2)  (Gibson 2014: 11, Raistrick 1937: 171 –

174; Speight 1895: 380, 381), also active in and around the survey area.

At Thornton Mire, at 4550 +/- 50BP (3496 - 3091 cal BC, SRR-2238), roughly

equivalent to the middle Neolithic, a significant decrease in elm, pine and birch

is noted (Illus. 6.1).  This is equated with the clearance of calcareous soils,

presumably in the areas most suited for agriculture since the dip in tree pollen
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is  accompanied by the  appearance  of  significant  amounts  of  cereal  pollen

(Gledhill  1995:  102;  Honeyman 1987:  137,  321).   The  relative  absence of

these particular tree species at this site lasts for over 1600 years, until 3220 +/-

50BP (1616 - 1411 cal BC, SRR-2237), the earlier part of the middle Bronze

Age, the drop off following a rapid decrease in temperature that occurred at the

end  of  the  early  Bronze  Age  (Bond  et  al. 2001:  2131;  Gledhill  1995:  109;

Honeyman 1987: 137, 321; Wanner et al. 2008: 179).  Although cereal pollen

is evident during this period, pastoral indicators still dominate (Gledhill 1995:

110).   As  has  been  suggested  by  O'Connor  (2009:  17),  that  the  fertile

limestone soils remained clear of trees for such an extended period of time

must be indicative of the continued management and curation of a particular

agricultural  landscape and by extension,  a  degree of  collaborative  effort  to

achieve this aim.

Elsewhere in Wensleydale, at Fleet Moss, a picture emerges of mixed pastoral

and  arable  agriculture,  beginning  around  1000  years  after,  and  extending

around 200 years beyond, the activity seen at Thornton Mire.  This is dated

from between 3800 +/- 50BP (2457 – 2050 cal BC, int) to 3070 +/- 50BP (1441

to 1135 cal BC, SRR-2231), and apparently begins during a period of notable

warmth (Illus.  6.1)  (Bond  et  al. 2001:  2131;  Gledhill  1995: 110;  Honeyman

1987: 137, 321; Wanner  et al. 2008: 179).  The delay in the appearance of

agricultural  indicators  at  this  latter  site  may  in  part  be  explained  by  its

elevation; Fleet Moss lies 185m higher than Thornton Mire (Honeyman 1987:

97, 105).  It should be noted that although Gledhill interprets the end of this

period as occurring at 3070 +/- 50 BP (1441 to 1135 cal BC, SRR-2231), the

position at which the date was taken within the core (Honeyman 1987: 133,

321) suggests that the clearance event may have continued for some years

beyond this, further into the late Bronze Age.

Following  these  periods  of  extended  clearance  and  associated  agriculture,

secondary woodland formed on the limestone soils in the vicinity of Thornton

Mire, with birch, elm, oak, ash and hazel becoming established and a general
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picture is proposed for Wensleydale during the late Bronze Age involving less

intensive  agriculture  and  accompanying  woodland  regeneration  (Illus.  6.1)

(Gledhill 109 - 110).  The late Bronze Age was another period of great climatic

fluctuation, temperatures which peaked again at the end of the middle Bronze

Age dropped sharply during this period, before peaking again by the early Iron

Age (Bond  et al. 2001: 2131; Wanner  et al. 2008: 179).  Such temperature

variations,  which in practice  were probably  far  more nuanced,  are  likely  to

have  greatly  affected  the  sustainability  of  agriculture,  particularly  at  higher

elevations.   Perhaps,  try  as they might,  communities in  the area  could  no

longer sustain the agrarian practises they had undertaken for centuries and the

heritage, skills and traditions that they had curated for so many generations

slowly became forgotten. 

Although no radiocarbon dates exist, the work in Wensleydale indicates that

during  the  Iron  Age  and  Roman  periods  intensive  grazing  extended  to

relatively high elevations as part of a mixed, although predominantly pastoral,

system of agriculture (Illus. 6.1) (Gledhill 1995: 116 - 117).  Such an expansion

and period of growth ties in well with a time at which the climate was both

warm and relatively stable (Bond et al. 2001: 2131; Wanner et al. 2008: 179).

Although  Pigott  and  Pigott  (1963:  333)  ascribe  a  rise  in  herb  pollen,

accompanied by the appearance of cereal pollens, seen at Malham, to the Iron

Age,  this  date  is  derived  from  the  use  of  Godwin  Zone  climatic  zones,

regarded since at  least  the early  1980s as being of  no chronostratigraphic

value (Bennett 1988: 237).

The Anglo-Saxon period seems to see this time of intensive farming begin to

wane and it is thought that tree cover returned to steep sided stream banks

and to bog edges which were no longer needed for grazing.  By the medieval

period, Thornton Mire shows an interesting pollen picture, best explained by

continued  subsistence  arable  farming,  the  abandonment  of  woodland

management practices, such as pollarding and coppicing, and the continuation

of relatively intensive grazing on land farmed by monastic granges (Honeyman
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1987: 274 - 276).  Following the crises of the 14th century (Schofield 2003:

210),  the  population  of  Wensleydale  began  to  recover,  although  the  poor

climate  (the  Little  Ice  Age)  meant  that  pastoral  agriculture  dominated

(Honeyman 1987: 276) (Illus. 6.1).
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6.3:  Middle Bronze Age monumental enclosure

Although it is clear that changes in the palaeoenvironment were quite localised

in the Yorkshire Dales, a broad overview can be developed, particularly for

Wensleydale  which  lies  approximately  20km  north  of  the  survey  area.   It

seems likely that some of the events observed in pollen diagrams here also

occurred within the survey area, with the significant dip in tree pollen seen at

Thornton Mire between 4550 +/- 50BP (3496 - 3091 cal BC, SRR-2238) and

3220  +/-  50BP  (1616  -  1411  cal  BC,  SRR-2237)  (Gledhill  1995:  102;

Honeyman  1987:  137;  321),  the  middle  Neolithic  to  middle  Bronze  Age,

together with evidence for mixed agriculture at Fleet Moss from 3800 +/- 50BP

(2457 – 2050 cal BC, int) to 3070 +/- 50BP (1441 - 1135 cal BC, SRR-2231)

(Gledhill 1995: 102; Honeyman 1987: 137; 321), the early to middle Bronze

Age, of particular interest.  

The significant  decline in tree pollen is indicative  of  a large and organised

clearance of woodland, the establishment of  pastoral and arable agriculture

and the continued management of the landscape, in a relatively stable form,

for well over a millennium.  This is particularly interesting because the event

began during the middle Neolithic and this suggests the presence of a larger

and  more  organised  community  in  this  area,  at  this  time,  than  has  been

previously assumed.   It  is  easy to see how this large-scale  clearance and

landscape curation would have been the natural precursor to the creation of

large-scale field-systems, with the later activity at Fleet Moss perhaps relating

to their formation and use.  Recent research by Brown  (2016) indicates that

the  formation  of  these  systems  was  in  part  accretive,  something  which  is

supported by the results from the survey area and the idea of their evolution

following a prolonged phase of land management, as suggested by the pollen

evidence, also fits well with this model. 
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Palaeoenvironmental  work  more  recently  undertaken  in  Dartmoor  shows  a

marked  shift  to  an  open  landscape,  dominated  by  improved  grassland,  at

around 1610 cal BC (int), the end of the early Bronze Age, and one which is

interpreted  as  the  precursor  to  the  creation  of  the  Dartmoor  Reaves,  a

comparative  large-scale field-system known from this  region.   The greatest

intensity of land-use, and that which is associated with the use of the field-

systems, is between 1480 and 1080 cal BC (int), during the middle Bronze Age

(Fyfe et al. 2008: 2257 – 9).

This pattern equates well with what has been observed in Wensleydale (Illus.

6.1) and in particular fits with what has been seen at Fleet Moss, although here

pastoral agriculture is evident between 3800 +/- 50BP (2457 – 2050 cal BC,

int) and 3070 +/- 50BP (1441 - 1135 cal BC, SRR-2231) (Gledhill 1995: 110;

Honeyman 1987: 137, 321), the early Bronze Age to middle Bronze Age, and

this  lower  date  is  several  hundred  years  earlier  than  the  earliest  date

suggested for the use of the Dartmoor field-system.  That significant landscape

clearance is seen at Thornton Mire at 4550 +/- 50BP (3496 - 3091 cal BC,

SRR-2238), during the middle Neolithic, (Gledhill 1995: 102, 109; Honeyman

1987: 137, 321) might suggest that proto-land enclosure, together with farming

practices,  that  at  the  very  least  required  a  basic  level  of  communication

between normally independent groups, began even earlier in some parts of the

Yorkshire Dales.

We have no reliable direct dating evidence for the initial construction of the

Yorkshire  Dales field-systems and what happened in  Wensleydale may not

have  been  reflected  in  Upper  Wharfedale,  however,  given  the  reasonable

parity  of  the  Wensleydale  and  Dartmoor  data  (Illus.  6.1),  it  seems  quite

plausible that the Upper Wharfedale systems, including those within the survey

area, were also established at some point during the early to middle Bronze

Age.  Although the few radiocarbon dates so far obtained from field-systems in

the Yorkshire Dales (all from Swaledale) are of questionable use in dating their

inception, it should be noted that early Bronze Age, middle Bronze and Iron
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Age dates have recently been obtained by SWAAG from a small section of

boundary within the Grinton-Fremington field-system, Harkerside (Table 6.3)

(Nicholson, pers comm).

The results from the survey area show that  a large-scale  field-system was

imposed over the landscape at some point during prehistory (Phase 6a) (Illus.

6.2) and although, at least on a local level, this appears to have been a single

planned event, there is also a suggestion that the earthworks within the survey

area formed one block of fields amongst several, with very subtle differences in

orientation and earthwork size, perhaps indicative of the existence of different

blocks, evident to the north and south.  Within this field-system there is also

evidence for further subdivision within the pre-existing framework (Phase 6b)

215

Illus. 6.2: Phase 6a – the first large-scale field-system and Phase 6b – later remodelling and subdivision.
Both phases are thought to date to the middle Bronze Age
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and this perhaps supports the idea of the curation and management of the

landscape over several centuries (c.f. O'Connor 2009: 17).  Field-systems in

existence for several hundred years do not remain static, boundaries fall out of

use, new ones are created, perhaps an area becomes too wet to be useful,

maybe crops no longer grow where they once thrived.  People change what

surrounds them to fit  the way they need their  locale to function and in this

context,  a model of a partially accretive field-system (Brown 2016), within a

slowly evolving landscape sits well.

6.3.1.  Large-scale field-systems – a hypothesis

Although it may seem naïve to try to fit the archaeological record to what the

palaeoenvironmental findings suggest, particularly when the dating evidence

for the features under discussion is non-existent (Fyfe et al. 2008: 2259), the

creation of the large-scale field-systems, be they laid out in one single event or

over a slightly longer period of time, must have been a momentous event.  It

seems highly unlikely that  this act,  together with  the subsequent long term

management  of  the  landscape,  events  which  were  mirrored  all  over  the

Yorkshire Dales, would leave no detectable trace in pollen diagrams.  Given

that the construction of the earthworks found within the survey area seems to

follow the creation of Neolithic and early Bronze Age funerary monuments, and

a  subsequent  period  of  embryonic  land  division,  and  because  so  much

appears to happen after their construction, the proposition of a middle Bronze

Age date for the inception of the field-system within the survey area, which

also corresponds with a significant palaeoenvironmental event, seems a useful

working hypothesis. 

At this point, it should perhaps be noted that Fleming believes the large-scale

field-systems that have been found in Swaledale to be middle Iron Age in date,

although he concedes that the system near Reeth may be older, his dating

based in the main on a significant clearance event seen in a pollen core from

Ellerton  Moor,  dated  to  510  to  380  cal  BC  (presumably  interpolated),

radiocarbon  dates  from  the  Healaugh  large-scale  field-system  and  the

216



Chapter 6:  An improved chronology?

relationship  between  the  field-systems  and  other  archaeological  features

(Fleming 2010: 145 – 147; Laurie 2004b: 88).  Key to this is his assumption

that  Maiden Castle  is a hill-fort  (Fleming 2010: 167),  there  are others who

consider it to be Neolithic henge (Vyner 2007: 79).

In  support  of  his  argument,  Fleming  (2010:  146)  lists  several  places,

throughout the north of England, where this middle Iron Age woodland decline

has been noted in palynological work, for example, Valley Bog, Teesdale, Fen

Bogs,  North  Yorkshire  Moors and Rombald's  Moor  above  Ilkley.   However,

although  there  is  no  question  that  this  clearance  event  occurred,  these

particular pollen diagrams also show evidence for clearance in the early to

middle Bronze Age, with the opening of the tree canopy at Valley Bog inferred

to c. 3300BP (c. 1615 - 1532 cal BC) (Chambers 1978: 279) and dated at Fen

Bogs to 3400 +/- 90BP (1931 - 1500 cal BC, RC date – no further information)

(Atherden 1972: 153).   These dates are around 1500 years later than that

relating  to  the  beginning  of  clearance  at  Thornton  Mire  but  do  show

considerable overlap with those from Fleet Moss and with the date of 1610 cal

BC for the shift to open vegetation obtained on Dartmoor (Fyfe  et al. 2008:

2257;  Gledhill  1995:  102,  110;  Honeyman 1987:  137,  321).   At  Rombald's

Moor, evidence for clearance and a change in vegetation thought to last into
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the late Bronze Age is seen at 3760 +/- 50BP (2343 - 2026 cal BC) (Bannister

1985: 77, 167), a date very similar to that of 3800 +/- 50BP (2457 – 2050 cal

BC, int)  inferred for Fleet  Moss (Gledhill  1995: 102; Honeyman 1987: 137;

321).  A graphical comparison of the clearance events mentioned in the text is

given in Illus. 6.3.

Clearly there is much evidence for woodland clearance and an intensification

of pastoralism during the middle Iron Age, and within the survey area itself, it

seems likely that the large-scale field-systems, or at least  their  successors,

were in use during this time, however, the evidence placing their inception into

the  middle  of  the  Iron  Age  is  no  stronger  than  that  which  places  their

construction firmly in the middle Bronze Age.  Significant palynological events

occurred both in the early to middle Bronze Age and again during the middle

Iron  Age  and  it  would  seem  logical  that  both  would  manifest  within  the

archaeological record; the issue is not the identification and dating of woodland

clearance, instead this discussion serves to underline a huge and fundamental

gap in our understanding of the archaeological record of both the Yorkshire

Dales and much of the wider north of England.  We cannot, with any certainty,

relate  the  decline  in  woodland  to  the  appearance  of  certain  types  of

archaeological  feature  for  the  very  simple  reason  that  the  archaeological

features themselves have never been securely dated by scientific means.

6.3.2.  A legacy of field-system interpretation

Although it has often been assumed that the large-scale field-systems in the

Yorkshire Dales are Iron Age in date, objectively, it seems odd that a system of

agriculture  known  to  have  existed  elsewhere  in  Britain  during  the  middle

Bronze Age took over a millennium to reach the region.  As discussed earlier,

dating within this area is essentially a product of the opinions of those working

here in the earlier  part  of  the 20th century,  a period during which the field-

systems in and around the survey area were interpreted as being 'Celtic' fields

with  an  Iron  Age  or  Roman  date  (Curwen  1928:  170,  172;  Raistrick  and

Chapman  1929:  166;  Raistrick  1937:  169).   Although  the  existence  of  a
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Neolithic and Bronze Age in  the Yorkshire Dales was recognised (Raistrick

1937), the possibility that the field-systems may also be earlier was never even

entertained.   Parallels  were  made  with  comparative  field-systems  in  other

areas, for example the, as then undated, examples on Bodmin Moor (Curwen

1928: 172), but while research in those places progressed and it came to be

recognised that an advanced system of middle Bronze Age agriculture was

identifiable in many of them, the Yorkshire Dales were somehow left behind.

Not only were the early interpretations taught to subsequent generations and

repeated so many times that they became fact, Fleming's recovery of an Iron

Age radiocarbon date at Healaugh (Fleming 2010: 145) only served to support

the status quo.

Although terms like Iron Age or Romano-British which are used in these early

articles are familiar,  it  is  important  to  remember that  during the 1920s and

1930s, their meaning was not quite what we would understand today.  The

ways in  which new ideas were thought to come into  an area also centred

around the influence of external groups such as the Celts or Romans, who

were thought to have arrived in various waves from Europe.  This part of the

20th century was also a time of poverty in the north of England, as the heavy

industries of the Industrial Revolution fell into decline and the divide between

the north and south began to grow.  Although perhaps not outwardly stated,

the idea that  the large-scale field-systems in the Dales were contemporary

with,  or even pre-dated, those in other areas was dismissed because, in a

discipline dominated by scholars from large universities in the south, there was

an inherent, if  unspoken, belief that south must have always influenced the

north.

In an extension to this belief;  there still  persists a sense that people in the

'remote' Yorkshire Dales must always have received and followed new ideas,

rather than having been innovators themselves.  That this view still prevails is

brought into focus by relatively recent published work making reference to the

'natives' of the area (e.g. Lord and Howard 2013: 243), indicating that there are
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still  those  that  think  that  a  backward  local  population  required  an  external

influence as a catalyst  for any significant  change to  occur.   While in  other

areas,  such  as  Dartmoor,  research  advanced and continued,  the Yorkshire

Dales, regarded as backward, wild and remote, failed to pique the interest of

influential prehistoric researchers throughout the majority of the 20th and 21st

centuries.  Thus, the opinions and interpretations first postulated in the 1920s

and  1930s,  together  with  the  latent  attitudes  of  the  period  which  they

encapsulate, have persisted.  Ideas and interpretations do not change without

the existence  of  a  rigorous academic challenge  and this  has simply  never

occurred in the region.

It is important to recognise the context of interpretation within the Yorkshire

Dales  because  understanding  how  and  why  particularly  conclusions  were

reached allows us to properly reassess them.  The prehistoric people of the

Yorkshire Dales were not a backward native population living in a wild and out-

of-the-way place, they were, instead, highly mobile and very much aware of

the 'outside world', as evidence from the Neolithic clearly shows (see Chapter

7).  By the middle Bronze Age, borne out of millennia of trade and exchange,

these people would have developed an extensive knowledge of other areas;

places they themselves had been and places from where others came.  The

agricultural advancements in the survey area, Upper Wharfedale and the wider

Yorkshire  Dales  must  therefore  be  considered  in  terms  of  well-established

networks  through  which  ideas,  people  and  developments  flowed  back  and

forth.  There is no real reason why the people of the region, living in a resource

rich landscape, always followed the agricultural advancements that occurred

elsewhere, indeed, they themselves may have been the innovators.  Without

extensive  and secure direct  dating evidence from this  region and from the

comparative areas, how and when the large-scale field-systems spread across

the British Isles remains a huge and unanswered question in our study of this

period of prehistory. 
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6.3.3.  Large-scale field-systems and the problem w ith dating

Secure  dating  for  the  large-scale  field-systems  found  across  the  Yorkshire

Dales is virtually non-existent, however the limited radiocarbon dating that has

been undertaken can be summarised as follows: samples obtained by Fleming

and  Laurie  from  the  Healaugh  system  during  excavation  at  Calverside,

Swaledale, probably sometime between 1988 and 1990 (Fleming and Laurie

1990:  6  –  7;  1991:  3)  and  8  dates  obtained  from the  Grinton-Fremington

system,  Harkerside,  Swaledale  by  the  Swaledale  and  Arkengarthdale

Archaeology Group in 2015 (Nicholson, pers comm; SWAAG 2016b).

Fleming states that the Calverside samples produced a middle Iron Age date

of 300BC (Fleming 2010: 145) and subsequently this result has been used to

support the Iron Age or Roman date first postulated by the early researchers

such as Curwen 1928 and Raistrick and Chapman 1929.  Despite this date

now being inextricably linked with the construction of the Yorkshire Dales field-

systems,  the  author  was  unable  to  find  any  further  specific  information

regarding the number and context of samples taken or the laboratory in which

they were dated.  Interestingly, in his book, Fleming (2010: 145) states that the

dated sample came from a charcoal rich deposit which abutted the wall.  This

date is then clearly a  terminus ante quem  before which the wall  must have

been constructed.  All this tells us is that this feature was upstanding enough to

allow material  to  build  up against  it  at  this  point  in  prehistory,  it  does  not

necessarily follow that it was either fully extant or fully maintained.

In 2015, 8 dates were obtained from Harkerside, within the Grinton-Fremington

field-system, Swaledale,  by the Swaledale  and Arkengarthdale Archaeology

Group (SWAAG) (Table 6.3) (Illus. 6.4).   Although an attempt was made to

date a horizon beneath the wall, this was unsuccessful and all dated material

was in the form of charcoal retrieved from within the 'bank construction' (further

contextual  information  is  not  yet  available).   The  excavators,  viewing  the

sampled contexts as insecure, interpreted these dates as evidence that the

bank must have been constructed after the latest date (56 cal BC – 72 cal AD)
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(Nicholson, pers comm; SWAAG 2016b), however, the charcoal incorporated

into  the wall,  even  if  not  directly  related  to  phases  of  wall  construction  or

remodelling, is surely indicative of anthropogenic activity in the vicinity of the

feature at these earlier dates (see below).

Illus. 6.5 shows a comparison between the early and middle Bronze Age dates

obtained  from  Grinton-Fremington  alongside  the  clearance  events  seen

around the same time at Fleet Moss and Thornton Mire in Wensleydale.  It is

interesting to note the apparent correlation between the start of the clearance
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phase at Fleet Moss and the earliest group of dates from the bank.  Turf and

earth banks required material to be brought from the surrounding area for their

construction and this material may well have incorporated charcoal that related

to the initial clearance of the land in the early Bronze Age.  This does not mean

that the earthwork itself was constructed at this time but this clearance is likely

to have facilitated the agricultural economy that was ultimately the catalyst for

the subsequent large-scale enclosure.  

The presence of  charcoal dated to the middle Bronze Age within the bank

(Illus.  6.4)  could  be indicative  of  a  further  phase  of  clearance  immediately

before the construction of the boundaries, but although some kind of notable

activity seems to have occurred in this area at this time, we have no way of

irrefutably relating this to the construction of the field-systems.

Although it is possible that, in line with the SWAAG interpretation (Nicholson,

pers comm), the Grinton-Fremington boundaries were constructed during the

Roman Iron Age, this seems unlikely given the evidence for continued reuse

and adaptation of field-systems, as observed in the survey area.  It is far more

probable that this later material relates to the remodelling and repair of the

bank and this may have occurred many centuries after its initial construction.

Although the new dates obtained by SWAAG are very interesting and permit

discussion about the construction and maintenance of  the large-scale field-

systems, without a secure date from beneath the bank, we still can do no more

than speculate about the date of inception of this feature and the field-system

of which it is part.  Despite this, a working hypothesis that some, if not all, of

the Yorkshire Dales field-systems originally date from the middle Bronze Age

certainly appears valid.  It also seems likely that prior to their construction, a

major clearance event occurred in the region during the early Bronze Age and

that  the  field-systems  themselves  were  used,  remodelled  and  repaired,

although  perhaps  intermittently.  well  into  the  Iron Age.   The testing of  this

theory should certainly be a research priority in the region.

223



Chapter 6:  An improved chronology?

As discussed more fully below, in Moray, Carter (1993) obtained a series of

dates from charcoal recovered from 'A horizons' beneath part of a large-scale

field-system.  Although there were some concerns regarding the presence of

residual charcoal within the dated deposits (Carter 1993: 227), on the whole

the results  seem useful  and consistent.   Perhaps an ideal  situation  in  the

Yorkshire  Dales  would  involve  the  identification  of  a  fossilised  turf  horizon

immediately beneath the field boundaries which could give a  terminus post

quem for the construction of the wall or bank above.

A significant number of samples need to be systematically retrieved over one,

or  several,  of  the  Yorkshire  Dales  field-systems  in  order  to  generate  a

statistically significant population of dates.  Taken together, these would allow a

far  more  reliable  estimate  to  be  made  of  the  date  of  inception  of  these

significant features.  Evidence for the timing of continued use and remodelling

should also be attainable if due thought is given to how and where samples

are retrieved from.

6.3.4.  Large-scale field-systems in context

The creation of the large-scale field systems within the survey area (Phase 6a)

(Illus. 6.2) is, in archaeological terms, a huge departure from the more organic

enclosure that seems to have preceded it (Phases 4 and 5) and the way that

this manifests within the survey area mirrors almost exactly the very sudden

changes in land division recognised as having occurred in Southern Britain

during the Bronze Age.   In  a  very  useful  2013 summary,  Robert  Johnston

discusses the emergence of field-systems during this period and suggests that

the grander, large-scale field-systems dominated in the south (Johnston 2013:

320).   Although  Johnston's  discussion  covers  areas  as  diverse  as  Ireland,

Shetland and the south of England, the vast and monumental field-systems of

the Yorkshire  Dales are not  discussed, presumably because their  assumed

Iron Age origin has also become accepted in academic circles.  However, in

form,  and in  apparent  rapidity  of  emergence, particularly  evident within the

survey area, their similarity with the much better studied field-systems in the
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south  is  striking  (Johnston  2013:  322).   It  is  also  clear  that  although  the

southern examples are better known, large-scale field-systems dating from the

Bronze Age do exist much further north, for example, the previously mentioned

example  excavated  by  Carter  in  Moray  is  located  around  45km  ENE  of

Inverness  (Carter  1993).   That  this  particular  type  of  field-system was  not

restricted  to  the  south  supports  the  idea  that  the  examples  found  in  the

Yorkshire Dales could also date from the middle Bronze Age.  

Johnston suggests that the majority of the large-scale field-systems date from

between  1600  and  1150  BC  (Johnston  2013:  322),  although  it  should  be

remembered how few radiocarbon dates actually securely date the boundaries

themselves.   Although  regarded  as insecure by the excavators  (Nicholson,

pers  comm),  the  dates  obtained  from  the  Grinton-Fremington  system,

spanning from 1621 to 1289 cal BC (Table 6.3), correlate well with the range

suggested by Johnston.  However, a systematic programme of dating in the

Yorkshire Dales is necessary to allow us to determine where the field-systems

in the region sit within the broader framework of development for this type of

site.  There is no reason why these features could not be earlier or at the very

least, contemporary with the examples in Dartmoor or other areas in the south.

Such work has the potential to revolutionise our understanding of when, where

and how these field-systems originated and spread across Britain.

6.3.5.  Tulloch Wood – a comparative site from Mora y

Although the sites are around 370km apart,  it  is interesting to compare the

radiocarbon dates obtained from the Grinton-Fremington system with those

from Tulloch Wood, Moray (Illus. 6.6).   Carter felt  that  producing calibrated

radiocarbon dates was not possible in the latter case because of the issues

surrounding residual carbon in the samples (Carter 1993: 227), however, the

same issues must be relevant to any site on which charcoal has been obtained

by bulk sampling and calibrated dates have therefore been generated by the

author using OxCal 4.2 for comparative purposes (Bronk Ramsey 2009; 2016).

225



Chapter 6:  An improved chronology?

Despite the attendant issues surrounding residual carbon and, particularly in

the case of Grinton-Fremington, a lack of clarity regarding the precise events

being dated, the dates from both sites and the manner in which they group,

show a reasonable amount of parity (Illus. 6.6).  Certainly, it would appear that

two  significant,  but  separate  events  happened  in  both  locations  at  very

approximately the same times.  At Tulloch Wood, an early Bronze Age date

from beneath  a  cairn  (3880  +/-  60BP (2559  -  2149  cal  BC,  GU-3093))  is

thought to indicate when clearance occurred, while a spread of dates from the

early/middle Bronze Age transition appear to correspond to a subsequent shift

to more formalised enclosure across the site.  Tulloch Wood was excavated in

1991 and the comparative lack of precision for the radiocarbon dates reflects

this, however the dates from beneath the 'axial' and 'traverse' banks suggest

that the majority of the field-system was probably created somewhere between

1771 to 1306 cal BC (Illus. 6.6).  It is unclear how the traverse and axial banks

relate  chronologically  to  one  another  because  the  only  clear  stratigraphic

relationship,  in  which  the  'traverse'  bank  post-dates  the  'axial'  bank,
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At both sites there seems to be evidence for three distinct phases of activity potentially relating to late 
Neolithic and early Bronze Age clearance, the creation of middle Bronze Age field-systems and much 
later adaption and reuse of these systems.
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corresponds to a much later, early to middle Iron Age, radiocarbon date for the

latter feature (2340 +/- 90BP (673 - 204 cal BC, GU-3088)) (Carter 1993: 222,

223, 228).  Although the range of each individual date covers several hundred

years,  they  do  suggest  that  the  axial  and  traverse  banks  are  broadly

contemporary (Illus. 6.6).

The radiocarbon dates suggest that the small  portion of a large-scale field-

system identified at Tulloch Wood dates from the early to middle Bronze Age

transition, a date which corresponds broadly with 3 of the dates from samples

retrieved from within the bank at Grinton-Fremington (Illus. 6.6).  Although the

latter  dates  are  regarded  as  being  contextually  insecure  (Nicholson,  pers

comm), the existence of a large-scale field-system in the vicinity of Inverness

at this time indicates that this system of agriculture was not restricted to the

south  of  England and adds weight  to  the theory that  the large-scale  field-

systems of the Yorkshire Dales also originate from the middle Bronze Age.

It is a great shame that the dates from Tulloch Wood are not more precise and

that  those  from  Grinton-Fremington  not  more  secure  –  better  dates,  from

throughout the country, would allow us to explore how the large-scale field-

systems spread across Britain and whether the traditional assumption that they

must have originated in the south actually holds true.  Work in Orkney over the

last decade indicates just how complex Neolithic society was in the north of

Scotland and perhaps some of the networks and connections formed during

this time persisted into the Bronze Age, with innovation, ideas and influence

still coming from the north.

Tulloch Wood shows evidence for clearance during the late Neolithic and early

Bronze Age, with a date of 3880 +/- 60BP (2491 to 2197 cal BC, GU-3093),

obtained  from beneath  one  of  the  many clearance  cairns.   In  the  section

above, it was argued that at Grinton-Fremington the 3 early Bronze Age dates

obtained from the bank were the result of charcoal relating to earlier landscape

clearance, such as that seen at Fleet Moss, becoming incorporated into the
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middle Bronze Age boundary (Illus. 6.5).  Although we do not know whether

the single date from Tulloch Wood relates to the start, middle or end of the

clearance event, it is clear that clearance, in some form, must have occurred in

the area at this time.  If  the dates from Grinton-Fremington do indeed also

relate to clearance, then a basic comparison between the two sites (Illus. 6.6)

indicates that Tulloch Wood may have been the first to be cleared, although

given the many caveats already mentioned,  it  is  perhaps wrong to  put  too

much weight on the specifics of these dates.

At  Tulloch  Wood,  it  was  originally  assumed  that  the  field-system  was

associated  with  the  round  houses  (Carter  1993:  215).   However,  the

radiocarbon dates indicate that in all but one case, these features are much

later (Illus. 6.6).  That the stone structures are not associated with the field-

systems mirrors the situation in the Yorkshire Dales, where extant settlement

evidence that can be tied directly into the large-scale field-systems seems to

be lacking.

Because the stone structures at Tulloch Wood are not contemporary with the

field-system, settlement must either have been elsewhere, or perhaps more

likely, the structures were simply not made of stone.  This seems very plausible

at a time when wood would have been relatively plentiful as a bi-product of

agricultural  clearance.   As  Carter  points  out  (1993:  230),  the  'axial'  and

'traverse' boundaries would have also served as linear clearance cairns and

this, in part, explains their construction from stone.  Stone needed to be moved

to aid the improvement of the land and this, in turn, dictated the material used

to build the field boundaries, it does not necessarily follow that other materials,

particularly  wood,  were  not  available,  and  preferentially,  used  in  the

construction of structures and settlements.  Unfortunately, Tulloch Wood was

not a strip, map and sample excavation and the interventions only looked at

very small portions of extant features (Carter 1993: 217, 219).  Had a wider

area been opened up,  evidence for wooden buildings may well  have been

found.
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Within the large-scale field-systems of the Yorkshire Dales, the presence of

wooden  structures  seems  a  likely  explanation  for  the  apparent  lack  of

associated settlement.  This interpretation is supported by the recent discovery

of an early Neolithic house at Yarnbury, only 1km from the survey area, and

which is dated to 4885 +/- 36BP (3762 – 3634 cal BC) (Gibson 2014: 10 - 11).

This structure was initially identified though high resolution magnetic survey

and the application of a similar methodology to a wider area is likely to yield

further examples of this type of site.  The discovery of a wooden building from

this early period demonstrates that such structures existed in the region well

before  the  middle  Bronze  Age  and  this  tradition  of  architecture,  albeit  in

evolving forms, is likely to have survived for as long as appropriate materials

remained available.   Within the survey area,  the presence of  a much later

probable farmstead (Phase 9), seen only in the magnetic survey, indicates that

the extant features visible on the surface are not wholly representative of the

archaeological record.

6.3.6.  Large-scale field-systems and society

The impetus for the creation of the large-scale field-systems of the Yorkshire

Dales and their likely function have been discussed in much greater detail by

Brown (2016).

However the field-systems functioned, it seems that they were created during

the middle Bronze Age and followed a significant clearance event in the early

Bronze Age.  It is likely, as discussed in the next chapter, that this early Bronze

Age clearance facilitated the beginnings of a system of agriculture that by the

middle  Bronze  Age  necessitated  the  construction  of  the  large-scale  field-

systems.   Although  their  construction  must  have  been  a  hugely  significant

event, causing a marked change to the landscape, these features had their

roots in much earlier periods.

If the field-systems of the Yorkshire Dales are at least broadly contemporary

with each other, then this immediately suggests an agricultural economy on a
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significant scale, much greater than that required for subsistence farming and

this  indicates  that  produce  from  the  area  must  have  been  exported  and

exchanged far beyond the boundaries of the region.  As will be outlined below,

it  seems  likely  that  complex  networks  of  interaction  and  exchange  were

already well-established by the late Neolithic and it is not difficult to imagine

these  evolving  into  more  formalised  routes  in  later  periods.   During  the

Neolithic, the people of the Yorkshire Dales were well aware of, and may have

had direct links to, other parts of Britain and much of this knowledge is likely to

have been retained into the middle Bronze Age, allowing agricultural produce

to  be exported  with  ease.   The Yorkshire  Dales  must  be considered  as a

Bronze Age agricultural centre, producing specific goods, intended for export,

although much more research is needed into what was produced and where

this was exported to.
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Yorkshire Dales

Imagine a group of people atop a distinctive knoll, the shades of green that

surround  them somehow different  from the  colours  elsewhere.   A woman

emerges from the pot  hole that  leads deep into the earth and, leaving the

sanctity  of  this  place,  the  safety  of  its  vantage,  the  group  make  their

painstaking way down the steep slope.  They continue to move through this

landscape, sometimes hidden, sometimes visible, as they choose their path

though the patchy covering of trees and shrubs.  The land is rocky and where

the sunlight hits the exposed stone, it shines brightly.  There are broken and

rocky crags here and steep slopes between flatter, more pleasant places.  The

line of figures moves purposely towards higher ground, to an area where the

vegetation is  less  dense.   Elsewhere in  this  landscape,  as  the trees  grow

thicker and the vistas smaller, it is easy to become disorientated, but as they

reach a large boulder, the group stops.  They know this place, they remember

it. 

7.1:  The Neolithic – veneration in the landscape

In the sections above it has been argued that the large-scale field-systems that

characterise the Yorkshire Dales originated in the middle Bronze Age and the

same arguments can be applied to the field-system identified within the survey

area, with Phases 6a and 6b thought to date to this period.  By assigning the

inception of the large-scale field-system to the middle Bronze Age, it follows

that the features identified within the survey area that are thought to predate

this activity, must date to at least the middle Bronze Age but are most probably

earlier.  This pushes the accepted dating of the most intensive use of this part

of Upper Wharfedale back by several thousand years and also indicates that

significant  communities  were  present  in  the  vicinity  of  the  survey  area,

certainly from some point during the early Bronze Age but more likely, from the

Neolithic onwards.
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How and why the large-scale field-systems were created remains a subject of

considerable debate and, as has been discussed above, even with excavation,

the dates obtained by Fleming and SWAAG a case and point,  dating their

emergence and use is extremely difficult (Fleming 2010: 145; Fyfe et al. 2008:

2251;  SWAAG  2016a;  SWAAG  2016b).  Recent  work  suggests  that  these

significant acts of enclosure were borne out of an existing framework of land

tenure (Fyfe  et al. 2008: 2251), with different groups perhaps formalising the

area in which they already farmed and this demonstrates that the field-systems

were,  in  some  respects,  a  direct  evolution  of  what  came  before.  This

interpretation indicates that within areas where field-systems are present, the
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4 and 5).
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identification of earlier remains should not be unexpected, although the ease

with which this material can be recognised may be hampered by 3000 years of

subsequent activity. At Shovel Down, lithic evidence indicates the presence of

Mesolithic,  Neolithic  and  early  Bronze  Age  communities,  with  the  visible

remains  of  what  began  as  a  Neolithic  ceremonial  landscape  added  to,

manipulated and changed over many millennia (Fyfe et al.2008: 2259). 

This continuity of use is also demonstrable within the survey area and the idea

of  a  funerary  and  ceremonial  landscape  becoming  increasingly  altered  by

more  formalised  agricultural  activities,  as  seen  around  Shovel  Down,

resonates well with the emerging picture and particularly with Phases 3, 4, 5

and 6 (Illus. 7.1). These show evidence for what, in a relatively small area, is

an extensive funerary landscape and one which potentially originated during

the early Neolithic.

During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, John Crowther collected a large

number of flint artefacts, most of which are reputed to have been found around

Lea Green, an area only a short distance to the west of the survey area, within

the wider study area.  Although once held by the Craven Museum in Skipton,

this  material  has  become  dispersed  and  unprovenanced,  however,  Arthur

Raistrick illustrated these finds in his 1937 publication (172 – 173) and from

this  drawing,  a  rapid,  but  certainly  more  up  to  date,  reassessment  of  the

material  has  been  made  (Devaney,  pers  comm).   Because  these  finds

represent a collation of artefacts from many sources, collected over a thirty-

year  period  (Raistrick  1937:  167),  their  provenance  is  very  hard  to  prove,

however,  it  seems  reasonable  to  accept  that  they  did  originate  from  the

general area of distinct field-systems to the north of Grassington, in the vicinity

of the survey area.  The finds themselves appear to span a date range from

the early Neolithic though to the early Bronze Age.

Of particular interest is a polished 'greenstone' axe, together with two further

possible axe fragments.  These, together with a further example found just
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north of Kilnsey (MYD4040), are all very probably examples of those produced

in and around Langdale, only 80km to the north-west of the survey area (e.g.

Edmonds 2010: 40, 81).  Although the main trade-route for their distribution is

thought  to  have  run  through  Wensleydale  (Vyner  2007:  76,  78,  80),  the

presence of a small henge at Yarnbury (Vyner 2007: 79), together with more

recent discoveries at Threshfield and Kilnsey (Gibson 2015: 207), all  within

5km of the survey area, have been interpreted as indicative of the existence of

an additional, later route along the course of the Wharfe.

For anyone who has stood atop the eastern fringes of the Southern Pennines

on a clear summer evening, the eye is naturally drawn northwards, past the

western flank of Rombald's Moor, through Upper Wharfedale and to the higher

hills beyond.  Recent grey literature has termed Nab Hill above Oxenhope a

Mesolithic 'persistent place' (YWP 2012: 268) and although in general this area

is woefully under studied, that subsequent Neolithic settlement was present

amongst these hills and cloughs, and that these people knew of, and partook

in, journeys in some way related to the axe trade, seems plausible.  Although

Wharfedale is not traditionally thought to have been a major route though the

Yorkshire Dales, for the Neolithic people of this part of the Southern Pennines,

and of Rombald's Moor slightly further to the north, this would have been the

most obvious path to take.

Given its proximity to Wensleydale (Buckden, at the head of Wharfedale, lies

only 12km over the hill from here) and the possibility of a feeder trade route

through  the  area,  that  some  Langdale  axes  found  their  way  into  Upper

Wharfedale  and  into  the  vicinity  of  the  survey  area  should  come  as  no

surprise.  To follow Vyner's analogy with the A1 in the Vale of York (2007: 69 -

70), if the route through Wensleydale was the Neolithic equivalent of the A66,

then perhaps Upper Wharfedale, was akin to the A65.  

Vyner's work is interesting because so many of his conclusions are dependent

on the dispersion of certain monument types and an underlying assumption
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that these distributions are indicative of a focus of settlement and activity to the

east of the Pennines (2007: 80).  Perhaps these kinds of site did not exist in

the uplands to the west, but equally, in the Yorkshire Dales, where monumental

landscape remodelling seems to have occurred during the middle Bronze Age,

and in the Southern Pennines, where the peat covered moorland has never

really been subject to modern archaeological interest, perhaps we just cannot

identify, or more likely, have not yet identified, these types of site.  In many

ways, it feels as if the Neolithic in the Yorkshire Dales has been lost, in no

small part due to the preconceptions of earlier researchers, and while a lack of

evidence due to an inherent bias in the archive seems almost inevitable to the

author, to others it is a far more controversial idea (e.g. Luke 2013: 8).

Both in  terms of  demonstrating these deficiencies within  the archaeological

record and in highlighting the importance of Upper Wharfedale during the late

Neolithic, a recent study focusing on the identification of long cairns and long

barrows in the Yorkshire Dales is of use (Luke 2013).  It was accepted, prior to

this work, that these types of feature simply did not exist within the boundaries

of  the National  Park,  but  having been actively  sought,  23 such sites  were

found  (Luke  2013:  8,  21,  51).   Of  course,  some of  these  are  likely  to  be

reinterpreted, almost certainly other examples will be found, but the point that

needs to be emphasised is that there is no reason why more of these sites,

together with other Neolithic structures and monuments, are not present in this

region. 

Having just  argued that  monument distributions for the Yorkshire Dales are

unreliable, to then use these as supporting evidence may seem rather circular,

however, if the new distributions of long cairns and long barrows, are, at the

very least,  more indicative of the distribution of Neolithic monuments in the

region, then the identification of a four new long barrows, quite evenly spaced

along  the  Wharfe,  between  Bolton  Abbey  and  Threshfield,  with  a  further

example in Littondale (Luke 2013: 51), serves to add weight to the idea that

during the Neolithic, and potentially from the early Neolithic onwards, this part
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of  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  and  the  passage  through  it,  was  of  far  greater

importance than has been previously appreciated.  That, since 2013, 3 further

henges have been discovered within 4.5km of the survey area (Gibson 2015:

207) surely adds further credence to this hypothesis.  

Of  these newly identified  sites,  the Tarns Lane long cairn  near  Threshfield

(Luke 2013: 59 - 62) and the Threshfield and Kilnsey henges are of greatest

interest (Illus. 7.2).  Although these lie on the other side of the River Wharfe

from the survey area,  their  relative  proximity to it,  together with  that  of  the
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Illus. 7.2: Probable Neolithic sites in Upper Wharfedale.
Dating for extant prehistoric features in the area is generally very vague and sites have been chosen 
based on their descriptions in the HER, historic excavation reports or other projects.
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Yarnbury henge to the south-east, suggest that significant Neolithic activity is

likely to have occurred both within the survey area, and within the wider study

area.  In addition to these recently identified monuments, several cairns and

barrows of uncertain date are known in, or close to, the study area, with what

sounds very much like a chambered tomb opened by the Reverend Bailey

Harker in the summer of 1892, while in 1893, what some have interpreted as a

Neolithic  round cairn,  was excavated by the Upper Wharfedale  Exploration

Committee, around 1.3km north of the survey area (Harker 1892: 147 – 149;

Speight  1895:  374  –  376;  YDHER 2013).   Although  partly  the  result  of  a

warping of the archive due to the efforts of Speight and his colleagues, this

apparent  concentration  of  funerary  monuments  once  again  suggests  that

significant Neolithic activity occurred in this part of Upper Wharfedale.

In the context of an area where secure radiocarbon dates are beyond scarce

and the Neolithic is most readily apparent in the form of funerary or ceremonial

monuments, the discovery in 2014 of a Neolithic house, immediately to the

south of  Yarnbury henge (Gibson 2014: 10 - 11), must be one of  the most

significant finds to be made in Upper Wharfedale for several decades.  While

only an interim report is available at the time of writing, this house is important

for many reasons, although two stand out.  Firstly, it is securely dated to 4885

+/- 36BP (3762 – 3634 cal BC, SUERC-54901) and secondly, the presence of

post-holes and a bedding trench (Gibson 2014: 11) indicate that it was made of

wood.  This tells us unequivocally that during the early Neolithic, people had

settled  only  1km  from  the  survey  area  and,  challenging  yet  another

preconception often evident in Yorkshire Dales prehistory, demonstrates that

not everything built in this area was made of stone.  Given that woodland in the

region probably remained reasonably extensive well into the early Bronze Age

(Gledhill  1995:  102,  109  -  110),  it  is  useful  to  have  an  example  that

demonstrates that wood, at least in some cases, was the preferred building

material  at  this  time.   This,  in  part,  may also help to answer why there is

relatively  little  evidence  for  settlement  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales  in  this,  and

slightly  later  prehistoric  periods.   As  is  attested  by  the  anomalies  in  the
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geophysical  survey  (e.g.  Phase  9),  just  because  much  of  the  archaeology

within  this  landscape  is  extant,  it  is  wrong  to  assume  that  the  complete

archaeological record is visible.

Evidence  for  both  early  and  late  Neolithic  activity  in  Upper  Wharfedale  is

mounting,  with  the  flints  collected  by  John  Crowther  and  illustrated  by

Raistrick, supporting this picture. Many of these finds are likely to have come

from the early excavations and include a significant number of early Neolithic

leaf shaped arrowheads and poorly dated, but possibly similarly aged, large

flint scrapers.  Only one 'oblique arrowhead' is thought to date specifically to

the late Neolithic (Devaney pers. comm.).  Although it is easy to fall into the

common trap of treating Arthur Raistrick as a modern archaeological source,

one can at  least  surmise from his  publication that  finds of  potentially  early

Neolithic scrapers, debitage, retouched material and possible microliths were

ubiquitous in Wharfedale in  the late  19th and early  20th centuries (Raistrick

1937:  172  –  173).   The  presence  of  these  finds,  apparently  in  significant

numbers, hints that this area may have become a focus of activity and possibly

a  significant  route  through  the  Dales,  somewhat  earlier  than  has  been

suggested by Vyner (2007: 79).
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7.1.1.  The earlier Neolithic

Within the survey area itself, two possible Neolithic burial cairns have been

identified  (mounds  67  and  248,  Phase  2)  (Illus.  7.3).   These  are  highly

denuded, with one thought to enhance a natural spur (mound 248).

Mound 67 has an interesting relationship with  the topographic  forms which

create its southern horizon, the broad ridge line of Burnsall and Thorpe Fell

and more specifically, the much smaller, but extremely distinct, Elbolton Hill in

front.  This 'reef knoll' is thought to have eroded from the remnants of a reef

once  found  at  the  edge  of  the  Craven  Basin  and  is  one  of  several  reef

limestone knolls found between Cracoe and Appletreewick (Long 2014: 28.1 –

28.2).   The hill  rises  steeply,  to  a  height  of  348m, some 100m above  the

surrounding  gentle  slopes,  with  the  summit  of  Burnsall  and  Thorpe  Fell  a

further 150m higher.  Although  mound 67 is roughly oval in plan, its state of

preservation  is  such  that  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  a  definite  orientation,

however, when one stands upon it, the natural slope of the land draws the eye,

firstly to the distinctive shape of Elbolton Hill and then upwards, to the crest of
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Illus. 7.3: Mounds  67 and 248.
These features may be denuded early Neolithic burial cairns, with mound 248 a possible long cairn.
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the larger  fell  above  (Illus.  7.5).   The  way in  which  foreground  visibility  is

restricted to both the east and the west, together with the manner in which this

local topography serves to visually funnel the focus of the observer southwards

and towards the hills, is made explicit by the viewshed for the site (Illus. 7.4).
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Illus. 7.4: Viewshed from Site 67.
The very narrow visual focus running down the slope of the terrace on which the survey area sits, the 
hidden river valley and the 'long view' out towards Elbolton Hill are all clearly evident.
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During  the  Neolithic,  the  knoll  which  forms  Elbolton  Hill  would  have  been

distinct, not only because of its shape, but also because the underlying reef

limestone would have supported very different plant species to the gritstone

ridge behind (BGS 2014).  But this is more than just a distinctive hillock in the

landscape.   Within  Elbolton  Hill,  can  be  found  Elbolton  Cave  and  here,

excavation in  the late  19th and early  20th centuries recovered a  number  of

disarticulated human remains, complete skeletons and a selection of pottery

fragments (Jones 1888; 1889; 1891).  In 1973 this pottery was interpreted as

dating from between the early Neolithic and early Bronze Age, with two sherds

identified as late Neolithic Peterborough ware (Gilks 1973: 44 – 46).  The site,

in line with others in the area where radiocarbon dates have been obtained

(see Table 6.4, Chapter 6), is currently thought to have been associated with

mortuary rites from at least the early Neolithic (Leach 2008; Lord and Howard

2013: 245).  However, given that Gilks' pottery report is now over 40 years old,

the  interpretations  made  within  it  should  be  treated  with  some  degree  of

caution.  Elsewhere in the Yorkshire Dales, Leach has suggested that during

the early Neolithic, such cave sites were reserved for the burial of very specific

'deviant' individuals (Leach 2008), while the significance of caves in other parts

of Neolithic Britain has also been recognised (e.g. Barnatt and Edmonds 2002;

Chamberlain 1996; Tilley and Bennett 2001: 344).  Although there are other

reef knolls in this area, Elbolton Hill is the only one which is known to have

caves within it (Long 2014: 28.8).

The idea of an incongruous hill, where small potholes near the summit permit

access to a dark underworld, is evocative.  This is a place where even the

familiar pale grey rock is visibly different, where only those willing to make a

steep and arduous climb are permitted to enter.  The veneration of a place, so

clearly in the everyday consciousness of the many, but only experienced by

the few, is unsurprising, the parallels with Fox Hole Cave in the Peak striking

(Barnatt  and Edmonds:  2002).   It  remains the subject  of  myth  and legend

(Parkinson 1889: 93 – 94).
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When one stands on mound 67 in person, its position, just beneath the summit

of the terrace, seems to intentionally emphasise the view to the south, down

the slope and towards Elbolton Hill and there is a definite sense that mound 67

was deliberately  positioned here  because this  visual  relationship  had been

noted and was already considered important.  That a burial cairn could have

been placed here during the Neolithic, precisely because the significance of

this  very  particular  geographic  location  was  recognised,  has  parallels

elsewhere (Bradley 1998: 18; Bradley 2000: 41 - 42).  Returning to the recent

work on long barrows in Wharfedale, Luke has raised the possibility that the

site at Burnsall was intentionally aligned with Simon's Seat to the south-east

(2013: 61 - 62), her caution in classifying the mound as a long barrow perhaps

unnecessary, glacial mound or otherwise, the site may have had significance

during the early Neolithic simply because it  looked like a man-made feature

(c.f. Bradley1998: 20 - 21).

Elsewhere  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  alignments  relating  to  the  summits  of

prominent  hills  occur  repeatedly,  with  Ingleborough and to  a  lesser  extent,

Pen-y-ghent, featuring prominently (Luke 2013: 85).  The unique outlines of

these hills, and others, are distinctive, dominant and familiar elements of this

landscape; why should this have been any less so during the Neolithic?  On

Bodmin Moor, where there is a demonstrable relationship between long cairns

and natural tors, Tilley (1996: 166, 167) has argued that the construction of the

monuments was, in part,  a means of formalizing the cultural significance of

these  natural  places,  something  which  had  been  imbued  into  the  human

consciousness since the Mesolithic.  People knew that hilltops were important,

as places of vantage, a means of locating oneself within the landscape, but by

deliberately  orientating  and  relating  long  mounds  and  other  ceremonial

monuments to these natural features, it was almost as if they were suddenly

saying this out loud. 

When viewing the  computer  models  created for  the landscape of  Neolithic

Upper Wharfedale, it becomes apparent that many of the monuments within it
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are  situated  in  such  a  manner  that  they  appear  on  the  crest  of  particular

topographic features.  Although these sites are not placed on the skyline, this

positioning seems to be motivated by a similar desire to place them 'at the

edge' and these liminal locations were perhaps intended as a means of linking

these  new  places  of  burial  with  the  difficult  to  reach  natural  places  of

veneration which were already established within the human psyche.  When

viewed from mound 67 (Illus. 7.5), the probable early Neolithic Tarns Lane long

barrow, together with the possible chambered cairn excavated by Harker in

1852, both occupy this type of topographic location, with Tarns Lane seen at

the crest of a gently sloping plateau and Harker's cairn positioned at the edge

of the foreground, before the middle ground drops away, unseen.  This very

restricted foreground view also  seems quite  deliberate,  with,  when climatic

conditions permit, the field of vision very much focused on landscape features

some distance away.  Although the topography of the landscape emphasises

the view towards Elbolton Hill, given the significance of tors seen in other parts

of the country (e.g. Tilley 1996), one wonders if the strange gritstone outcrops,

often rising unexpectedly from a featureless moor,  and which are found on

Burnsall  and Thorpe Fell  and Rough Haw,  were also considered important

geographical elements in the Yorkshire Dales during this period.

Although the view from mound 67 is definitely focused towards the south-west

(Illus. 7.4), it is interesting to note that Chapel Moor above Hubberholme, at

the very head of Wharfedale, would also have been visible in the north-north-

west on a clear day.  This again shows the importance of the 'long view' and it

is possible that  the places where one entered and left  this landscape were

recognised  by  the  people  living  or  congregating  here  during  the  earlier

Neolithic.   Chapel  Moor  represents  the  head  of  Wharfedale  proper,  while

Rough Haw marks the point at which the higher, rougher ground of the fells

gives way to a fertile rolling plain, it is also the site of a potentially Neolithic

enclosure  (Out  of  Oblivion  2016b).   This  relationship  with  the  hills  and

geographically significant points in and around Upper Wharfedale seems to

have become more defined during the later Neolithic and early Bronze Age
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and is discussed later in this chapter.

Around 180m downslope from  mound 67 is  a second possible  burial  cairn

(mound 248) (Illus. 7.3). When viewed from the south this feature appears as a

large  mound,  while  to  the  north,  the  mound  merges  into  spur  protruding

outwards from the slope.  Although it is not quite twice as wide as it is long,

one of the identification criteria applied by Luke (2013: 17),  mound 248 may

represent  a  further  example  of  a  long  mound,  its  size  restricted  by  the

constraints of its immediate surroundings.  The feature is situated at the very

lowest point in the survey area and within a natural basin created by the slope

behind.   There is  a steep slope with  rocky outcrops to the east,  while the

terrace rises slightly to the west.  In addition, the site lies immediately to the

north of a small hill that protrudes from the centre of the terrace (Illus. 7.3).

Because the top of the mound is at approximately the same elevation as the

top of this hill, the feature would not have easily been seen from any direction

until it was at very close proximity, however, the viewshed (Illus. 7.6) suggests

that,  in  common with  mound  67, the aspect  towards the south-west  would

have open and that the monument was intended to be seen from, and relate to

the other side of the valley.

The very enclosed location of this feature marks it out as different to other long

mounds thus far located within the Yorkshire Dales, although its situation is

somewhat reminiscent to that of Highfolds Scar, Malham Tarn and New Close

Knotts, Gordale Scar, where wide panoramas are evident in certain directions,

while  other  aspects  remain  completely  blocked.   In  both  these  cases

prominent,  distinctly  shaped hills,  on which there may have  been Neolithic

activity, dominate these open vistas, and at Highfolds Scar, the long axis of the

long cairn relates it directly to the Sharp Haw and Rough Haw ridge above

Skipton (Luke 2013: 46 – 50; Out of Oblivion 2016a; Out of Oblivion 2016b).

The link between Rough Haw and  mound  67 is also evident for  mound 248

(Illus. 7.7).
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In  addition to  the emphasis  on the view to  the south-west,  created by the

foreground  landscape  curtailing  visibility  over  longer  distances  in  all  other

aspects, the long-axis of mound 248 is also orientated directly on Elbolton Hill

(Illus.  7.6,  Illus.  7.7).   This characteristic  seems unlikely to  be coincidental,

however, if the feature is indeed partially natural, perhaps it obtained cultural

significance  because  this  orientation  linked  it  directly  to  a  revered  place;

subsequent enhancement would have been a natural progression.  It is curious

as to why, if this is an entirely man-made long mound, it was not sited 60m to

south-south-east, on the crest of the hillock, where it would have been more
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Illus. 7.6: Viewshed from site 248.
The very restricted foreground view down the terrace slope, together with the much wider 'long view', 
beyond the hidden River Wharfe, both show significant parallels with the viewshed for mound 67
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easily visible from a wider portion of the landscape, but perhaps the choice of

its  location  was  quite  deliberate,  the  restriction  of  the  outward  and  inward

views  integral  to  the  meaning  of  the  monument  –  a  subtle,  yet  extremely

powerful means of referencing and venerating the important landscape feature

of Elbolton Hill.

The obvious low-lying route out of Wharfedale, towards the flat plains of the

Aire and Ribble Valleys is also evident from  mound 248 (Illus. 7.7), passing

between Rough Haw and Swinden Hill.  This visual relationship with what was

presumably, one of the main ways in and out of the valley serves to emphasise

both the monument and this route.  In addition, the Tarns Lane long barrow,

when viewed from  mound  248,  appears at  the top of  a slope,  at  the point

where the land drops out of  sight,  once again  occupying a liminal  position

within  the  landscape.   The  visibility  of  Harker's  cairn  would  have  been

dependent on its size, but had it been seen, it would have appeared at the very

edge of  the foreground. These further visual  relationships echo the idea of

sites being deliberately placed so as to be seen 'on the edge' as noted in the

discussion of mound 67 above.
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For both mound 67 and mound 248, it has been suggested that the views to

the  south  and  south-west  were  of  greatest  importance  and  that  by

emphasising these particular  aspects,  the significance of  Elbolton Hill  as  a

focus for veneration and reverence was increased.  However, it is difficult to

make any conclusive statements about the relationships between monuments

and their immediate landscape since mound 67 and mound 248 are denuded

and unexcavated and because of the paucity of dated sites, as discussed in

Chapter  6.   In  fact,  the  dating  evidence  is  so  poor,  that  we  do  not  know

whether any of the features mentioned in this particular discussion really are

Neolithic  and,  where  such  a  date  does  seem  likely,  we  have  no  way  of

establishing which sites are contemporaneous with each other.  However, the

recent absolute dating of the Yarnbury house, the identification of several long

mounds in the area, together with the finds from Elbolton Cave, all point to a

significant amount of activity as having occurred in Upper Wharfedale during

the early Neolithic.

The use of viewsheds and 3D models is a useful tool with which to create a

hypothetical landscape for this period and to demonstrate the relationships and

intervisibility between the monuments and natural features within it.  Although

the  temporal  element  of  these  models  is  weak,  it  is  possible  to  draw out

several aspects of the Upper Wharfedale environment that seem to have been

considered important by its early Neolithic inhabitants. These ideas may be

worthy of further exploration in the future.
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Around Elbolton Hill,  one might suggest  the existence of a significant early

Neolithic  ceremonial  landscape,  although  it  seems  likely  that  many  more

funerary and domestic sites remain undiscovered.  Certainly, it is striking the

way in which funerary monuments appear to congregate on the south-western

slopes that  surround the survey area and having previously suggested that

Elbolton Hill was very definitely intended to be seen from a number of these

sites,  it  is  likely that  these monuments were also meant  to be visible  from

Elbolton Hill.  Although, in part, these monument concentrations are the direct

result of the focus of antiquarian research, it is surely not a coincidence that all
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Illus. 7.9: Elbolton Hill viewshed.
The way that Elbolton Hill dominates this part of the landscape is clearly evident.
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the  sites  under  discussion  are  visible  from  Elbolton  Hill  and  indeed,  the

surrounding landscape almost forms a natural amphitheatre, with Elbolton Hill

taking centre stage (Illus. 7.8, Illus. 7.9).  The idea of monuments clustering

around a significant natural place is not new (Bradley 2000: 35), however, it

would  be  extremely  interesting  to  undertake  further  research  within  Upper

Wharfedale  to  locate  and  properly  date  probable  Neolithic  sites  and  to

ascertain whether this apparent focus of activity is a genuine phenomenon,

rather than the result of archival bias.
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Illus. 7.10: Tarns Lane long barrow viewshed
Tarns Lane long barrow is visible from a noticeably different part of the landscape than the examples 
previously discussed and there seems to be a greater emphasis on features marking the entrances to the
valley.
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Tarns Lane long barrow (Illus. 7.10) gives the impression of also having had a

high degree of significance during the early Neolithic and this appears to carry

through into the later Neolithic.  Although its vista again places emphasis on

the slopes around the survey area, distant views to Cam Pasture in the north

and Simon's Seat in the east-south-east suggest a relationship with the points

at  which people  would have entered and left  Upper Wharfedale  and these

specific  locations  appear  to  have  also  retained  significance  into  the  later

Neolithic.   The  monument  itself  overlooks  the  area  around  what  is  now

Grassington and Threshfield, including the site of the later Neolithic Threshfield

henges.  At this point the valley broadens and the area was perhaps also a

focus of particular activity in the earlier Neolithic, prior to the construction of the

henges.  Although more of the middle ground is visible from this site than in

other examples, there remains a marked distinction between the foreground

and views across the valley.  In a similar pattern to that observed from mounds

67 and 248,  the sites found within  the survey area,  together  with  Harker's

cairn, again appear 'at the edge', visible from Tarns Lane along the crest of the

terrace (Illus. 7.11).  This offers yet another example of the creation of liminality

through the careful positioning of sites within their landscape.
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7.1.2.  The later Neolithic

During the late  Neolithic,  the construction of  several  henges in Wharfedale

suggests a change in the way that the landscape was viewed by those living

within  it.   Natural  places  remained  important  but  it  would  appear  that

topographically distinct, although sometimes distant, hills became increasingly

important as way-markers.  Given the apparent relationship between henge

monuments and hills,  these places are also likely to have retained several

layers of meaning and perhaps remained as foci for veneration.
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Illus. 7.12: Henge viewsheds.
Viewsheds do not overlap other than where 'long views' converge, e.g. at Burnsall and Thorpe 
Fell/Cracoe Fell and Simon's Seat.
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Perhaps of most interest when looking at the position of henges within this

landscape,  is  that  they  cannot  be  seen  from  one  another  (Illus.  7.12).

Yarnbury henge has previously been related to a route associated with the axe

trade (Vyner 2007: 79) and the discovery of two further sites and a possible

additional  example,  all  of  which  lie  in  far  more  typical  henge  locations

(Richards 1996:  332)  within  the Wharfe  valley,  supports  the idea that  they

relate  in  some  way  to  movement  through  Upper  Wharfedale  and  in  this

context, one might expect each site to be visible from the next.  However, the

relationship of these sites to their landscape is actually far more complex, with

each monument deliberately sited so that the natural basin which it occupies

remains isolated from that of the adjacent site; imagine each henge as being at

the centre of touching cereal bowls, with the next henge not visible until you

stand on the very rim of the bowl.  Yarnbury perhaps should be considered

separately because its topographic position is relatively unusual for a henge

(Richards  1996:  332).   It  is  particularly  interesting  when  looking  at  the

viewsheds  for  Kilnsey  henge  and  the  two  Threshfield  henges  to  note  the

almost complete lack of overlap, other than where the distant views to Burnsall

and Thorpe Fell/Cracoe Fell converge (Illus. 7.12).

Kilnsey henge, near  a  river  confluence,  sits  enclosed by the narrow valley

(Illus.  7.13),  a  location  that  reflects  the  later  Neolithic  shift  to  'circular'

landscapes (Bradley 2000: 106), however, Cam Pasture above Kettlewell  is

clearly visible and one could argue that this 'long view' was intended to guide

the traveller to the next point in the journey, past Littondale and further into

Upper Wharfedale.  To the south, beyond Grass Wood (actually a distinct knoll

above the flood  plain),  Burnsall  and Thorpe  Fell  is  visible,  drawing people

down  Upper  Wharfedale  to  the  point  at  which  they  would  have  left  the

topographic  bowl  surrounding  Kilnsey  henge  and  crossed  into  that  of  the

Threshfield henges.  Only at this point would these latter features, the next

significant monuments along the route, become visible.
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As with Kilnsey henge, from the Threshfield henges (Illus. 7.14), Burnsall and

Thorpe Fell  is visible and this creates a visual relationship with the obvious

south-western route out of Upper Wharfedale, towards the plains of the Aire

and Ribble valleys.  This route is also thought to have been important in the

earlier Neolithic (see above).   The position of  the Threshfield henges on a

broad area of flat land, close to the head of this route supports the idea that

they are intended to mark a significant point along a journey through, to and

from Upper  Wharfedale  and  perhaps  this  is  why  two  henges are  present.

Here, groups might have gathered to make longer journeys together or parted

company to return home.  To the south-east,  the view from the Threshfield

henges guides you towards Simon's Seat and to Kail Hill, another reef knoll,

below.  At this point, the Wharfe turns sharply to the south-south-west and a

further flat plateau can be found near Appletreewick where a long and round

barrow have previously been noted (Illus. 7.12).  It would not be surprising if

subsequently a henge was also identified here.

The  location  of  Yarnbury  henge,  much  higher  up,  on  a  slope  and  in  a

somewhat  different  landscape  position  (Illus.  7.15),  sets  it  apart  from  the

Kilnsey and Threshfield henges.  Although it does sit in a form of natural bowl,

this  is  less  restrictive  than  that  of  the  henges  located  within  the  valley,

Yarnbury henge is also nowhere near the river itself.  From Tarns Lane long

barrow and by extension, from the valley between Rough Haw and Swinden

Hill, the henge would have appeared on a false summit above the valley floor,

visible to those making their way from the Ribble and Aire valleys into Upper

Wharfedale  along  the  route  previously  discussed.   Although  the  site  was

intended to be seen by those moving through the area and to guide them in

the correct direction, its landscape position suggests that Yarnbury henge was

not intended to be visited during this journey.  Following the valley towards

Yarnbury henge would have eventually brought people to a point where the

Threshfield henges, and the location at which they would join the route along

the Wharfe, became visible.
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That the earlier Tarns Lane long barrow and Elbolton Hill are also visible from

Yarnbury  henge  (Illus.  7.15),  both  evident  just  above  the  horizon,  may be

related to the continued veneration of these earlier sites, or perhaps some kind

of recollection that  in the past they had been revered, even if,  by the later

Neolithic, their  meaning had changed – the pottery found in Elbolton Cave

indicates that this site was still visited well into the Bronze Age (Gilks 1973).

The  entrance  to  the  henge  points  directly  towards  Great  Pock  Stones,

summited by a gritstone outcrop, on the same ridge line as Simon's Seat and

this  perhaps  adds  weight  to  the  idea  that  the  area  around  what  is  now

Appletreewick was viewed with some significance.  Certainly, by following this

bearing, one would reach Troller's Gill, and the slopes between this strange

ravine and Great Pock Stones are covered in rock art (Bing Maps 2016).

It  seems  that  the  henges  were  placed  at  points  which  were  considered

significant  along  the  journey  to  and  through  Upper  Wharfedale,  Yarnbury

henge positioned high on the hill in order to guide those from the south-west

into the river valley and to draw them towards the Threshfield henges, while

these  latter  monuments  represented a  significant  meeting  point.   But  from

each henge, although positioned in its own landscape bowl, the 'long view' to

more distant hills, rising above the valley, guided people to the next monument

and perhaps to a point at which another decision had to be made about their

choice of route.  In effect, these visual and landscape keys provided a map to

allow those unfamiliar with the area to find their way through it.

The  positioning  of  the  early  Neolithic  cairns  within  this  part  of  Upper

Wharfedale and their relationship to the hills  some distance away, which in

themselves relate to the points at which one might enter or leave the valley, is

indicative of links with communities or resources beyond Wharfedale, even at

this early date.  Although Elbolton Hill does appear to have been a local focus

for activity, the visual tricks which repeatedly emphasis the 'long view' also hint

at  a knowledge of,  and relationship to,  something beyond these immediate

surroundings,  the  distribution  of  the  recently  identified  long  barrows  (Luke
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2013: 51) supporting the idea of people moving through the area during this

earlier period.  Perhaps the construction of henges during the later Neolithic

does not indicate that Upper Wharfedale became an important trans-Pennine

route  at  this  time  (Vyner  2007:  79),  instead,  the  appearance  of  these

monuments  simply  reiterates  an  importance  that  the  valley,  and  the  route

through it, already possessed.  This idea of imbued significance is one which

persists and develops during the early Bronze Age (see below).

Although trade related to stone axes was one impetus for people travelling

through this landscape, journeys would also have undertaken by those living in

the  area  to  access  other  kinds  of  natural  reserves,  for  example  estuarine

resources  in  Morecambe  Bay.   For  those  living  outside  the  area,  on  the

adjacent flatter plains, the dales themselves, with their varied topography, tree

cover and underlying geology, would have provided important resources for

which they were willing to travel into the area to obtain.  It is easy to view the

Yorkshire Dales as remote and difficult to access, but we need to be careful

not to project our own world view on to the past.  Our ideas of how far people

could  travel  are  entirely  clouded  by  our  personal  limitations,  but  covering

around  80km in  a  day,  through  a  combination  of  running  and  walking,  is

achievable even by modern sedentary standards and from Grassington such a

radius would give access to the eastern Lakes, including Langdale, the coast

around Lancaster,  the Peak District,  the plains of  the Vale of  York and the

North York Moors.   Even if  this estimation was at  the limit  of  the distance

people could, or would, travel in one day, the size of the area that this would

have allowed access to serves to remind us how big the Neolithic world was.

The link between natural  landmarks and journeys through the landscape is

easy to make, however the actual function and meaning of  the monuments

discussed,  specifically henges and long barrows, is likely to have been far

more nuanced and multi-layered.  The places where these features were sited

may  have  been  significant  in  their  own  right  and  the  construction  of  a

monument intended as a means of creating a physical marker to encompass
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this sense of place.  Particularly if this valley was a thoroughfare for the axe

trade, the way people interacted with the monuments as they passed through

would  have  been  important  and  the  lack  of  intervisibility  between  henges

suggests that how these sites related to each other was planned.  Although

this aspect of their meaning is significant, the location of the monuments may

also be a further manifestation of the significance of natural places.  Locations

such  as  obvious  meeting  places  or  river  confluences  would  have  been

important in their own right but this significance would have been enhanced by

the  nature  of  the  surrounding  landscape.   Being  able  to  see  venerated

gritstone outcrops, other monuments, or significant hills would have created a

demonstrable  relationship  between  these  features  and  this  new  place,

enhancing the significance that it held.

These ideas of alignments and zones of visualisation are only theoretical, we

know that tree cover and climatic conditions would have changed the visibility

of particular aspects of the landscape both day by day and over longer periods

of  time.   However,  woodlands  have  clearings  and  big  hills  are  big  hills,

irrespective of whether they are tree covered or not and Elbolton Hill has such

a  distinctive  shape  that  one  wonders  if  part  of  the  reason  that  it  was

considered special was because it looked very much like a bigger version of

the monuments that the people constructed for themselves, perhaps they even

believed it  to have been created by someone or something who had come

before (c.f. Bradley 2000: 35).

The evidence for the sites within the survey area being Neolithic burial mounds

is slim, but given the existence of securely dated proximal settlement, together

with examples from elsewhere, this interpretation may well be valid.  Looking

for,  and,  more specifically,  expecting to find, Neolithic material amongst the

later remains of  the large-scale field-systems now seems quite reasonable.

We now know that wood probably played a major part in the architecture of this

area and that an apparent absence of stone built structures does not equal a

genuine gap in the archaeological record.  The way in which the natural terrain
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forces the eye towards the special, liminal place of Elbolton Hill must surely

support the idea that the survey area had significance during the Neolithic.

The identification of a Neolithic ceremonial landscape around Elbolton Hill, the

positions of  the long barrows and later  henges,  together with  palynological

indicators  of  woodland  clearance  and  farming  during  the  middle  Neolithic

onwards,  all  suggest  that  the  importance  of  Upper  Wharfedale  during  the

Neolithic has been significantly underestimated.  This, it seems, was a place

where natural features and built  monuments were venerated, where a local

population, always looking outwards beyond the familiar, lived and farmed; an

important place on a journey across the Pennines.  This very complex and

developed Neolithic community surely evolved into one as equally nuanced

during the early Bronze Age.
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7.2:  The early Bronze Age – ceremony and enclosure

7.2.1.  A ceremonial complex

In the area around the summit of the terrace, what can be best described as a

ceremonial  complex  is  evident.   This  consists  of  a  number  of  associated

monuments and features thought to date from the early Neolithic through to

the early Bronze Age (Phases 2 and 3) (Illus. 7.16).  This complex appears to

have been deliberately designed as a space in which particular ceremonies,

rites and ritual  practices could be undertaken, modifying and enhancing an

already important part of the survey area.  The importance of this place had

been  previously  recognised  through  the  construction  of  the  early  Neolithic

burial cairn (mound 67) meaning that the early Bronze Age additions discussed

below drew both on this existing significance and on references to other sites

and beliefs.
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Illus. 7.16: LiDAR data showing the area thought to be of ceremonial significance at the summit of the 
terrace.
The plateau is a partly man-made performance space thought to have been created during the early 
Bronze Age.
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Performance and burial

The  importance  of  the  visual  relationship  between  mound  67  and  the

surrounding landscape was discussed at length in the section above, with it

being suggested that the burial cairn was constructed in this location because

the terrace summit already had significance through its visual relationship with

Elbolton Hill.  Very probably several centuries later, the plateau was created at

the same location (Illus.  7.17) because this significance of  place remained,

both through the persisting visual relationship with Elbolton Hill, but now also
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Illus. 7.17: The ceremonial complex.  
Although perhaps not continuously so, this area appears to have remained important for several 
thousands of years, reaching a peak significance during the early Bronze Age.
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made explicit by the monumentality of mound 67.

On, and in the vicinity of, the  plateau, a total of 7  mounds or  barrows were

identified and although without excavation, their dating remains conjectural, it

is thought that these are funerary monuments which together form a cemetery.

In line with other better studied examples, the development of this cemetery is

likely to have been accretive, with the area in use for several hundred years

(Garrow  et al. 2014: 231 – 232).  The barrows contained the remains of  a

group of  individuals  who aligned themselves,  or  each other,  with  a  certain

ancestral lineage and who wanted to make a visible statement about the link

they felt to this part of the landscape (Bourgeois 2012: 202; Thomas 2000: 656

– 657).

In  origin,  the  plateau would  have  functioned  as  a  community  performance

space (see below) but through time, as personal links to the land and lines of

descent became increasingly important (Thomas 2000: 665), its role seems to

have changed.  By constructing the barrows on and near the  plateau, these

features became imbued with the significance of place previously discussed,

while  their  proximity  to  mound  67 created an ancestral  link,  which,  even if

false,  would  have  fortified  claims  to  the  land  and  ideas  of  land  tenure.

Following the construction of the barrows the  plateau would have gained a

new purpose, as a space for the performance of funerary rites (Thomas 2000:

665) and perhaps  platform 23 is related to these activities.  The relationship

between barrows, landscape and tenure will be discussed further below.

Ceremonial structures?

Although the temporal relationship between the supposed structural features

(stone  spreads 54  and  66;  M12  and  M11)  and  the  other  elements  of  the

ceremonial complex is unclear, their proximity to mound 67 suggests that they

represent a relatively early period in its development, prior to the construction

of the barrows.
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In line with the general trend, the magnetic anomalies (M12 and M11) are very

weak, however, when viewed in isolation, these responses are still indicative of

the presence of  domestic settlement (Illus. 7.18).  Collectively,  the group of

anomalies to the west of mound 67 (M12) are reminiscent of those seen by the

author over probable Bronze Age round houses, while to the east, M11 is more

suggestive of an area of midden between two large buildings (stone spreads

55  and  64).   While  it  is  possible  that  these  features  are  indeed  simply

domestic, they are notable because of their position on the plateau, their visual

relationship with the surrounding landscape and their proximity to the earlier

mound  67.  A possible enclosure around M12, which uses  mound  67 as its

eastern boundary (Illus.  7.18),  indicates that  there may have been a direct

relationship between these two features. 

As outlined below, the plateau was a very important part of this early Bronze

Age landscape and it seems highly unlikely that any features constructed upon

it  were not  also intended to become imbued with  the same significance of

place.   Although  this  concept  is  easy  to  draw out  in  the  case  of  funerary

monuments,  the  idea  of  structures  which  superficially  appear domestic  but
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Illus. 7.18: Combined interpretation of the south-eastern portion of the plateau (top) and magnetic survey 
results of the same area (bottom).
The topographic location of these features, their relationship to Elbolton Hill and position on the plateau 
indicate that they had a function beyond that of simple domestic structures.
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which  were  actually  intended  to  have  a  ceremonial  function  is  much  less

familiar.  Although magnetic survey at the Ness of Brodgar, Orkney, indicated

that this was an area of dense settlement, subsequent excavation has proven

that the structures were not domestic; the midden material responsible for the

measured anomalies seemingly generated by whatever ceremonial activities

occurred at the site (e.g. Card et al. 2007; Mainland et al. 2014).  Although it is

very difficult to determine the place of a structure within society and to draw out

its added meaning and functionality, in this case, that this meaning exists can

be surmised through the relationship between these features and other highly

significant elements of this landscape. 

7.2.2.  Between earth and sky – Ingleborough and li minality

It  has been postulated in relatively recent research that Ingleborough (Illus.

7.19),  long interpreted as an Iron Age hillfort,  should now be considered a

hilltop sanctuary.  This follows the reinterpretation of what were traditionally

considered  'hut  circles'  as  modest  sized  ring  cairns,  together  with  the

identification of other probable funerary features and a reassessment of the

form and construction of the 'rampart' (Luke 2007).  The concept of the hilltop

sanctuary is not without parallel, with the well studied examples known from
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Illus. 7.19: The ridge line of Simon Fell (left) leading to the the distinctive summit plateau of Ingleborough 
(right), as viewed from the north.
It is easy to imagine this as a place of ceremony, visible to surrounding communities for miles around.
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Crete  and  dated  to  the  Aegean  Bronze  Age,  some of  the  more  advanced

examples (Bradley 2000: 100 – 103).  However, prior to the construction of

complex structures on these particular sites, it would appear that the focus of

activity and veneration was a natural place, for example a terrace, a notable

cleft in the rock or a particular rock formation (Bradley 2000: 101).  Thus, it is

very easy to draw parallels between these sites and with Ingleborough, where

the distinctive form of the summit plateau would have immediately marked it

out as a natural place of importance.

By drawing typological  parallels  between the features on Ingleborough and

other funerary monuments in the Dales and beyond, Luke suggests that the

main period of use for the summit plateau was during the 2nd millennium BC

(Luke 2007: 63 – 66).  However, here, as with the hilltop sanctuaries in the

Mediterranean,  it  seems likely the construction of  funerary monuments and

other  features  represented  a  formalisation  and  physical  manifestation  of  a

significance  of  place  that  had  already  existed  for  many  centuries.   In  the

section above it was indicated that hills, and in particular, Elbolton Hill, became

significant to the people of Upper Wharfedale during the early Neolithic.  Due

to  its  size,  distinctive  form  and  widespread  visibility,  it  is  probable  that

Ingleborough also obtained significance at this time, although undoubtedly it

would also have also been a distinct and recognisable landmark during the

Mesolithic.

The apparent segmentation of the 'rampart' and the unexcavated 'causeways'

between  these,  as  identified  by  Luke  (Luke  2007:  68),  seem  to  put

Ingleborough more on a par with the early Neolithic causewayed enclosures,

generally considered absent from Northern Britain (Thomas 2003: 72), than

with the Iron Age hillforts with which it has been traditionally aligned.  This is

not  to  suggest  that  the  enclosing  features  at  Ingleborough  represent  a

causewayed enclosure, rather that the driving force behind their construction

and the likely intended use of the internal space was more akin to these earlier

features.   The  creation  of  this  intermittent  boundary  (Luke  2007:  67  -  69)
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around the Ingleborough summit plateau, a series of features clearly imbued

with their own complex significance, was an act, whenever it occurred, which,

together with the creation of the internal funerary monuments, served only to

enhance the pre-existing ceremonial meaning of the hill.

At Ingleborough, unlike several other hilltop sites (EH 2011: 5), it appears that

whatever  significance  remained  associated  with  the  hill  beyond  the  2nd

millennium  BC  did  not  necessitate  the  construction  of  the  monumental

earthworks we generally associate with Iron Age hillforts.  This does not mean

that  Ingleborough  was  not  still  considered  as  of  importance  within  later

prehistoric society in the Yorkshire Dales, merely that this importance did not

need to be stated in an overt manner through the use of monumentality.  This

model of  sequential  development,  in  conjunction with  an evolving sense of

place  beginning  during  the  early  Neolithic  and  extending  into  the  middle

Bronze Age, mirrors what seems to have occurred on the  plateau within the

survey area.

Although, liminality originally referred to a state of transition, occurring as the

second part of a tripartite ceremony, during which a being is between culturally

defined statuses (Brown 2003: 10; Shields 1991: 83, 84; Tilley 1999: 154), its

meaning  within  archaeology  has  subsequently  expanded  to  relate  to  site,

artefacts or monuments which are considered as being on the periphery.  A

space  becomes  liminal  because  it  is  the  location  on  which  such  rites  of

passage  occur  and,  as  Thomas  suggests,  although  there  may have  been

structures or human remains present in these areas, it was their use as places

where such rituals were carried out which rendered them important (Thomas

2000:  662).   The  large,  flat  summit  plateau  of  Ingleborough  is  a  natural

performance  space,  ideal  for  undertaking rites  of  passage  and this  in  turn

would  have  given  it  meaning  as  a  liminal  place.   Luke  suggests  that  the

summit  plateau  may have  been  divided  into  three  distinct  spaces  and  the

parallel between a three part division of space and a three part ceremony is

interesting.
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Although liminal spaces come into being because they are the location for rites

of  passage  and  are  the  physical  location  in  which  the  liminal  state  is

experienced, it  can be argued that their  power becomes increased by their

own physical location.  To be liminal is to be between states and by physically

also appearing to be 'between', the liminality of specific locations is increased.

In Brown's examples of 'no-man's' land, the 'otherness' of the place is obvious

and here the liminal  place precedes the social  liminality (Brown 2003: 10).

Just as a riverine island is between the land and the water (Brown 2003: 10),

the summit of Ingleborough is between the earth and the sky.  Whether these

locations were chosen as ideal places at which to conduct rites of passage

because of this additional physical sense of liminality or whether their status as

liminal places derived from their use as performance spaces is a moot point,

the physical location of, and acts conducted at, these places worked together

to increase their social significance.  Within these bounds, it is easy to imagine

Ingleborough, and the other visually significant hills in the region, as incredibly

important liminal places within the social fabric of early Bronze Age society,

associated with rituals and ceremonies and in particular, rites of passage.

Remodelling  of  these  natural,  liminal  places,  can  be  seen  as  a  means  of

controlling both the visibility of  the most sacred elements of  a site and the

rights  of  access  to  them.   This  serves  to  differentiate  between  particular

elements and groups in society – those who were permitted complete access

to, and full interaction with, the ceremonies conduced at these locations and

those who were forced to remain on their periphery (Bradley 2000: 104; Brown

2003: 10).  The presence of an apparently segmented boundary (Luke 2007:

67 -  69) around the summit  plateau of  Ingleborough can be interpreted as

having had a similar purpose.  Access was granted only at very specific points

around its length, while the visibility of what occurred within, at least at close

range, would  have been restricted by the presence of  this physical  barrier.

From a  distance,  the  ceremonial  activities  occurring  within  this  segmented

boundary and specifically those happening at night and involving fire, would

have been visible for tens of miles around the hill, this can only have served to
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emphasise that this important, liminal place, while visible to many, was only

accessible to some.

7.2.3.  Bringing ceremony and liminality within

In the discussion of the Neolithic period outlined above, it was postulated that

mound 67 is  a  denuded early  Neolithic  burial  cairn,  positioned  in  an  area

already imbued with significance.  This significance was drawn from its visual

relationship to other features within the landscape, in particular Elbolton Hill

but also with a number of early Neolithic long mounds which are located to the

north and north-west of the reef knoll.  The construction of the monument at

this  particular  location  represented  the  formalisation  of  this  pre-exiting

significance, as opposed to the significance of place being directly dependent

on the construction of the monument in this specific location (c.f. Bradley 2000:

34; 105).

If  we accept that  this  particular location,  at the summit  of  the terrace,  was

considered as a special place during the early Neolithic, it would naturally have

been the focus for certain activities which related to the veneration of Elbolton

Hill and other elements of the local environment, without there being a need to

physically visit these venerated locations.  The pre-existing significance of the

terrace summit, and presumably the manner in which this area was already

used, would have been the impetus for the construction of the  plateau,  the

creation of which provided a more formalised space where these rituals and

other  ancestral  rites could  be performed.   Much as the construction of  the

burial cairn (mound 67) would have increased the importance of this place by

making  a  direct  reference  to  the  ancestors  and  providing  a  place  for  the

performance of funerary rites, the creation of the plateau would have offered a

bigger theatre for these and other ceremonies, in particular ancestor rites and

rites of passage.
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This modification and enhancement of the terrace summit represents, in itself,

a further manifestation of the veneration of natural places, even if in origin the

significance of the place was due to its visual relationship with Elbolton Hill.  A

recurring theme in the discussion of the Neolithic period, outlined in the section

above, was, that from certain monuments or significant locations, other sites

appear to have been deliberately positioned so as to appear on crests, ridges

and hilltops.  In choosing these locations there was a conscious effort to give

these sites the appearance of being 'on the edge' and this echoes the idea that

by  giving  a  monument  the  additional  quality  of  'inbetweenness'  it  naturally

becomes imbued with liminality.
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Illus. 7.20: The area from which the plateau was visible compared with the viewshed for Site 67.  This 
illustrates the change in the focus of activity from being based solely around Elbolton Hill to beginning to 
focus on the basin below the plateau (outlined in green).
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Although  the  terrace  summit  drew  its  initial  significance  from  its  visual

relationship  to  Elbolton  Hill,  the  position  and  visibility  of  the  plateau are

indicative of a shift in the focus of activity to one which now also included the

natural basin below the terrace, an area ideal for settlement and agriculture.  A

comparison of the viewshed for the early Neolithic burial cairn (mound 67) with

that for the plateau (Illus. 7.20) shows clearly that by the time this latter feature

came into being, although the visual link with Elbolton Hill was retained, the

visibility of the plateau from the basin below was now of equal, if not greater

importance.   When viewed from the  basin,  the  topographic  position of  the

plateau places  it  on  the  skyline,  continuing  the  theme  of  sites  being

deliberately located so that they appear 'on the edge'.

It was suggested above that the summit of Ingleborough took on a liminality

because the summit  plateau, an almost perfect natural  performance space,

occupies a transitional location at the boundary between the earth and sky.  As

can be seen in Illus. 7.21, the outline of the terrace is very reminiscent of the

skyline of Ingleborough.  As discussed, within the survey area, the plateau was

created on the terrace summit in part because of an existing significance of

place drawn from the visual relationship with Elbolton Hill and the presence of

the 'ancestors' within the early Neolithic burial cairn (mound 67).  In addition,

as the focus of settlement shifted towards the basin, the terrace summit, now

ever visible on the horizon, gained the extra quality of appearing 'on the edge'.

As with Ingleborough, this newly acquired 'inbetweenness'  gave the terrace

summit its own liminality, further increasing the importance of the area to those

living below.  Clearly intended to create a more formalised performance space

on the terrace summit, it is suggested that the form and intended function of

the plateau was actually directly modelled on the summit of Ingleborough.  The

plateau therefore became a liminal place in three ways - through the rites and

rituals performed upon it, its own topographic position between the earth and

the  sky  and  lastly  through  deliberate  parallels  with  a  regionally  significant

liminal place, the summit of Ingleborough.
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It seems very likely that certain members of the community that inhabited the

basin  would  have  seen  or  partaken  in  the  rituals  that  occurred  on  the

Ingleborough  summit  plateau,  while  those  who  had  not  would  have  been

aware  of  the  significance  of  the  hill,  even  if  they  had  never  seen  it  for

themselves.   If  the  performance  of  particular  rites  and  rituals  was  a  core

component  of  the  ideology  of  these  early  Bronze  Age  people,  it  seems

reasonable to suggest that they would want to create a space within their own

community where many of  the same ceremonies could be performed.  The

plateau allowed the people of this area to practise their belief system outside
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the regional scale gatherings.

The plateau can be considered as being within the physical boundaries of the

community  but  also  separate  from  it.   Participation  in  the  ceremonies

undertaken here and access to the area itself was undoubtedly restricted to

certain  members  of  the  population.   As  with  Elbolton  Hill,  during the early

Neolithic period, this restriction, juxtaposed with the constant visibility of the

plateau during the course of everyday life, would have only served to increase

the  significance  of  the  space,  its  sense  of  'otherness'  and  ultimately  its

liminality.

7.2.4.  Barrows, land division and the beginnings o f land tenure

As the early Bronze Age progressed, the significance of the terrace summit

was well-established and it is no coincidence that this was where the northern

barrow group  was established (Illus. 7.22).  By placing the ancestors on the

plateau, a link was created between those who had died and the folklore and

ceremony of the past.  As stated above, the connection with those buried in

mound 67 may have been tenuous but the relationship between it and these

new features served to create a link between a perceived ancestral lineage

and this part of the landscape.  By constructing these funerary monuments at

this location, the features themselves became immediately imbued with the
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liminality and significance that this area already held, while through these acts

of construction, together with the monumentality of the resulting barrows, this

significance of place became yet more enhanced.

In origin,  the importance of  the terrace summit  was the result  of  its  visual

relationship with Elbolton Hill and in a very similar manner, those settling in the

basin  below were  able  to  draw on  the  visual  relationship  with  the  terrace

summit and specifically the plateau.  When the basin was first settled, because

an  area  long  connected  with  ceremony  and  liminality  was  present  on  the

skyline, there would have been a sense that the people had a right to be there.

By subsequently choosing the terrace summit as the location for the barrow

cemetery, the 'ancestors' also became visible in this prominent location and

this additional visual link (Illus. 7.23) to their ancestral lineage served to further

legitimise, in the minds of the community, their right to live and farm below.  As

the cemetery grew, so too would have ideas of land tenure.
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Illus. 7.23: Viewsheds for the northern and southern barrow groups.
The extent of the viewsheds indicate how the monuments may have been used as a means to legitimise 
'rights to the land' in areas they were visible from.
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In contrast to the northern barrow group, the southern barrow group is found in

a  much  more  enclosed  portion  of  the  landscape,  with  the  visibility  of  the

monuments very much restricted (Illus.  7.23;  Illus.  7.24).   Given that  these

barrows also  possess their own associated ceremonial space (Illus. 7.17), it

would  appear  that  the  rites  and  ceremonies  undertaken  could  have  been

conducted independently  of  those  occurring on the  plateau.   The temporal

relationship between the northern and southern barrow groups is unclear but

their noticeably different relationship to the local topography suggests that the

features  could  have  been  constructed  by  distinct  groups  of  individuals

beginning to take 'ownership' of different parts of the landscape.  Given that

the viewshed for the southern barrow group is a subset of that for the northern

barrow group, it may be that builders of the former were, in origin, members of

the original basin community.

7.2.5.  The emergence of enclosure

Through the discussion above, it is clear that in this area, the ideas of land

tenure beginning to manifest during the early Bronze Age were the direct result

of the meaning and significance ascribed to certain aspects of the landscape

during more than a thousand years of preceding human occupation.  Once

certain  groups  had  begun  to  align  themselves  with  specific  parts  of  the

landscape,  legitimising  their  claim  to  the  land  through  the  construction  of

funerary monuments, it is easy to see why physical land-divisions would have
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begun to emerge.  It  is  now accepted that  land enclosure was part  of  the

British landscape from the Neolithic onwards (Johnston 2013: 317), although it

is  clear  that  the presence of  enclosure does not  automatically indicate  the

existence  of  formalised  agriculture.   Within  the  study  area,  a  number  of

probable land divisions (Phase 4) (Illus. 7.25), indicate that here, the earliest

boundaries were related to the plateau and the division of ceremonial space.

As mentioned previously, it is possible that at least some of these boundaries

are contemporary with the ceremonial structures.

In line with Fleet Moss in Wensleydale, it is likely that large-scale woodland

clearance began in Upper Wharfedale during the early Bronze Age  (Gledhill
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Illus. 7.25: Phase 5: the emergence of land division.
These early boundaries appear to relate to the plateau, the division of ceremonial space and the 
enclosure of significant earlier features
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1995: 102; Honeyman 1987: 137; 321) and that this was accompanied firstly

by  field  clearance,  followed  soon  by  the  appearance  of  more  formalised

agriculture.  Although no clearance cairns were found in the survey area, a

cairnfield was identified at Ellerton Moor, an area of unimproved moorland in

Swaledale, following a fire in 2014 (Eastmead and Laurie 2015: 13, 19), with

further  examples  from  Rombald's  Moor,  Ilkley  (Bannister  1985:  33  -  36).

Previously, cairnfields have been linked to transient communities who stayed in

an area for a maximum of one season (Johnston 2013: 319).  As has been

demonstrated above, in Upper Wharfedale, from the early Neolithic onwards,

movement through the landscape was important, but although these people

were mobile, a very definite sense of place also existed here. Having gone to

the  effort  of  improving  an  area  of  land,  even  if  it  was  not  then  used

continuously, it  seems unlikely that  it  would have been abandoned entirely.

Instead, perhaps a few seasons later, people would have navigated their way

back to this place, guided by the natural topography and earlier monuments,

with which they were so familiar.  Cairnfields showing evidence for accretive

expansion and fallow periods have been found in nearby Cumbria (Johnston

2013: 318).

During this initial phase of clearance, any boundaries that appeared are likely

to have been haphazard and, following a suggestion by Carter (1993: 230),

were  perhaps  more  akin  to  linear  clearance  cairns  than  meaningful  land-

divisions.   As  the  links  that  people  felt  to  the  land  began  to  solidify,  the

divisions that appeared across the landscape would have also become more

formal.  Although perhaps over-simplistic,  it  seems sensible to assume that

some form of boundary would have existed between areas to which different

groups had aligned themselves.
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Illus. 7.26: Phase 6: The beginnings of formalised landscape division.
Although much remodelled, this feature uses both the natural topography and earlier features to divide 
the terrace lengthways.  That the division runs between the northern and southern barrow groups, 
supports the idea that two separate communities were present in this area at this time.
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The boundary identified  in Phase 5  (Illus.  7.26)  probably relates to a fairly

advanced stage of this early Bronze Age system of agriculture, by which time

land tenure was well-established.  Initially, it seems odd that the terrace was

divided along its length but it can be seen that by following this course, this

feature  served  to  physically  separate  the  northern  and  southern  barrow

groups.  This supports the idea that two distinct groups of people were present

in this area at this time.  Because the Neolithic cairns were used as boundary

markers,  these features were divided equally between the two areas.   This

may have been quite deliberate and indicates that the each of the two groups

identified  with  these  monuments  and  with  those  buried  within  them.   This

suggests that both communities identified with a common ancestry.

On Dartmoor, Fleming identified a number of 'landscape scale' land divisions

and proposed a system of 'territories' across the area  (Fleming 2008b: 54 -

58),  while in certain  parts  of  Bodmin Moor,  large boundaries were used to

create substantial parcels of land within which other enclosures and settlement

were evident (Johnson and Rose 1994: 70, 73).  Although not securely dated,

the identification of  these features illustrates that  large-scale  land-divisions,

apparently intended to separate different communities from each other, could

also be present in Upper Wharfedale and the boundary identified in Phase 5

may be an example of such a feature. 

The  extensive  fieldwork  undertaken  on  Bodmin  Moor  is  useful  in

demonstrating that, even over a reasonably small area, there is no real set

pattern for  the development  of  early  Bronze Age agriculture  and enclosure

(e.g. Johnson and Rose 1994: 72 - 76).  Within the survey area, although we

might search for particular themes, the features and land-divisions we actually

identify, together with their pattern of development, could be unique to Upper

Wharfedale.  
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7.3:  The middle Bronze Age – don't forget the past

What drove the creation of the large-scale field-systems in the survey area and

in  the  wider  Yorkshire  Dales  is  unclear,  however  the  evidence  for  mixed

agriculture at Fleet Moss from 3800 +/- 50BP (2457 – 2050 cal BC, int) to 3070

+/-  50BP (1441 - 1135 cal  BC, SRR-2231) (Gledhill  1995: 102; Honeyman

1987: 137; 321) indicates that the same mix of arable and pastoral farming that

emerged in the region during the early Bronze Age continued into the middle

Bronze Age.  This suggests that in many respects, in the Yorkshire Dales, the

large-scale  field-systems  were  a  natural  evolution  of  the  farming  practices

already in existence and were perhaps intended to increase the efficiency of

production.  More widely, some have suggested that the driving force behind

the construction of the field-systems was not agricultural intensification but that

instead, they were intended as a means of  remodelling identity,  controlling

social space, or were even the work of a ruling elite (Brück 2000: 290 – 291;

Yates  2007:  123).   By  the  end  of  the  early  Bronze  Age,  as  temperatures

decreased markedly (Bond  et al. 2001: 2131; Wanner  et al. 2008: 1794), so

too would have the agricultural viability of this upland area.  It is clear that from

the Neolithic period onwards, the people of Upper Wharfedale had extensive

connections to other regions and perhaps the apparent similarities between

field-systems  found  all  across  Britain  is  the  result  of  a  collective  effort  to

mitigate against this climatic change.

In many respects, the imposition of the middle Bronze Age field-system over

the pre-existing agricultural landscape is akin to the creation of new fields after

the 18th and 19th century Acts of Inclosure.  The construction of these new land

divisions irreversibly changed the face of  the Yorkshire Dales and although

some small occupiers and cottagers may have been displaced, in many parts

of the country, these people gained employment on the newly created farms

(Mingay  1997:  142).   The  appearance  of  Upper  Wharfedale  changed

significantly  during  this  time,  but  ultimately  the  new fields  were  farmed by

much the same people as had always been there.
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Superficially  the monumentality  of  the large-scale  field-system,  seen in  the

survey  area,  gives  the  impression  of  having  swept  away  and  replaced

everything which came before.  Although, in a palimpsest such as this, it is

difficult to know whether these middle Bronze Age features replaced an active

system of early Bronze Age agriculture, or whether there was a period during

which this landscape fell out of use, the results from the survey area indicate

that the field-systems make more reference to earlier beliefs and sites than

one might expect.

If, as suggested by Brück (2000: 290 – 291), the development of the large-

scale  field-systems  was  driven  by  a  shift  from  an  identity  defined  by

community,  towards  one  centred  on  family,  one  might  expect  a  deliberate
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Illus. 7.27: The relationship between the middle Bronze Age field-system and the early Bronze Age 
ceremonial spaces.
Although not completely avoided, the significant sites and monuments are clearly respected, and in some
cases referenced by the later field-system.
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cessation of links to the past and to the places that this larger group previously

considered as important.  Although it is clear that within the survey area the

significance of place changes at this time, many of the features discussed at

length  above seem to have been respected by the new field-system (Illus.

7.27).  By running a field boundary through the heart of the  northern barrow

group, people were able to link this feature to an ancestral lineage of which

they felt part.  Rather than legitimising land tenure through visual links, as had

occurred previously, the legitimacy of this new field-system was established by

creating a direct  physical  link between the ancestors and one of  the newly

created field boundaries.  Within the bounds of what appears to be a rigid and

planned framework of fields, much of the plateau remains clear of division and

this indicates that this area was still imbued with some importance, even if the

nature of this significance had begun to change.  In the next iteration of the

field-system (Phase 6b), a boundary was deliberately aligned on the southern

barrow group, creating a further relationship with this second lineage.  It  is

thought  that  the  large-scale  field-systems  were  built  in  blocks  by  adjacent

groups (Brück 2000: 291; Fleming 2008: 137) and the presence of direct links

between the field-system and both barrow groups indicates that, in the survey

area, these two separate communities came together to achieve a common

aim.   Further  relationships  between  the  field-system and  features  such  as

prominent and significant stones, add weight to the idea that rather than trying

to break their bonds to the past and by extension, to this place, with this new

phase of  agriculture, the people of Upper Wharfedale sought very much to

remain connected to it.
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7.4:  The late Bronze Age – livestock through the l andscape

Following the  marked phase of  early  to  middle  Bronze  Age  clearance and

woodland management discussed in Chapter 6, palynological work indicates

an apparent lessening in grazing pressure and the appearance of secondary

woodland.  At Thornton Mire this seems to occur at around 3220 +/-  50BP

(1616 - 1411 cal BC, SRR-2237) (Gledhill 1995: 102; Honeyman 1987: 137;

321),  the  early  middle  Bronze  Age,  while  the date  for  Fleet  Moss  is  later,

shortly after 3070 +/- 50BP (1441 to 1135 cal BC, SRR-2231) (Gledhill 1995:

110;  Honeyman  1987:  137,  321),  the  middle  Bronze  Age/late  Bronze  Age

boundary (Gledhill 1995: 109 - 110).  Elsewhere, during the late Bronze Age,

clearance indicators reduce slightly on Rombald's Moor, Ilkley, suggesting the

area may have been used solely for grazing (Bannister 1985: 168), while the

event is best recorded on Dartmoor, where dates of between 1080 cal BC and

530 cal BC, the late Bronze Age to early Iron Age, have been inferred (Fyfe et

al. 2008: 2259).

At Shovel Down, Dartmoor, this apparent reduction in grazing pressure has

been interpreted as a shift from agricultural practices involving formalised land

divisions  during  the  middle  Bronze  Age,  towards  a  far  less  pressured

transhumance  system during  the  later  Bronze  Age  (Fyfe  2008:  2251)  The

potential  importance  of  transhumance,  within  a  wider  Bronze  Age  pastoral

framework, is an idea that has been previously suggested for other parts of

Dartmoor, in particular on Shaugh Moor (Balaam et al. 1982: 257, 272 – 273).

Here,  it  is  thought  that  the  intensity  of  grazing  evident  during  the  middle

Bronze Age, as indicated by the palynological evidence outlined above, and

which has been related to the most intensive use of  the Dartmoor Reaves

(Fyfe  et al. 2008: 2259), would have been unfeasible without the use of this

type of practice.  In this model, rather than emerging during the late Bronze

Age, transhumance becomes a key element within middle Bronze Age society

(Balaam et al. 1982: 257), although one may suggest that the practice was a

remnant  continuation  of  the  way  livestock  were  managed  prior  to  the
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transformation of the landscape through the construction of the reaves.  At the

highest fringes of the pasture it is unlikely that animals could have survived all

year round fed by grazing alone, with transhumance necessary to allow areas

of  pasture  within  the  large-scale  field-systems  to  regenerate  (Balaam  et

al.1982: 257).

The late Bronze Age relaxation in grazing pressure may have been the direct

result of an ultimately untenable system of agriculture, reliant on the maximal

usage of large-scale field-systems, at a time when the climate also appears to

have become much less stable (See Chapter 6) (Balaam  et al. 1982: 257;

Bond  et al. 2001: 197; Wanner  et al. 2008: 2131).  As the existing systems

began to  fail,  a  reduction  in  flock sizes and an increasing reliance  on the

transhumance model,  perhaps coupled with a  partial return to farming on a

more individual level, seem like very natural reactions.

In the Yorkshire Dales, where an equivalent reduction in pastoral intensity is

evident, one might expect that the way in which the landscape was divided and

managed would also change, with some field divisions falling out of use and

others becoming more significant.   If  the large-scale  field-systems were no

longer  used  in  the  same  way,  their  upkeep  would  have  become  so

uneconomic, both in terms of time and the investment of human and natural

resources,  that  eventually  their  continued  maintenance  would  also  become

redundant.  Thus, during the late Bronze Age we are left with the suggestion of

a landscape in which land divisions on higher or more exposed ground fell out

of use and were left unmaintained, with the area that they once enclosed now

turned  over  to  seasonal  or  periodic  grazing;  gradually,  walls  would  have

tumbled and turf dykes become denuded.  Much smaller areas would remain

enclosed, with parts maintained for use as pasture during the winter months,

for the growing of fodder or for subsistence arable, and it would have been

prudent to re-purpose part of the existing framework of fields, presumably still

in a reasonable state of repair, for these uses.  In places where such a shift did

occur,  that  the remnant  field-systems were adapted  to  fit  better  with  these
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revised agrarian practices, more easily facilitating the movement of  animals

between summer and winter pastures and reinforcing the physical limit of the

enclosed area, seems probable.  In addition, an increase in arboreal pollen

values, noted in palynological studies, also indicates that woodland began to

return to the area at this time (Gledhill 1995: 110); most probably sporadically

across the outer pastures and predominately in places not  favoured by the

grazing animals.

Within the survey area, it proposed that following their initial construction and

partial  alteration  (Phase  6a  and  6b),  the  large-scale  field-systems  were

remodelled into an outfield and infield system, with a trackway running inside

the head-dyke (Phase 7) (Illus. 7.28).  It is impossible to date any of these

phases securely, however, if  we accept that the inception of the large-scale

289

Illus. 7.28: The infield/outfield system.
The adaption of the large-scale field-system (Phases 6a and 6b) into an infield/outfield system (Phase 7) 
by the remodelling of Site 52 into a head-dyke.
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field-system  occurred  during  the  middle  Bronze  Age,  the  subsequent

contraction  of  the  enclosed  area  could  relate  to  the  relaxation  in  grazing

economy and shift  towards a transhumance economy, as discussed above.

This  would  then  place  this  latter  phase  of  activity  in  the  late  Bronze  Age.

Although  it  is  easy  to  mentally  concatenate  and  contract  archaeological

phases,  in  reality,  the period  under  discussion,  during  the  middle  and late

Bronze Age, lasted for c. 1500 years, a time-scale easily long enough to have

permitted the inception of the large-scale field-system, many expansions and

alterations to it, together with a subsequent shift towards transhumance and

the resultant landscape changes.  In itself, this later period may have lasted

500 years or more.

The presence of  a head-dyke within the survey area, as seen in Phase 7,

indicative of  the contraction of the enclosed land into a much smaller,  well-

defined  area,  results  in  a  pattern  of  enclosure  very  reminiscent  of  historic

examples  from Scotland  and  the  Northern  Isles,  which,  in  the  latter  case,

survived well into the 19th century (for example, see Thomas' 1852 map of the

Brodgar  –  Stenness  Isthmus  in  Orkney  (Thomas  1852:  125)).   While  a

Medieval or Roman origin for this type of agrarian system has been suggested

elsewhere in England (Rippon 2002: 54), in Scandinavia there has been far

more  support  for  its  appearance  during  prehistory.  (Skrede  2005:  31),

although,  while late Nordic  Bronze Age seasonal  dwellings with  associated

summer  pastures  have  been  identified,  it  has  proven  difficult  to  tie  these

directly to contemporary lowland 'farms' (Diinhoff 2005: 110 – 112). 

In such a system, by creating a carefully bounded area for crops and winter

grazing - the infield, one automatically creates an outfield, an area, or series of

areas (Arge 2005: 69), to which livestock, with or without their herders, are

moved during the summer –this then, in effect, is a system of transhumance.  If

Site 52 does represent an earlier field boundary remodelled into a head-dyke

(Illus. 7.28), then the field boundaries to the north of it would have become part

of  the  outfield, no longer  required as field  divisions,  the  necessity for  their
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continued  maintenance  would  also  have  been  negated.   The  LiDAR  data

indicate that these earthworks are far less extant than those found to the south

of Site 52 and this supports the idea that the northern boundaries fell out of

use  before  the  those  to  the  south.   The  apparent  addition  of  a  trackway

immediately inside the head-dyke may have facilitated the easier passage of

livestock from the infield to the outfield and visa versa, a right of access which,

following  more  recent  Faroese  examples,  may  have  been  quite  tightly

controlled (Arge 2005: 72). 

As has been suggested above, this shift towards transhumance, in the form of

infield and outfield cultivation, was in part due to the instability of the climate

during the later Bronze Age and in such a context, it is interesting to note that

the possible head-dyke (Site 52) occurs at the watershed between sheltered,

south-facing  land  and  a  predominantly  north-facing  area.   As  the  climate

deteriorated, the agricultural viability of the fields in this latter area would have

decreased and although still adequate for use as low intensity pasture, these

north-facing fields are unlikely to have continued to sustain arable cultivation.
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Illus. 7.29: The infield and outfield at Wasbuster in Orkney.  After Thomas 1852.
This illustrates both how earlier funerary monuments are placed in the outfield. This is also a good 
example of a low-lying outfield.
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Although the infield/outfield boundary is often regarded as the division between

lands  of  significantly  different  elevations,  for  example,  high  Alpine  summer

pastures versus valley settlements, the outfield is not always synonymous with

hill land.  In an interesting historic example from Wasbuster in Orkney, the hill-

dyke (as it is termed) separates one side of a peninsula from the other, the

cultivation and  water  meadows of  the infield  found on the sheltered north-

eastern  side,  the  more  exposed  south-west  facing  slopes  turned  over  to

outfield (Thomas 1852: 125) (Illus. 7.29).  However, although a useful example

of a lowland outfield, this particular example has been highlighted for a number

of other reasons.  In a relationship that resembles that which is seen between

Site 52 and the northern barrow group (Illus. 7.30), the Wasbuster boundary

also places a significant group of tumuli firmly into the outfield, while the infield

itself showed, in recent geophysical survey undertaken by the author, evidence

for the presence of enhanced soils, potentially with their roots in the Neolithic.

One could argue that the location chosen for the enclosed area is in many

ways  stigmergic,  a  product  of  the  influence  on  the  land  by  successive

generations  of  Orkney  farmers,  while  what  must  have  been  a  very  visible

division between a fertile and productive 'land of the living' on one side of the

292

Illus. 7.30: The relationship between Site 52 and the northern barrow group.
The manner in which the funerary monuments appear to be outside the enclosed area is self-evident.



Chapter 7:  A window onto the prehistory of the Yorkshire Dales

hill and a more barren, wild, 'land of the dead' on the other, is quite a striking

concept.   Although still  in  use relatively  recently,  the Wasbuster  head-dyke

itself may be of significant antiquity.  While within the survey area, although the

placement of Site 52 and the position of the enclosed area could be entirely

practical, stigmergy and superstition may also have been at play.  It is probably

not a coincidence that the ancestors were placed to the north of Site 52, thus

equating the outfield with the dead.  Although the people living here during the

late Bronze Age may not have considered themselves direct descendants of

this lineage, the mounds and their occupants would have become part of the

folklore of this place.  In turn, while the area which was enclosed, in part, for

the growing of crops, was synonymous with an area of land which, through the

existing vegetation and the same folklore, was already known to be fertile.

In  models  from elsewhere,  in  the  type  of  transhumance  envisaged  for  the

survey  area,  the  outfield  has  often  been  associated  with  the  presence  of

periodically  occupied  dwellings,  together  with  other  agricultural  structures

(Diinhoff  2005:  110  –  112;  Meyer  2005:  87;  Arge  2005:  70  -  72).   The

temperature extremes witnessed in the Yorkshire Dales, even during periods of

poor climate, are unlikely to have been as marked as in Scandinavia, however,

had  an  infield/outfield  transhumance  system  existed  here  during  the  late

Bronze Age, one would expect some shielings and other outfield structures to

have been present and to remain identifiable within the archaeological record.

The Yorkshire Dales landscape is much modified and it is possible that these

types of remains have been long since been removed, particularly in the lower

lying areas of outfield, similar to that which is thought to have surrounded the

survey  area.   In  upland  areas,  such  as  those  found  above  Swaledale,

Wensleydale  and  Teesdale,  these  structures  may  well  remain,  although  if

recorded, thus far they have not been specifically identified as part of a late

Bronze  Age  infield/outfield  transhumance  system.   More  practically,  it  may

simply be difficult to see such features on a heather covered moorland.
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Following the completion of the Swaledale Ancient Land Boundaries Project,

Laurie has continued to work in the uplands of Swaledale, Wensleydale and

Teesdale,  identifying  further  elements  of  what  he  considers  a  Bronze  Age

landscape,  pre-dating  the  large-scale  field  systems  (Laurie  2004:  92).   In

particular, a large number of burnt mounds have been recorded (Laurie 2004a;

2004b), while a significant heather fire in 2014 served to more fully reveal a

'cairnfield settlement', previously only partially recorded, on Ellerton Moor in

Swaledale (Eastmead and Laurie 2015: 13).  Again, this has been ascribed a

Bronze Age date, although this is entirely reliant on comparison with similar

sites in other areas (Eastmead and Laurie 2015: 19).  Although many elements

recorded by the Ellerton Moor survey may be contemporaneous, it is highly

likely that some features are not.  Without secure dating, we can not determine

whether what we see in these upland areas is, as Laurie suggests, solely the

product of early or middle Bronze Age activity, pre-dating the emergence of the

large-scale field-systems (Laurie 2004b: 92), or whether elements from other

periods, possibly including those relating to later Bronze Age transhumance,

are  also  present.   The  recent  identification  of  a  number  of  Neolithic  long

barrows in Swaledale (Luke 2013: 86) lends weight  to the idea that  in  any

area, the more we look, the more features, dated to several different periods,

we are likely to find.

Although several stony earthworks to the north of Site 52 have been ascribed

to Phase 7 and which do not comfortably sit within the framework discussed

above, it should be remembered that phasing by extant feature typology alone

is  impossible.   Although  it  is  definite,  due  to  their  relationship  with  the

earthworks,  that these features post-date the large-scale field-systems, it  is

very difficult to easily ascribe them to a specific phase.  Despite Phase 7 as a

whole being given a late Bronze Age date, it is equally possible that a number

of the elements grouped within it are much later.  Without excavation and an

accompanying suite of radiocarbon dates, more specific dating is impossible.
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7.5:  The middle Iron Age – pastoralism and pieceme al enclosure

By the late Bronze Age the links to the land that had previously underpinned

prehistoric society in this part of Upper Wharfedale had begun to wane.  As

discussed  above,  at  the  end  of  the  middle  Bronze  Age,  a  further  drop  in

temperature (Bond  et al. 2001: 2131; Wanner  et al. 2008: 1794.), may have

been the catalyst for the abandonment of the large-scale field-systems and this

act marked the end of a sense of place that had persisted here since the early

Neolithic.  The infield/outfield system created during the late Bronze Age made

some reference  to  the ancestors,  but  it  seems that  the significance earlier

monuments and features once held had now been lost.  Ultimately, this system

of agriculture also fell out of use and it would appear that the survey area was

subsequently abandoned.  At this point, the narrative becomes hard to follow,

however, fragmentary features overlie the middle and late Bronze Age remains

indicating that  the land was resettled and re-enclosed during later  periods.

Although it is difficult to pick apart, temporally and spatially, these later field-

systems,  the  manner  in  which  their  new  alignments  overlie  the  earlier

earthworks indicates that the gap between these phases was in the order of

centuries rather than decades and in Wensleydale, the break between Bronze

Age  and  Iron  Age  agricultural  activity  was  long  enough  for  secondary

woodland to establish (Honeyman 1987: 254).

Following the return of secondary woodland to the Yorkshire Dales during the

late Bronze Age, another major clearance event occurred and this was also

seen in other parts of Northern England (e.g. Atherden 1972: 154; Bannister

1985: 77, 169; Chambers 1978: 280; Honeyman 1987: 254).  In the Yorkshire

Dales the paucity of radiocarbon dates means that the dating for this event is

almost entirely derived from interpolation, or from the use of Godwin zones

(e.g.  Fleming  2010:  145;  Gledhill  1995:  116;  Laurie  2004b:  88),  making  it

difficult  to  be  certain  of  when  it  happened.   However,  at  Valley  Bogs  in

Teesdale the event was dated to, from between 2215 +/- 55BP (398 – 119 cal

BC, SRR-88), to 2175 +/- 45BP (372 – 103 cal BC, SRR-89) and at Lanshaw,
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Rombald's  Moor,  Ilkley  to  2170  +/-  50BP  (371  –  61  cal  BC,  SRR-2471)

(Bannister 1985: 77, 169; Chambers 1978: 280).  This indicates that there is a

high  chance  that  in  the  Yorkshire  Dales,  which  lies  between  these  two

locations, this major clearance event also occurred during the middle Iron Age.

The level  of clearance that occurred at this time was on an unprecedented

scale, with terms such as 'extensive deforestation' (Honeyman 1987: 248) and

woodland  'destruction'  (Bannister  1985:  169)  used  to  describe  it  and  it  is

generally agreed that this monumental change was intended to make way for

pastoralism, ultimately creating a landscape very much like that which we see

today (O'Connor 2009: 16).  Following clearance, grazing pressures were high,

indicating that, much as in the middle Bronze Age, agriculture in the Yorkshire

Dales  was  being  undertaken  at  a  scale  far  beyond  that  required  for

subsistence needs alone (Bannister 1985: 169; Gledhill 1995: 117; Honeyman

1987: 251).  

As  discussed  in  Chapter  6,  Fleming  (2010:  145  –  147)  used  this  major

clearance event as a crucial piece of evidence in his determination of the date

of  construction  of  the  large-scale  field-systems  because  it  tied  in  with  the

radiocarbon date of 300 BC (no further contextual information available) from

the  Calverside  field-system  at  Healaugh.   However,  given  that  the  dated

sample(s) came from material said to have abutted the wall  (Fleming 2010:

145), an equally valid explanation is that the deposition of this material was the

result of renewed activity in the vicinity of a denuded Bronze Age boundary

and  that  this  was  related  to  intensive  livestock  management.   Two  dates

obtained by SWAAG (Nicholson, pers comm) show that early and late Iron Age

material  also  became incorporated into  the Grinton-Fremington boundaries,

indicating  that  some  activity  was  happening  here  during  these  periods,

although  it  seems  highly  unlikely  that  the  construction  of  the  field-system

occurred during the middle Iron Age.
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Given that the middle Iron Age clearance event was so significant, it would be

easy to expect, as Fleming did, that it was associated with the construction of

an equally monumental set of archaeological features.  However, this assumes

that  the agrarian practices which were adopted at  this time required fields,

which pastoralism does not.  As stated above, on Rombald's Moor, Ilkley, the

same clearance  event  is  recorded  but  there  are  neither  field-systems,  nor

extensive Iron Age remains in this area.  This supports the interpretation that

the construction of the large-scale field systems was not directly associated

with the extensive woodland clearance.  Instead, it is thought that, much like in

modern hill  farming,  the whole moor was turned over to grazing (Bannister

1985: 169).  Thus, in Upper Wharfedale, during the middle Iron Age, once the

trees had been removed and the pasture opened up, animals were able to

range across a vast open landscape, with denuded earthworks visible where

the Bronze  Age  field-systems had  once  stood.   Although,  in  places,  these

earlier features may have been remodelled in order to create areas for arable

farming or to corral livestock into, they held no meaning or significance to the

new inhabitants of the valley and, within the survey area, entirely new features

were built, on a different alignment to the old (Phase 8a).  Gledhill (1995: 117)

suggests that in Wensleydale, some cereal cultivation may have occurred on

flat limestone terraces and the sheltered, south-facing aspect of the part of the

survey area in which these new features sit, would have been ideal for this

function.
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7.6:  The longevity of a landscape

Although the preceding discussion has given a  flavour of  the chronological

development of this part of Upper Wharfedale, the volume of recorded features

and their complexity mean that it has not been practical to discuss every single

aspect of the survey area or its meaning within this prehistoric society.  Despite

this,  it  has  been  possible  to  demonstrate  the  layers  of  meaning  that  the

landscape of this part of Upper Wharfedale may have had and to draw out a

number of  themes that seem to weave their  way through several  thousand

years of human history.  Taken together, the discussion of these themes and

the manner in which they shaped this landscape, form a testable hypothesis

for the development of prehistoric Upper Wharfedale from the early Neolithic to

the middle Iron Age.

7.6.1.  Prehistory

Why people initially  came to the survey area is unclear but  the favourable

aspect,  view out  over  the basin below and the presence of  resources now

unknown may have drawn them here,  the  prominent  and  significant  stones

providing markers through which the people gradually gained a familiarity with

the landscape.  By the early Neolithic,  society had advanced considerably;

natural  places  were  now venerated  and a  series  of  long  cairns  and  other

monuments constructed.  Although movement through this landscape was very

important, this was really borne out of a sense of place and an affinity to the

natural  and man-made elements within it.   People navigated by the use of

monuments and hills, but many of these hills were also significant in their own

right, with this significance drawn from, for example, their location, use as a

place  of  ceremony  or  because  they  were  capped  by  mysterious  gritstone

outcrops.  Around the survey area, the reef knoll of Elbolton Hill was central to

the development of the early Neolithic landscape.

By the late Neolithic, links to other regions seem to have gained weight, as

indicated by the creation of a number of henges along the Wharfe valley and it

298



Chapter 7:  A window onto the prehistory of the Yorkshire Dales

is thought that these sites may relate to the Langdale axe-trade.  The way in

which the henges sit within the landscape and relate to each other suggests

that  some  considerable  thought  was  given  to  their  locations.   As  well  as

functioning as markers and meeting places for those passing through, these

monuments  would  also  have  been  important  to  the  people  living  in  Upper

Wharfedale.  These sites again drew on relationships to certain natural places

and would have become imbued with their significance.

Throughout  the  Neolithic,  the  placement  of  monuments  within  the  Upper

Wharfedale landscape seems to have been very deliberate and repeatedly,

sites  gained  an  additional  quality  of  liminality  by  their  appearance  'on  the

edge'.   By the early  Bronze  Age  this  idea  seems to  have  become a  core

element of society in this area, with the creation of the ceremonial  plateau,

making  direct  reference  to  the  regionally  significant,  liminal  site  of

Ingleborough.  With this feature, people created a liminal space which allowed

them to conduct  their  rites and rituals at the heart  of  their  own community.

During the early Neolithic, the terrace summit became important because of its

visual relationship to Elbolton Hill and by the early Bronze Age, a similar visual

relationship was established between the plateau and the newly settled basin

below.  When viewed from this  area,  the plateau appeared on the skyline,

increasing its sense of liminality, while the right to live in the basin was drawn

from the presence of a significant feature above.  Through time, the northern

barrow group appeared  on  the  skyline  and  the  presence  of  the  ancestors

overlooking the land gave the people a sense of tenure.  The development of

the terrace summit and plateau is illustrated in Illus. 7.31.

The existence of a second  southern barrow group, placed in a very different

topographic location and overlooking a small subset of the area seen from the

northern  barrow group,  suggests  that  a  second community  may have  also

existed  in  this  area  and  the  subsequent  division  of  the  terrace,  served  to

physically separate these monument groups.  The use of the Neolithic burial

cairns as boundary markers could indicate that both groups regarded those
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buried  within  them  as  common  ancestors.   This  boundary  represents  the

beginning of land-division and the solidification of ideas of land tenure and is

associated with a marked period of clearance evident in palynological data.

Farming continued into the middle  Bronze Age and perhaps in an effort  to

mitigate against  falling yields,  the large-scale field-system was constructed.

This seems to have been created in a series of blocks which suggests that this

involved cooperation between nearby groups – perhaps the descendants of

the  two  communities  who  had  aligned  themselves  with  the  northern  and

southern barrow groups.  Although, superficially, this field-system appears to

wipe away everything that came before, there is a suggestion that when it was

constructed,  features which  had held  significance in  the early  Bronze Age,

namely the barrow groups and the  plateau were deliberately referenced and

respected.

During the late Bronze Age a decrease in grazing pressure, together with the

appearance of secondary woodland, suggests that the system of agriculture

associated with the large-scale field-system had fallen out of use and there are

indicators  within  the  survey  area  to  suggest  that  it  was  replaced  with  an

infield/outfield  transhumance  system utilising  and  remodelling  a  number  of

existing boundaries.  Interestingly, the line of the 'head-dyke' seems to have

been chosen in a manner that ensured the northern barrow group was placed

in  the  outfield  and  this  may  have  been  in  order  to  create  a  deliberate

association  between  this  space  and  the  dead.   In  some  respects,  this

treatment of the monuments echoes earlier themes of liminality.

As the climate continued to deteriorate, the survey area was abandoned for

several  hundred  years,  with  the  earthworks  of  the  earlier  field-systems

becoming denuded and links to the land lost.  By the middle Iron Age, the huge

clearance event seen all over the north of England brought agriculture back to

this place, although it would seem that its pastoral nature did not require the

construction of monumental features and that this was an open landscape with
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small pockets of arable cultivation.  Within the survey area, a group of  stony

earthworks, overlying the Bronze Age field boundaries, may have been used

for the growing of crops.  Although dating remains fairly inaccurate, it appears

that this pastoral phase lasted until the end of the Roman period.

7.6.2.  Until the present

After  the  middle  Iron  Age  phase,  it  becomes  difficult  to  pick  apart  the

fragmentary  remains  and  field-systems  within  the  survey  area  but  the

presence of Anglo-Saxon settlement seems likely.  Surrounding the study area,

there  are  hints  of  an  Anglo-Saxon  presence,  sketchy  glimpses  of  later

internments  into  earlier  burial  mounds  and  iron  knives  in  dusty  archives

reinterpreted as belonging to this time.  Within the survey area, it is thought

that  the  farmstead  visible  only  through  geophysical  survey  may also  be  a

remnant from this period (Phase 9).

Later,  and seemingly some time after this farmstead had fallen out of  use,

people returned again to this place, finding the denuded but still traceable lines

of the now millennia old field-systems of use.  Why create a new system when

the lines of the old served perfectly well?  It makes sense that this much later

wave of expansion and reuse relates to the Medieval period, a time during

which  population  expansion  would  have  required  more  crops  and  more

intensive agriculture.  The improving climate of the day would also have made

the somewhat marginal survey area viable once again for arable cultivation.

It is logical that as the Medieval population crash a few hundred years later led

to the contraction of the agriculture out of the survey area and back towards

Medieval  Grassington.   This,  perhaps,  explains  why  the  survey  area  is

preserved as it is and why the area closer to the village is apparently so much

more extant.   These boundaries are not  the best  preserved examples of  a

middle  Iron  Age  field-system,  instead  they  represent  the  most  reused  and

remodelled portions of a middle Bronze Age system, which, where closest to

the village, was used well into the Medieval period and perhaps beyond.
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Following post-medieval  industry and 18th century enclosure, even now, the

story of this landscape continues.  Considered wild and untamed by some, in

reality, the Yorkshire Dales is an area irrefutably shaped by thousands of years

of human history. 
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Illus. 7.31: The temporal-thematic development of the terrace summit and its associated landscape.
Significance of place influenced, and was in turn influenced by, the features built upon the terrace 
summit.  These sites, together with the inherent importance of this place, provided a means by which the 
people connected themselves to this specific part of the landscape.  Through time, this association 
evolved into ideas of land tenure and it was this concept that underpinned the construction of the middle 
Bronze Age field-systems.
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8.1:  Research answers?

The  overall  aim  of  this  research  was  to  advance  a  new understanding  of

prehistory in the Yorkshire Dales through the use of theoretical interpretative

approaches,  underpinned  by  targeted  field  investigation  and  other  spatial

datasets.   In order  to  meet  this aim,  the project  addressed three research

questions, as outlined below.

1)  Do  current  approaches  to  the mapping of  upland landscapes provide  a

sufficient basis for understanding those landscapes?

This project has demonstrated that the traditional approach to mapping upland

landscapes,  through  the  transcription  of  oblique  aerial  photographs,  only

reveals a fraction of the total archaeological record.  The same issues are true

for more modern approaches to remote sensing, with many of the upstanding

features  present  in  the  survey area absent  from the  LiDAR dataset.   This

research  has  been  particularly  useful  in  demonstrating  that  a  singular

approach to recording upland archaeology is not appropriate.

2) What might we gain from an integrated approach to upland landscape

survey  that  combines  surface  mapping  with  extensive  geophysical

investigation?

It  is  clear  from  this  research  that  there  remains  a  place  for  multi-method

archaeological geophysical survey in upland landscape investigations, despite

the practical  difficulties that  surround the use of  these techniques in  these

kinds of environment.  Within the survey area, the application of such methods

provided an added dimension to the interpretation of the archaeological record

with  a  number  of  anomalies  identified  which  did  not  correlate  with  any

upstanding  remains.   Geophysical  survey  also  has  the  capacity  to  identify

some degree of functionality within a landscape, for example areas of human
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occupation or of manuring.  Each of the techniques and datasets utilised by

this  project  proved  entirely  complementary  and  the  most  significant

methodological conclusion of the research was the importance of avoiding an

over reliance on any single technique in upland landscape investigation.

3) What can the landscape patterning of boundaries, settlements, monuments

and other features tell  us about the character  of  the landscape through

time, and; how do we use this to tackle the problem of poor chronological

resolution in upland landscapes?

Through generating and interrogating a suite of datasets at a variety of scales,

it  has  proven  possible  to  draw  out  the  temporal  relationships  between  a

number of site types within the survey area.  Here, a relative chronology has

been  developed  using  this  empirical  evidence,  alongside  more  theoretical

ideas surrounding how and when the interplay between monuments and their

landscape influenced the development of this place.

The lack  of  accurate  absolute  dating for  archaeological  features  within  the

wider Yorkshire Dales remains a huge issue.  This work indicates how few

radiocarbon dates actually exist within the region, given both its size and the

sheer scale and complexity of the archaeological remains present.  Despite

this paucity of absolute dates, the project demonstrates that by drawing on a

variety of sources, it is possible to make an estimation of the age of a feature.

Individually,  much  of  this  evidence  is  weak,  but  when  taken  together,  the

confidence  with  which  an  interpretation  can  be  made  increases.   This

approach proved most beneficial when applied to the large-scale field-systems

and resulted in their suggested date of inception being pushed back around a

thousand years, to the middle Bronze Age.

This thesis demonstrates that a theoretically driven approach to interpretation

is crucial in understanding prehistoric society within this region.  By striving to

unravel  the  role  of  monuments,  features  and  natural  places  within  it,  it  is

304



Chapter 8:  Conclusions

possible to introduce additional  layers of  meaning to this landscape and to

begin to appreciate what it might have meant to those living within it.

Through the collection of geophysical and walkover survey data, the use of

existing datasets such as LiDAR, the analysis of sites and monuments within

the Upper Wharfedale landscape, the interrogation of palynological data and

comparison  with  sites  and  landscapes  in  other  parts  of  the  country,  a

completely new picture of  prehistory in this part of the Yorkshire Dales has

emerged.

8.2:  Towards a new research agenda

Objective 7 of this research sought to outline a possible research agenda for

the prehistoric period within the Yorkshire Dales and following the completion

of  this  thesis,  a  number  of  themes  have  been  identified  which  warrant

continued investigation.

Date and context of field-systems

This work demonstrates that the large-scale field-systems, ubiquitous across

the Yorkshire  Dales,  may have been constructed during the middle Bronze

Age, with the reasoning underpinning this re-evaluation at least as valid as the

evidence traditionally used to support  their  accepted middle Iron Age date.

This new interpretation has far-reaching consequences for our understanding

of  the  development  of  prehistoric  landscapes  in  this  region,  while  also

indicating that our interpretation of the way that communities and landscapes

developed throughout the British Isles during the Bronze Age must also be

reassessed.

With the shift in the dating of the large-scale field-systems to a period more in

line with examples from other upland areas, it is now necessary to consider

how the Yorkshire Dales interacted with other parts of the British Isles and the

pattern of emergence of field-systems emerged across quite disparate regions.
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Before this can be done with any degree of confidence, it will be necessary to

undertake a programme of  wide-scale radiocarbon dating.  Obtaining dates

from the field-systems is unlikely to be straight forward, but with careful project

design and the application of modern statistical methods, it should be possible

to  begin  to  create  a  reliable  framework  of  absolute  dates  on  which  other

research  can  be  based.   Such  an  initiative  would  represent  a  major  step

forward in our understanding of the chronology of the Yorkshire Dales.

Significance of landscape

This project has served to draw out the significance of this landscape from the

early Neolithic onwards, with sense of place, the veneration of natural places

and  movement  through  the  area,  all  key  themes.   Through  time,  the

importance of liminality and the legitimisation of rights to the land through links

to the ancestors become increasingly prevalent.

These themes would all benefit from further investigation and, for example, a

better  picture  is  needed  of  Neolithic  monument  distribution  throughout  the

Yorkshire Dales.  Systematic absolute dating is required for features thought to

have been constructed during this period and it seems, in light of the discovery

of the early Neolithic house at Yarnbury, that the instigation of a programme of

geophysical survey to identify similar types of site should also be a priority.  Hill

tops and other places of veneration may benefit from excavation.  In essence,

an expansion of the type of methodology employed by this research is likely to

yield valuable returns.

Updating the archaeological record

Previous  research,  and  the  opinions  of  earlier  researchers,  have  left  an

indelible mark on the archaeological record within the Yorkshire Dales and the

lack of recognition of features from the Neolithic and Bronze Age has impacted

on  our  appreciation  of  the  importance  of  this  region  within  a  national

framework.
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Applying a  scalable  survey  methodology  to  further  study  areas  is  likely  to

reveal  unexpected  site  types  and  features.   Despite  the  nature  of  the

underlying geology, geophysical survey has proven useful and the application

of  the  techniques  discussed  in  this  thesis,  on  a  relatively  large-scale,  will

identify previously unrecognised sub-surface features and begin to remove this

archival skew.

An integrated understanding of the palaeoenvironmen t

This  thesis  has  drawn  repeatedly  on  the  results  of  palynological  work

undertaken in the Yorkshire Dales and adjacent regions and this has helped to

form a palaeoenvironmental  backdrop for the emergence of  this  prehistoric

landscape.  

It would be beneficial to further explore the links between land tenure, early

division of the landscape and the palaeoenvironment of the Yorkshire Dales,

while much could be learned regarding the inception and use of the large-scale

field-systems  by  the  creation  of  a  more  detailed  portrait  of  the

palaeoenvironment during the middle Bronze Age.  Because this is a region

where agrarian practices were central to its development, palaeoenvironmental

evidence must be used in tandem with that  from archaeological sources in

order  to  fully  understand  the  evolution  of  the  Yorkshire  Dales  throughout

prehistory.

8.3:  A collaborative research framework

In  the  research  themes  discussed,  there  is  a  clear  commonality  in  the

proposed methods of investigation and it is suggested that any future research

should  involve  a  collaboration  between  experts  in  landscape  archaeology,

geophysical  survey,  absolute dating and the palaeoenvironment.  From this

integrated  standpoint,  specific  topics can be investigated and  following the

approach  taken  by  this  thesis,  a  theoretical  interpretation  made  from  this

combined empirical data.
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Because so many stakeholders have an interest  in the management of the

Yorkshire Dales, if such a holistic programme of archaeological investigation is

conceived, it is vital that these organisations are brought on board as a project

partners from the outset.

8.4:  Concluding remarks

Ultimately, whether you agree with the hypothesis presented by this work or

not, prehistoric archaeology in the Yorkshire Dales, still very much under the

shadow of earlier researchers, lacks a current, vibrant, theoretically rigorous,

archaeological discourse. The author hopes, that if it achieves anything, this

thesis,  alongside the work  of  Brown (2016),  will  be the catalyst  for  a new

generation of researchers to take an interest in this woefully understudied, but

wonderfully complex, prehistoric landscape.
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