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1 Settlement and social organisation 

One possible landscape model of the study area was set out in Chapter 7: The 

landscape model.  This chapter considers the social implications of the patterns of 

settlement in the model, and looks at the possible influences behind them.  It does so 

on the basis of a satisfactory outcome to the tests outlined in Chapter 8: Testing and 

using the model. 

The modelled pattern of settlement shows three smaller districts gradually evolving 

out of an Early Iron Age landscape of dispersed dwellings.  The relatively 

unpopulated northern edge of Trondra becomes orientated away from the rest of the 

study area and towards Uradale and Scalloway on Mainland Shetland.  During the 

Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) the construction of two brochs in the central 

district of the study area reflects developments elsewhere in Shetland.  The inter-

visibility of the brochs combined with their strategically effective locations suggests 

that they operated as a pair in this period.  However, the differential resources 

available to the related settlements and their contrasting subsequent histories indicate 

that Brough may have been the dominant partner.   

Evidence from other parts of Shetland suggests that by the Late Iron Age (c. AD 

400-800) the settlement pattern might be expected to have been centred on the two 

broch settlements.  It is, however, proposed that the presence of a monastic 

community and a large estate in the south end of the study area represented a 

significant socio-economic focus which, notwithstanding their low archaeological 

visibility, may have been as influential as the broch-settlements.  Post-Iron Age 

developments suggest that these institutions conferred a high status on the south part 

of the study area which it retained over succeeding centuries. 

The wider background to Shetland’s Iron Age with reference to contemporary 

developments elsewhere in Britain was set out in Chapter 4: Island landscapes and 

the North Atlantic Iron Age.  Placed in this wider context, the pattern of settlements 

in the study area and the possible relationships between them can be seen to reflect a 

trend of increasing regionality: local factors become more important, although not to 

the exclusion of a wider identity.   

The patterns of settlement are linked with the construction of the two brochs and 

then with a heightened Pictish influence.  These developments may be traced to the 

interaction of a number of geographical, economic and social factors.  Islandscape 



dynamics and sea level change played a part, as did the study area’s location on 

Shetland’s western seaboard.  This was an area of high natural resource which 

appears to have been less affected by population growth than the rest of Britain.  

Socio-political developments aided by increasing marine capabilities brought the 

area into contact with the wider world and opened cultural and economic activity to 

Pictish and then Viking influence. 

1.1 Early Iron Age (c. 800-400 BC) 

The social factors which may underlie development can be the most difficult to 

identify from the archaeology alone, but the archaeology in the study area suggests 

that people were beginning to identify more closely with their immediate locality.   

As was pointed out in Chapter 4: Island landscapes and the North Atlantic Iron Age, 

Shetland lacks the increasing monumentalisation of domestic architecture which is 

seen elsewhere on Mainland Britain and there is little evidence in the form of burials 

or large houses to suggest the kind of social differentiation which appears in Orkney.  

The small, dispersed and undifferentiated dwellings lying in an ancestral landscape 

of burial cairns and boundaries give the impression of a generally egalitarian society 

although there will have been communal aspects since the construction of the more 

monumental elements must have involved multiple households.  In these respects 

Shetland in the Early Iron Age is typical of much of Scotland, and the study area 

might be expected to be typical of Shetland.  

Nevertheless certain aspects of the modelled landscape suggest the development of 

communal awareness at a more local level than in the preceding period.  As 

elsewhere in Britain, this trend proceeds in line with indications of social interaction 

between these smaller communities and joint action in their approach to agriculture.   

A growing sense of identity with the land and its monuments is implied by a 

retraction of settlement closer to the earlier monumental structures in the landscape.  

The pre-Iron Age monuments are shown in Figure 7-1: Ancestral elements.  The 

distribution of oval houses and burnt mounds is shown in Figure 7-2: Comparative 

distribution of oval houses and burnt mounds.  When these are compared with the 

anticipated locations of Early Iron Age activity seen in Figure 7-3: Early Iron Age 

activity c. 800-400 BC, it can be seen that it is the outlying areas which appear to 

have been abandoned.   



Entrenchment in the landscape is also suggested by the rebuilding of oval houses and 

the as yet undated later phases of territorial sub-division.  Both developments imply 

a need to define the builders’ relationship with particular areas and this trend is in 

line with similar developments on Mainland Britain.  It has been suggested that the 

rebuilding of successive houses on the same site in northern Britain hints at the 

beginnings of a greater emphasis on lineage in the community (Haselgrove and 

Pope, 2007: 6-7).  Examples in the study area were discussed in earlier chapters.  

The increased sub-division of the study area landscape may have been happening at 

the same time; the mapping of territorial boundaries formed part of the fieldwork 

associated with this study and the boundaries on north Houss (illustrated in Figure 5-

4: Boundary junctions on north Houss) show particularly clearly how some 

boundaries abut others.   

This sub-division of the landscape supports the initial impression of broadly self-

supporting homesteads of similar status beginning to operate within smaller 

communally defined territories.  It also implies social interaction between groups, 

since the establishment of a boundary implies negotiation and agreement. 

Social contact at the level of these smaller groups is also potentially shown by the 

distribution of certain types of burnt mound and the use of set areas for pasture.  

The study area contains a number of examples of the burnt mound type characterised 

by Barber as frequentus populi: these include the groups at Bruna Ness on Burra 

(SMR # 847 / NMRA # HU33NE3) and at Symbister on Houss Ness (SMR # 321-3 / 

NMRS # HU32NE1).  Another group (EASE # EB48-9 and EASE EB11 / SMR # 

3482 / NMRS # HU33SE84) appears to be situated midway between the oval house 

sites at Norbister (EASE # EB14 / SMR # 3485) and Newton (EASE # EB39 / SMR 

# 2364 & 3480) on Houss.  Other burnt mounds (e.g. SMR # 347 / NMRS # 

HU33SE42 at Minn on Burra) are situated conveniently for use by more than one 

house.  Mounds may therefore have been a shared resource, with groups of mounds 

developing in places where people came together on special occasions.   

A more communal approach to agriculture is a realistic possibility, although further 

investigation may be required in order to confirm or refute this.  The idea may 

already have proved workable in parts of Shetland, for there are earlier hints of 

agricultural specialisation on the West Side (Edwards and Whittington, 1998: 9).  

The topography of the study area provides slopes of varying aspect for the growth of 

barley and other crops which would make the area overall less vulnerable to 



sustained bad weather from one quarter.  As suggested in earlier chapters, the 

souterrains in the study area may have been a communal rather than a domestic 

resource. 

A more obvious division of agricultural activity is that between arable and pastoral.  

The dedication of particular areas to pasture would have required some level of 

agreement and conformity between the surrounding settlements.   

A combination of natural factors and the presence of the ancestral territorial 

boundaries would have made such a division easier in the study area.  Two places 

suggest themselves as likely areas to be set aside for pasture.  Both would require 

agreement over a wider area.  These are the Sandwick headland on Burra and Houss 

Ness on Houss; see Figure 9-1: Possible pastoral areas.  Although the narrow neck of 

land separating Kettla Ness from Burra invites comparison with Houss Ness, the 

narrowness of the approach to Kettla Ness is a modern phenomenon brought about 

by aggressive marine erosion over the last half-century. 

The Sandwick headland is readily defined by the north and south sections of the 

Sandwick boundary.  These are marked in red on Figure 9-1: Possible pastoral areas.  

Some of the north section recorded by Parry (Fig. 2 in Hedges, 1984: 42) has been 

removed by the recent construction of houses.  Notwithstanding the presence of one 

or possibly two oval houses on the headland (SMR # 827 / NMRS # HU33SE55 and 

EASE # WB15 / SMR # 827 / NMRS # HU33SE56), the absence of burnt mounds 

suggests that it was not domestically occupied after the Early Bronze Age.  The 

place name suggests re-occupation in the Early Norse period.   

At Houss Ness a stock-proof dry-stone dyke now crosses the ayre and confines stock 

to the peninsula beyond.  The present dyke is not an ancient structure.  No oval 

houses, field systems or major boundaries are evident on Houss Ness, in marked 

contrast with the rest of Houss to the north of the ayre.  Other than the group of burnt 

mounds at Symbister, the only signs of human activity on Houss Ness which may 

pre-date the tenth or eleventh century AD are a number of enclosures of 

indeterminate date constructed against the south (EASE # EB3 / SMR # 349 & 3545  

 

 

 

 

 



 

INISERT FIGURE 9-1: POSSIBLE PASTORAL AREAS



and EASE # EB4 / SMR # 3476) and east coasts of the ness (EASE # EB1 / SMR # 

348 & 4357).  They are small and insubstantial, being of turf and stone construction 

or simply of turf, and could have been used for stock management.   

In the study area these developments do not necessarily reflect an increased pressure 

on resources so much as a growing sense of identity with the land and its 

monuments.  The factors at work appear to be social rather than economic.  The 

resources of the study area appear to have been ample; they were described in 

Chapter 2: The shape of the country.  Population, however, appears to have been 

relatively small.  Although population elsewhere in Britain is thought to have been 

rising at this time, this may not have been the case in Shetland.  The general 

retraction of habitation during Shetland’s Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages is often 

attributed to the widespread problems of peat growth and deteriorating climate seen 

elsewhere in Britain, but the suggestion that Iron Age Shetland was using resources 

only to about 25% of full capacity (Fojut, 1982b: 53) may indicate that in fact it was 

due also to a decline in population numbers.  Depending on the demographic effect, 

a drop in population may have brought its own pressures. 

There will have been a large area of land lost around the study area as sea level 

reached near-modern levels at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age (c. 1500-800 

BC) but the resulting loss of this potentially arable land would have had less impact 

on subsistence in the Early Iron Age than in later periods.  During the Early Iron Age 

barley would have formed only part of a broad food strategy; agricultural 

intensification only becomes visible in the record during Shetland’s Middle Iron Age 

(c. 400 BC-AD 400).  The west side of Shetland will have offered a slightly 

advantageous ripening season and the diverse natural resources of the study area 

would offer a resilient subsistence base.   

Geography will have been an important influence on how social relations developed 

in the study area.  By the Early Iron Age (c. 800-400 BC) the study area was fairly 

self-contained in geographical terms.   With the exception of the Quarff Gap, the 

Clift Hills formed a physical barrier separating Burra, Houss and Trondra from 

Mainland Shetland.  These aspects of physical geography must have contributed to 

the inhabitants’ perceptions of their own identity.   

The high ratio of coastline to landmass in small islands will have magnified the local 

effect of changes in sea level.  A rising sea will have drowned large areas of low-

lying and potentially arable land even as it increased the variety of natural habitat.  



Physically separated from each other and from Mainland Shetland, the three islands 

will have become dependent on the availability of boats for the movement of goods, 

people and ideas.  The developing islandscape will have played a role in intensifying 

internal relationships within the study area.   

As modelled, therefore, the pattern of settlement in the study area during the Early 

Iron Age shows an earlier communal emphasis giving way to closer identification 

with more immediate localities, although there are still signs of social cohesion in the 

importance of an ancestral landscape and the use of resources.  Changes in sea level 

and the balance between resources and population numbers will have played a part in 

the choices available to the study area’s inhabitants.    

1.2 Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) 

As with the preceding period, the model of the study area again displays features 

familiar from the rest of Middle Iron Age Shetland: two inter-visible brochs were 

constructed and there is evidence for associated broch-settlements.  The wider 

landscape also includes examples of isolated and unenclosed homesteads.   

The built evidence suggests a re-orientation of settlement with the newly-built 

brochs providing a focus for the population.  As in the rest of Shetland, the 

population may have been much reduced.  The ambiguous nature of the 

archaeological evidence in the districts to the north and south of this focus leaves 

open the question of whether those areas were inhabited.   

This re-distribution of settlement also needs to be set in the context of improving 

boat technology and of changing topography.  The potential for internal and external 

contact was increasing in frequency and extent.  The dynamics of an islandscape and 

the development of boat technology were discussed in Chapter 2: The shape of the 

country.  Sea level was lower in relation to the land than at any time since the 

Neolithic and the effect on the study area’s shallow topography may be seen in 

Figure 7-4: Middle Iron Age activity c. 400 BC-AD 400.  This had an effect on the 

accessibility of individual settlements.   

 

 

1.2.1 The development of districts 



As modelled, this period marks the clearer definition of districts within the study 

area.  The nature of the occupation evidence differs markedly between the districts 

and it is suggested that this reflects not only settlement gradually coalescing around 

brochs, but also a drop in population numbers.   

The three districts identified are shown in Figure 9-2: The beginnings of districts, 

and are discussed below in turn. 

Natural and social factors will have played a part.  At this period the study area’s 

shallow topography will have reinforced the effects of lower sea level.  A lower 

water table will have resulted in drier ground at a higher level.  Land-bridges will 

have appeared between the islands and with Mainland Shetland, bringing Scalloway 

and the study area within easier reach of each other.  Shoals and sandbanks will have 

replaced shallow seas in the south end.   

The proposed districts consist of both land and sea.  The point has already been made 

that the social dynamics of what islands mean for people who live there, need to be 

considered in conjunction with the dynamics of a maritime culture (Broodbank, 

2000: 33).  In the period before good road construction, travel by small boat would 

be quicker and easier than travel overland through rough heather and undrained bog.   

This development of districts does not mean that the social cohesion of the Early 

Iron Age had broken down.  Social factors are difficult to recover from physical 

archaeology alone, but internal variation within a generalised group is a phenomenon 

well-known to anthropologists. The difference may be clear and important to the 

groups themselves and failure to appreciate the distinction can be deeply resented by 

the segments involved, but the existence of one or more internal segments need not 

make the group any less cohesive in distinguishing itself from external groups 

(Cohen, 1987: 14-15).   

1.2.2 Oriented towards Scalloway 

Nevertheless, it is suggested that a number of factors combined to draw the northern 

part of the study area into another sphere of influence. 

The model predicts that during the Middle Iron Age the only occupied settlement in 

the north of Trondra was the Hame toun.  This prediction is based on the outstanding  



 

 

 

 

 

INSERT FIGURE 9-2: THE BEGINNINGS OF DISTRICTS 



quality of its soil, a combination of geographic and economic factors.  The natural 

soil is on crystalline limestone, but it is thin.  Its high fertility is due to economic 

effort which, in the absence of secure dating, is attributed chiefly to the use of the 

Plaggen system during the Iron Age and the medieval period.   

There is currently no archaeological evidence of Iron Age activity, although this may 

have been removed by erosion.  Once confined to the narrow channel between 

Trondra and Uradale, the tidal stream would remove any structures or burnt mounds 

on the shoreline.  On the other hand the presence of the early chapel and the growth 

of the Hame toun during the Historic period confirm intense medieval cultivation.  

This location is a prime candidate for soil testing, and it is included in Table 8-9: 

Programme of testing – atypical settlements. 

The lower sea level of the Middle Iron Age would have brought Trondra closer to 

Scalloway and increased the available area of low-lying land.  The extent of land 

potentially exposed by the lower sea level of this period is illustrated in Figure 9-3: 

North Trondra and Scalloway / Admiralty chart # 3294, where the blue area marks 

the modern shallows.   

FIGURE 9-3: NORTH TRONDRA AND SCALLOWAY 

Source: Admiralty Chart # 3294 
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As noted later by Balfour (Balfour, 1772) the Hame toun’s topography suggests a 

natural orientation towards Mainland Shetland.  Although the socio-political factors 

which finally drew Trondra into Scalloway’s orbit are particular to the Historic 

period, they reflect the geographical inevitability of the Hame toun’s position and 

may point towards parallel influences at work during the Middle Iron Age.   

Visible from the broch at Scalloway but not the one at Burland, the Hame toun 

would have been more easily drawn to the former.  It has been suggested that 

Scalloway broch was supported by a number of broch-dependent households 

dispersed through the surrounding landscape (Sharples, 1998: 131, 208), and the 

Hame toun may have been one of these.   

If it was indeed domestically occupied at this period, the sphere of influence to 

which the Hame toun is likely to have belonged lies outwith the scope of this study. 

1.2.3 Landscape with brochs 

The lack of Middle Iron Age evidence in the north of the study area stands in marked 

contrast to the concentration of structures in the centre.  Here settlement appears to 

be focussed on the brochs at Brough and Burland.  There is evidence to suggest that 

the two brochs were closely associated, but that the relationship between them was 

not one of equals.   

As with most other Shetland brochs, the two in the study area are found in a 

seaboard situation and appear to combine elements of social economy, display and 

defensive strategy.  Both structures appear to have been constructed de novo on a 

new or cleared site which suggests that their locations were deliberate choices.  The 

drivers behind these choices are therefore key to understanding the settlement 

landscape. 

The evidence for a concentration of Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) settlement 

around the brochs is suggested by the location of a number of structures, all 

described in Chapter 7: The landscape model.  Concentration may be seen at three 

levels: clustered around the broch structure, slightly further away, and more widely 

spread.   

At both Brough and Burland there is evidence for structures in the immediate 

vicinity of the brochs, within a radius of 100 metres or less.   

In both cases other houses occur slightly further away, within 500 metres: on the 

seashore to the east of Brough and at the Pund of Burland.  These houses may have 



been pre-existing areas of activity and as discussed in earlier chapters, it is possible 

that both brochs were built on sites which were either vacant or were cleared for the 

purpose.   

More widely spread, but no more than 1500 metres from one or both brochs, there 

are the three possible isolated small roundhouses in the oval house tradition (Moosa 

Breck, Atla Ness and Luddie).  The occupation of these houses may have been 

comparatively short-lived; none developed into a named settlement and all lie on 

land which was used subsequently for rough grazing.  However the unenclosed 

houses at Kebister, Lerwick and at Bayanne, Yell also appear to have been 

abandoned after the Middle Iron Age.  The three in the study area are attributed to 

the Middle Iron Age on stylistic grounds and should be investigated further.  They 

are included in Table 8-10: Programme of testing – possible sites of Iron Age 

activity. 

Thus both Brough and Burland appear to have become the focus of settlement during 

the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400), indicating the potential for a degree of 

social complexity.  This need not preclude the presence of some pre-existing 

dwellings when the sites were chosen for constructing the brochs. 

The factors behind this pattern of clustering, and the likely status of these different 

types of settlement, depend on the view taken about the function of the brochs.  As 

elsewhere in Shetland, different theories about the role and purpose of brochs may be 

applied to the study area in order to interpret its social organisation.  These theories 

were reviewed in Chapter 4: Island landscapes and the North Atlantic Iron Age. 

If the brochs were built in the earlier part of the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 

400), then the choice of site must be related to their initial purpose.   

The association between brochs and good agricultural land has long been recognised 

(e.g. Childe, 1947: 247) but the choice of site is likely to have pre-dated the most 

concentrated period of agricultural intensification.  It is difficult to see both Brough 

and Burland as prime agricultural sites in the early centuries of the Middle Iron Age 

(c. 400 BC-AD 400).  The places with the highest merks/acre ratio in the study area 

are Brough, House and the Hame toun: current archaeological evidence for Iron Age 

occupation is slight at House and non-existent at the Hame toun.  The quality of the 

soil at Burland is well below average.  On the other hand, differential capability with 

respect to agriculture is seen elsewhere in Shetland between neighbouring brochs 



and has been taken to imply a degree of economic diversity and produce exchange 

(Guttmann et al., 2008: 821). 

This does not preclude the subsequent development of these settlements as socio-

economic centres.  The brochs may have been a community asset for the surrounding 

settlements: a central grain storage model has been proposed for Scalloway and Old 

Scatness brochs (summarised in Dockrill et al., 2007c: 106).  

Brough in particular was well-placed to act as central storage point for the grain of 

the wider area.  Its own good soil will have produced barley in quantity.  It was well-

placed also for exchange and trade, being sited above a sheltered deepwater channel 

and opposite the Quarff Gap which formed the main routeway to the east side of 

Mainland Shetland.  Burland would have been capable of functioning in a similar 

way, albeit on a reduced scale.  This paradigm leaves open the question of how far 

each broch’s catchment may have extended.   

The choice of broch location may have been prompted by symbolic considerations.  

Located in an ancestral heartland of Neolithic and Bronze Age monuments, Brough 

looked eastwards through the Quarff Gap towards the rising sun.  Looking 

westwards, Burland broch was sited on a prominence close to the sea, in a liminal 

position between land, sea and air. 

These elements of conscious display are made in locations of strategic advantage 

which suggests that the latter may have been chosen for the purposes of defence.  

Over time boat technology was improving, not only in terms of travel between the 

islands but for longer sea voyages as well.  Situated on Shetland’s western seaboard, 

the islandscape represented a safe landfall from the south (Lamb, 1995: 22).  Middle 

Iron Age visitors arriving by sea would have avoided the shallows and sandbanks 

between the south ends of Burra and Houss and used instead the main navigation 

approaches around the north-west of Burra.  Inter-visible with both Burland and 

Scalloway, Brough could have acted in conjunction with either or both brochs as 

well as watching over the principal land route to and from the east side of Shetland.  

This was illustrated in Figure 7-6: Strategic considerations. 

Visitors making landfall in this part of Shetland may have been of friendly or 

commercial intent.  A level of trade and exchange is implied by the large quantity of 

substantial timbers required for the internal structures of brochs.  These must have 

been imported to Shetland, which in turn suggests a contemporary marine capability.  

In return it has been noted that the study area was rich in terms of storable and 



tradable resources: barley, fish-oil and iron could all be exploited with basic 

technology.  These points were explored in detail in Chapter 2: The shape of the 

country.  As a centre of trade and exchange within Shetland and beyond, a broch 

might be expected to have a centralising effect on the surrounding population. 

It is also the case that seaborne visitors may have been of hostile intent, in which 

case the broch would have had the same effect on settlement patterns in its role as a 

lookout or a place of refuge.  The threat may have been from beyond Shetland.  

Burland observed the sea to the west but Brough was able to dominate the main 

routeway from the east.  People arriving through the Quarff Gap need not necessarily 

have begun their journey on Mainland Shetland, as they may have arrived on its 

eastern coast by ship.  Threats from within Shetland are also possible, for the study 

area is situated within a triangle of other Iron Age power centres (see Figure 2-2: 

Location of study area with respect to other major sites).  Scalloway to the north was 

accessible by land at this period.  To the east there were three brochs at 

Cunningsburgh, all of which lay out of sight just beyond the Quarff Gap.  St. 

Ninian’s Isle lies only a short boat journey to the south, and there is evidence of 

activity there before the arrival of Christianity. 

Animosity may have been present at a narrower compass for inter-visibility may 

imply hostility as readily as alliance (Fojut, 1982b: 41-42).  The viewsheds of the 

two brochs were discussed in Chapter 7: The landscape model.  The possibility was 

mentioned above that the location of Scalloway broch allowed it to dominate 

settlements which fell within its line of sight.  Seen in this light, the construction of 

Burland broch may have been intended to provide a definitive mark of ownership 

against the claims of Brough.   

It is difficult to confirm or refute Burland’s role as part of a planned chain of 

defences which included Scalloway and possibly other brochs, but its proximity to 

and inter-visibility with Brough suggests that these two are likely to have been 

linked as a pair with Brough monitoring, and possibly controlling, movement to the 

east and Burland to the west.  Since Brough was inter-visible with Scalloway, it 

would appear that the strategic advantages of an association were more in Brough’s 

favour. 

In this case, however, the complementary viewsheds of Brough and Burland make it 

more likely that the association was one of alliance.  It has been said that the siting of 

a broch only makes sense in a social context as well as a defensive and economic one 



(Parker Pearson and Sharples, 1999: 366) and the presence of two brochs does not 

necessarily indicate division in a community which otherwise saw itself as distinct.   

There are, however, suggestions that this was not an association of equals. 

Brough appears to have contained the larger broch and to have been surrounded by 

richer soil.  Even after being plundered for stone, the remains of the broch are 

massive and contrast with the slighter remains at Burland.  The later valuation of the 

township of Brough at 1.63 merks per acre implies an unusually high quality of soil 

which in this location can be attributed to long-lived and successful arable activity 

rather than natural properties.  The quality of Burland’s agricultural soil is well 

below average and the later valuation of the township at only 0.58 merks per acre 

suggests that cultivation has not been intense at any period.   

The broch at Brough is more likely to have been built first.  The relative construction 

dates of the brochs are unknown, but Brough’s richer soil makes it likely that it was 

in a better position than Burland to meet its own subsistence needs and have a 

surplus available to support a construction project.   

If Brough was the dominant partner, then this raises the further possibility that the 

construction of Burland broch was carried out primarily to protect Brough’s own 

interests.  It has been suggested that broch construction elsewhere may have 

provided a solution to internal disputes by “providing clear and unambiguous 

territory markers and also defensive homesteads when disputes became violent” 

(Parker Pearson and Sharples, 1999: 366).  Burland broch would have marked 

definitively Brough’s interests in that part of Trondra where the broch at Scalloway 

may have been a competitor for influence.   

The contrast in the later history of the two settlements indicates that Burland’s 

prominence in the broch-period may have been linked to specifically Iron Age 

factors.   

Brough contains an early chapel.  The settlement was scatted and was therefore still 

in occupation in the thirteenth century.  Conversely Burland appears to have been 

eclipsed by the Hame toun as early as the eleventh century.  Notwithstanding the 

relationship between churches and broch settlements noticed elsewhere in the 

Northern Isles (Lamb, 1993: 261-262), the Trondra chapel is sited at the non-broch 

settlement of the Hame toun (Cant, 1975: 49) and by the mid-eighteenth century the 

Hame toun was the most populous settlement on the island (Balfour, 1772).  



Burland’s Iron Age resources were limited.  Amongst the townships of the study 

area, its soil was the poorest.  This may have been the result of a less effort being put 

into soil enhancement during the Iron Age; variation between broch soils has been 

noted also in the South Mainland (Guttmann et al., 2008).  There is a source of bog 

iron on the coast just south of Burland but, as was discussed in earlier chapters, there 

is little evidence of iron being exploited during the period when brochs were being 

built in Shetland.  Exploitation of a nearby source of iron ore is more likely to be a 

factor in the occupation of Burland at a later date, exemplified by the Late Iron Age 

smithy and possibly also the two Norse longhouses. 

Burland’s viewshed, however, made it possible to monitor not only all sea-going 

vessels approaching Brough, but also any vessels approaching Scalloway from the 

west.  If this was the settlement’s major asset, then this might explain why its 

influence faded after the Early Norse period (c. AD 800-1000).  As sea level rose, 

the shallow-drafted Viking ships would have been able to approach Scalloway from 

Clift Sound, through the sea-gap between Trondra and Mainland Shetland at 

Uradale, as well as from the west.  The increased depth of water in Scalloway Voe 

would also improve the harbour and favour the settlement there.   

The initial development of Burland as a broch-settlement may therefore be linked 

with an expansionist policy of the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) in which 

Brough is more likely to have been the dominant partner. 

If so, this has implications for local social organisation for it places the two brochs 

within the same sphere of influence, rather than each heading its own socio-

economy.  The building of the broch at Burland would have extended their joint 

claims just beyond the central zone of ancestral monuments and boundaries and in 

the direction of Scalloway.  The location of the three small isolated round houses 

may be interpreted with reference to a joint-focus.   

These considerations show the potential influence of the local situation on the 

position of broch-settlements, and underline the difficulty of attributing the 

construction of brochs to identical causal factors in every case.   

1.2.4 The south end 

The abandonment of Tougs marks the apparent establishment of an empty belt of 

land between the community at Brough and habitation in the south end of the study 

area.  In contrast to the highly visible buildings around Brough and Burland, the 



evidence at the south end for habitation is slight and chronologically insecure; see 

Chapter 5: The archaeological evidence.  At present the evidence for activity at 

Minn, Clett and House is confined to artefacts of broadly Iron Age provenance 

which have been recovered from undated middens.  Archaeological investigation of 

these sites is recommended, and they are included in Table 8-8: Programme of 

testing – midden sites and Table 8-11: Programme of testing – broch settlements.  

The low archaeological profile may be misleading because the potential for loss of 

material to natural or human processes is particularly high in this area.   

The aggressive coastal erosion and high mobility of sand around the Links of Minn 

on Burra were discussed in Chapter 2: The shape of the country, together with a 

summary of the known archaeological remains.  In many respects the machair 

around the Links of Minn resembles the topography of Sandwick, Unst.  The multi-

period occupation revealed by a number of small excavations at that location was 

discussed in Chapter 3: The character of Shetland settlement.  There is potential for 

the Links of Minn to have been occupied as long and as intensively as Sandwick, 

Unst.  Notwithstanding the investigation there, however, it is still uncertain whether 

Sandwick was occupied in the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400). 

The problems caused by sandblow and erosion may also represent factors prompting 

the movement or abandonment of settlements, but these are less likely to have been 

an issue during the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400). 

Around House, human processes are more likely to have been responsible for 

removing any traces of prehistoric structures.   The current haa and its appurtenances 

were constructed on the site of at least one preceding structure, Da Galleries.  It is 

not known what lies beneath the group of now-ruined houses to the north-west of the 

haa; these are shown as roofed on the first edition of the Ordnance Survey map.  All 

of these structures are likely to have involved the clearance of earlier structures and 

the re-cycling of building stone. 

The area should have been an attractive one for occupation.  The expected drop in 

sea level during the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) will have created shallows 

and sandbanks between Clett on Burra and House on Houss and increased the area of 

dry land available for cultivation.  The rich soil around House suggests that the 

Plaggen system may have been expected to have been improving the soil around this 

time; the machair around the Links of Minn and the land on Houss Ness would have 

been good for grazing.   



This being so, and on the assumption that there was a population living in the area, 

the question arises as to why they did not build a broch.   

There is a view that brochs were, at least initially, simply the homes of extended 

family groups (Scott, 1947: 33) although as was pointed out in Chapter 4: Island 

landscapes and the North Atlantic Iron Age, not all communities built brochs.  One 

explanation is that, given their inaccessibility by sea, the community at the south end 

would have had few visitors to impress with either its wealth or its ability to defend 

itself, and may therefore have felt no need to invest time and effort in monumental 

construction.  Human choice is a major element in social development, but it is 

extremely difficult to detect from the archaeological record alone. 

A note of caution is needed.  Whilst there does, indeed, appear to have been no broch 

at the south end, there is a possible site at Clett on Burra.  This site was considered in 

Chapter 5: The archaeological evidence, but rejected for inclusion in the model.  

Since the discoveries at Old Scatness, however, it is perhaps unwise to eliminate 

altogether the possibility of there being a broch-settlement underneath the mound at 

Clett.  The most which can be said is that the current state of knowledge does not 

support this interpretation at this time. 

1.2.5  Local levels of population 

The trend of population levels in the study area at this period reflects that in the rest 

of Shetland but presents a contrast with the situation on Mainland Britain 

(Haselgrove and Pope, 2007: 18).   

Although three Middle Iron Age districts have been identified above, it is possible 

that only the central district around the brochs was inhabited.  If the Hame toun’s soil 

proves to date from the medieval period, then Burland may have been the only 

occupied settlement on Trondra.  Even if the disparity between the landscape of 

brochs and the south end is more apparent than real, the latter may have contained 

only a small population, or even have been unoccupied. 

This would imply that the two broch-settlements contained almost the whole Middle 

Iron Age population of the study area.  Whilst this would not be at variance with 

other periods in the study area’s past – the low population on Houss in the eighteenth 

century has already been mentioned (Gifford, 1786: 18). 

The presence or absence of population is seen to be a factor in developments during 

the periods following the Middle Iron Age. 



1.3 Late Iron Age: c. AD 400-800 

During the Late Iron Age (c. AD 400-800) settlement appears to have become re-

oriented on a different basis.  The modelled locations of activity are shown in Figure 

7-7: Late Iron Age activity c. AD 400-800. 

As in the rest of Shetland the broch-settlements probably continued to be centres of 

population, but it is suggested that the balance of power in the study area was 

affected by the founding of a papar settlement and the parallel development of an 

estate at the south end.  This would imply a population trend which differed from the 

rest of Shetland. 

These developments might be attributed to Pictish influence which was strengthened 

in the study area by a number of local factors including accessibility to sea-borne 

visitors from outwith Shetland.   

1.3.1 The broch-settlements 

In Shetland as a whole at this time, a probable retraction of the Pictish-influenced 

population to broch-settlements may have reflected reduced numbers.  This process 

of retraction is seen elsewhere in the Northern Isles in the sixth or early seventh 

century (Hunter et al., 2007: 114), with the small population augmented or replaced 

by Early Norse settlement in the following period.   

The north part of Trondra is modelled as empty apart from possible agricultural 

activity at the Hame toun.  Already oriented away from the rest of the study area, it 

may be considered as part of Uradale and Scalloway.   

In the study area’s central district there is dated evidence of Late Iron Age 

occupation on the shore of Trondra opposite the broch at Burland.  The more fertile 

and substantial nature of the settlement at Brough indicates that it too was occupied 

but the three outlying small roundhouses are likely to have been abandoned.   

These hypotheses should be tested in the field, and the archaeological investigation 

of these sites is recommended in Table 8-10: Programme of testing – possible sites 

of Iron Age activity and in Table 8-11: Programme of testing – broch settlements. 

A reduced population may have been a factor in the abandonment of more marginal 

locations, linked with episodes of hunger occasioned by changes in the environment.  

The Late Iron Age (c. AD 400-800) was thermally sub-marginal for grain but, as was 

suggested in Chapter 2: The shape of the country, in that respect the study area may 

have had a slight climatic advantage over parts of the rest of Shetland.   



1.3.2 The south end 

Looking simply at the archaeological evidence, the trend of retrenchment appears to 

be confirmed also in the south end of the study area.  The papar settlement was 

clearly  a major site (Fisher, 2002: 53) but there is little evidence of a secular 

population.  Only a number of pottery sherds found in middens imply Iron Age 

activity, possibly at a later rather than an earlier phase.  

In the periods which followed the Late Iron Age, however, both Early Norse place-

name evidence from Houss and early historical analogies with Orkney suggest that 

perhaps part of the south end was run as an estate, in the sense that the word “estate” 

indicates operational management linking the constituent parts rather than simple 

ownership of a range of land holdings.  There are reasons to think that this situation 

may have been a continuation of Late Iron Age practices.   

Considering the papar settlement first, there is ample evidence for a monastic 

settlement in the south end.  The presence of a pre-Norse church at Papil is attested 

by a range of cross-slabs, shrine-posts and sculpted panels as well as the nature of 

the site of the present church ruins.   

The presence or absence of a pre-existing population may have been a major factor 

in the choice of this location.  It depends on how the nature of the papar’s mission is 

interpreted.  

If the papar sought seclusion, then notwithstanding its later history as a main centre 

of population (e.g. Smith, 1984b: 13-14), it is possible that the south end may have 

been chosen because it was empty.  With the exception of an isolated Class I burnt 

mound (SMR # 735 / NMRS # HU33SE41), Papil itself shows no signs of human 

activity before the arrival of the papar.  The later quality of the soil, which may be 

expressed as 0.84 merks per acre, suggests that the settlement had never been 

cultivated intensively.  It has been suggested that the papar were agricultural 

innovators (Simpson, 2002), in which case they may have developed the land de 

novo.  This may have suited a group of monks seeking comparative solitude.   

This interpretation is not necessarily supported by the archaeology.  The density and 

pattern of secular settlement is unclear and evidence for dwellings related to the 

midden deposits is elusive.  However the problems of erosion have been mentioned 

in earlier chapters and it is also the case that some of the Late Iron Age (c. AD 400-

800) construction methods observed at Old Scatness and Scalloway were slight in 



nature.  This would make similar structures vulnerable to being robbed for building 

stone.   

On the other hand, the primary mission  of the papar may have been to serve a 

population centre, as has been suggested in other places (Hunter, 2002: 131, 

Thomson, 2007: 519).  From the perspective of an islandscape the sea unites rather 

than divides, and House would be only a short boat journey away from Papil, whilst 

both Minn and Clett would be easily reached on foot.   

An alternative reading is therefore that the rest of the south end was comparatively 

well-populated.  A rising sea level would have re-opened the South Voe between 

Burra and Houss to larger boats once again, and this may have attracted settlers.  

Other factors behind the choice of site may have been the availability of the vacant 

land at Papil and its conveniently central location which would make it suitable for 

mission.   

The study area’s geographical location marks it out as one of the likeliest places to 

be influenced by Pictish visitors.  The sea-route to the west of Shetland avoided the 

tidal races around the South Mainland, and the study area provided one of two early 

and safe landfalls: the other was the area around St. Ninian’s Isle.  The sea-going 

capability of the Picts at this period was noted in Chapter 2: The shape of the 

country, and the influence of the Picts in Shetland was surveyed in Chapter 4: Island 

landscapes and the North Atlantic Iron Age.   

The papar were only one manifestation of Pictish culture.  It has been pointed out in 

an Orcadian context that one feature of Pictish society appears to have been secular 

landed estates, with an affluent elite deriving their wealth from goods and services 

exacted from the surrounding community (Thomson, 2008: 23).  In Shetland too 

there is fleeting evidence for early estates at Strom and at Broo which might date 

back to that time (Smith, 1995).   

There are a number of reasons to indicate that a Late Iron Age estate was a 

possibility in the south end of the study area.  A high status at an earlier period may 

account in part for the later prominence of the settlement of House.  The island of 

Houss is geographically suited to operation as an integrated unit.  More directly 

suggestive, however, is the coherent group of Norse place-names on Houss, 

including a possible huseby name, and the presence of the papar settlement itself.   

These points will be considered in turn.  Although the strands of evidence may be 

challenged individually, it has been said that the cumulative credibility of a 



convergence of approaches on a common viewpoint is one of the strongest 

arguments for approximation to reality (Bintliff, 1999: 21).   

The status of House is indicated by documents and structural remains.  Included in 

the Skat of Yetland (c.1507x1513) (Ballantyne and Smith, 1999: 255) it was House, 

rather than either of the broch-settlements, which became the seat of the powerful 

Sinclair family.  The seventeenth century haa house is the only one in the study area 

and was itself the last in a series of prestige dwellings on the site.  It was still 

occupied in the nineteenth century when House was a major centre of population in 

the study area (Census for the County of Shetland, 1851).   

In terms of island geography, the ability to dedicate Houss Ness to livestock grazing 

was discussed above in the context of the Early Iron Age (c. 800-400 BC).  The 

potential for agricultural specialisation before the Iron Age was noted in earlier 

chapters, as was the need for co-operation between groups if extended areas were to 

be used exclusively for pasture.     

The impression that the island of Houss may have been managed on an agriculturally 

co-ordinated basis in Norse times comes from the coherent group of Norse place 

names for the settlements on the island: House, Norbister, Symbister, Hogaland.  The 

use of place-names to expand archaeological evidence was discussed in Chapter 6: 

Expanding the archaeology.   

The group of names may represent successive pulses of expansion.  It has already 

been pointed out that House is an unusual name, and that one explanation is that it is 

an abbreviation for huseby.  Huseby farms are usually large, old and central, 

reflecting their high status as the primary settlement; the soil at House is the richest 

on the island, suggesting a long history of cultivation.  The souterrain and the 

midden with Iron Age pottery indicate that there was activity at this location at some 

point during the Iron Age.  The presence of a Norbister and a Symbister suggests that 

by the tenth or eleventh century the island had been divided into three parts.  Huseby 

farms often show signs of subsequent division, whilst the original farm retains its 

status (Thomson, 1995: 53-54).  In this case the “north farm” and “south farm” are 

almost equidistant from House, and this regularity suggests an ordered division.  

This may have been upon inheritance (Fenton, 1997: 31), but if so the division was 

not an equal one: House was later valued at 30 merks, but Norbister was only worth 

18 merks and Symbister a mere three merks.  The name Hogaland implies that it 



began as a pasture farm, perhaps initially occupied on a seasonal basis and only 

settled permanently at a later stage.     

Alternatively the relationship between the farms may have been one of location and 

function rather than chronology.  Huseby farms have been associated with estates 

and such an estate on Houss might have functioned in several ways.  One possibility 

is that the settlement at House may have consolidated its status by acting as the 

arable centre.  This would be consistent with expansion of its fields towards 

Bloomister and the later North House.  Livestock could have been confined to Houss 

Ness south of the ayre, or grazed on the land around Norbister where pre-Iron Age 

occupation had enriched the vegetation.  The farm at House would have been located 

centrally between the two areas of pastoral activity, named “north farm” and “south 

farm” from their location with respect to the main farm.  The later Hogaland with its 

limestone-based soil may have been used for seasonal pasture, being conveniently 

placed close to but separate from Norbister. 

This slight but consistent evidence increases the likelihood that there was whole-

island management in the intervening period too, during the Late Iron Age (c. AD 

400-800).   

Finally, it is relevant that the possible group of linked farms appears next to a papar 

settlement. 

The early historical development of House and Houss shows many points of 

comparison with a district in Orkney which has a papar name and shows traces of an 

estate.  Both contain settlements with high-status Norse names, and the outline of an 

earlier estate structure is still visible in the fifteenth century.  Paplay on Orkney 

“contains the place-names Skaill (hall), Bu (big farm) and Grange, all of which are 

indicative of high status settlement” (Thomson, 2007: 520).  It was suggested above 

that the name “House” also indicated a settlement of some status.  By 1528 House 

was the seat of one of the Sinclair family who had held Shetland as well as Orkney 

since AD 1418 (Thomson, 1987: 172) and a document of 1577 names both Norbister 

and Symbister on Houss.  It has been noted that “In 1492 Paplay was still under 

single ownership and the structure of the medieval manor [was] to some extent still 

visible, although portions of the former demesne had been redistributed to augment 

the satellite farms" (Thomson, 2007: 521).  This is the context of the slight evidence 

for estates in Shetland at Strom and at Broo (Smith, 1995). 



In Orkney, although the papar-names are “unconnected with church estates”, they 

are found “in an unmistakable relationship” to land which belonged to powerful 

Norse individuals (Thomson, 2007: 520).  It is suggested that these estates were held 

by individuals of consequence in Pictish society at the time when the papar arrived, 

and that a close association with the missionary clergy offered mutual protection and 

influence (Thomson, 2007: 521).  Subsequently these estates became associated with 

the most powerful Norse individuals who, it is suggested, “may have taken over 

important secular Pictish estates on which papar had been resident” (Thomson, 

2007: 521).  From this point it may be assumed that Norse names began to be 

applied to places on such estates. 

The fact that the possible huseby lies on Houss and the papar settlement lies on 

Burra is not an obstacle in the context of an islandscape.  A topographical analogy is 

provided again in Orkney where the district of Sourin on Rousay is associated with a 

huseby name.  It is separated from the adjacent episcopal island of Egilsay by a 

narrow sound (Fig. 19.1 in Thomson, 1993: 341), but rentals show that Husabae and 

Egilsay together formed part of a single block of land (Thomson, 1993: 340-342).   

These parallels with Orkney in the Late Norse period (c. AD 1000-1300) and the 

early part of the Historic period (c. AD 1300-1700) suggest common antecedents for 

the south end in the form of a secular Pictish estate associated with a papar 

settlement. 

1.3.3 The broch-settlements, the papar and the estate  

The establishment of a new group in a landscape implies some agreement between 

the inhabitants and the incoming group.  This will have been true of the papar and 

later of the first groups of Norse settlers. 

It was stated above that during the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) it is 

possible that only the broch-settlements were populated to any extent.  Bearing in 

mind the arguments for and against the presence of a population at the south end, the 

relevant local leaders in the study area when the papar arrived may have been based 

at the broch-settlements.   

Grants of land could only be made by those with recognised rights over the area and 

the authority to allow others to occupy it.  Their permission, or at least their 

acquiescence, would be required.  The allocation of large areas of land to the church 



is in keeping with the contemporary actions of chiefs and kings elsewhere (Lamb, 

1993: 266-267).     

The area of land initially allocated to, or subsequently claimed by, the papar is 

unknown but the ancestral landscape may have been a factor in how it was defined.  

Using pre-existing territorial boundaries would allow specific areas to be defined 

unambiguously, and assigned or denied to specific groups or individuals.  The clarity 

of the boundary would limit opportunities for unauthorised expansion.  

It is suggested that the limits of the papar settlement and of the proposed estate may 

together have been represented by certain of the prehistoric boundaries which are 

still prominent in the landscape today.  Figure 9-4: Pre-Iron age boundaries and 

Early Norse period activity, shows one possibility.  The relevant boundaries are 

marked in red.   



 

 

 

 

 

INSERT FIGURE 9-4: PRE-IRON AGE BOUNDARIES & EARLY NORSE 

PERIOD ACTIVITY



Other than an isolated Class 1 burnt mound, Papil itself shows no signs of domestic 

occupation before the arrival of the papar so the area may have been empty.  A 

suitable allocation of land could have been defined on its northern edge by a coast-

to-coast boundary lying south and east of the Sandwick headland.  The possible 

southern perimeter begins at the Ruff Loch and heads south-east towards Clett.  This 

section starts as a line of substantial crubs along the hill upslope from a later town 

dyke, and continues as a line of earth-fast stones southwards to the nineteenth-

century settlement of Clett before turning into an earthen bank which skirts the 

eastern side of the mound with the clustered dwellings beyond.  The area thus 

defined includes the site at Ruff Loch which, although rejected as a domestic site, 

may have been a site of retreat for the monastic community.  This was discussed in 

Chapter 5: The archaeological evidence.   

The boundary which may have marked the northern limit of the estate lands on 

Houss is a coast-to-coast dyke of earthfast stones running east-to-west.  The 

longhouse sites on Whalsies Ayre lie to the north.  Part of the boundary appears to 

have been removed at its junction with a north-south stretch of boundary. This would 

have had the effect of opening the whole area to grazing, which suggests that this 

took place when the pattern of township and common grazing became the 

established means of agricultural organisation.  Before then, the boundary would 

have stretched from shore to shore. 

Some of the considerations which applied to the incoming group of papar may have 

applied also to the first groups of incoming Norse.  By the end of the Late Iron Age, 

however, it is suggested that the south end may have been strong enough to enter 

into its own agreements.   

It is the location of the Early Norse longhouse on Whalsies Ayre which raises this 

possibility.  The longhouse was discussed in Chapter 7:  The landscape model.  

Whalsies Ayre appears to have been deserted before it could be caught by the tax 

reforms of the thirteenth century and thereafter it was used only for rough grazing.  

This implies that the site was sub-optimal and was only occupied because better sites 

were denied, being abandoned as soon as better options became available.  This 

might suggest the presence of an authority which initially limited which areas of land 

were open to settlement on Houss.  Depending on the view taken of the Pictish-

Norse interface, the authority might have been ecclesiastical or secular, Pictish or 

Norse. 



One factor behind this apparent influence may have been population.  A low 

population elsewhere in Shetland has been offered as one of the reasons why Norse 

culture overwhelmed the indigenous so quickly (e.g. Fojut, 2006: 87): areas of 

higher population would presumably succumb more slowly.  The distribution of 

Early Norse longhouses in the south end of the study area would be consistent with 

the presence of a significant population. 

It is suggested in this study that during the Late Iron Age (c. AD 400-800) the south 

end of the study area was more prosperous and powerful than the archaeology would 

immediately suggest.  A close relationship between House and the papar would have 

affected the local balance of power, possibly counter-balancing the influence and 

prosperity of Brough.  This in turn has implications for viewing the social and 

political dynamics of Shetland’s Late Iron Age in terms only of broch-settlements.  

The characteristically Pictish nature of these institutions also raises wider questions 

about the Pictish-Norse interface in the Northern Isles, but these lie beyond the scope 

of this study. 

1.4 Typical or unique? 

This study has consisted of an in-depth examination of one particular area.  A range 

of factors has been mentioned as likely to have influenced the location of settlements 

and the relationships between them in the course of the Iron Age, and it has been 

shown how on occasion these factors interacted to reinforce each other.   

The key element which tends to recur is accessibility by sea.  This is a reflection of 

the area’s islandscape nature, its location next to the open sea to the west and the 

opportunities presented by the available boat technologies.    

One type of accessibility led to the formation of districts.  The shallow topography of 

the study area intensified the effect of changes in sea level but this will not have been 

a hindrance to communication within a narrow focus.  Small boats will have allowed 

regular contact between settlements on different islands and made it easier for these 

communities to identify with each others’ interests. 

Wider contacts required larger sea-going vessels.  This will have been a major 

consideration during the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) possibly affecting the 

siting of the brochs at the beginning of the period and certainly increasing the spread 

of Pictish culture towards its end.  Beyond the period which is the focus of this 

study, changing sea levels will have enhanced the attractiveness of the study area to 



the incoming Norse.  The higher sea level not only altered the sea approaches to the 

surrounding areas but also gave the shoreline a new profile which coincidentally 

fitted the new technology of the Viking ships, allowing them to be beached easily. 

The study area also shows an increasing level of regionalisation.  The pattern of 

settlement modelled for the Early Iron Age (c. 800-400 BC) can be seen to reflect 

wider trends in Mainland Britain as well as those in Shetland, whilst the patterns 

modelled for the Middle Iron Age (c. 400 BC-AD 400) are more representative of 

specifically Shetland developments.  The distribution of settlement modelled for the 

Late Iron Age (c. AD 400-800), however, has few parallels and would appear to be 

the result of a combination of features which is particular to the study area. 

This tendency towards more regional identities is found throughout Iron Age Britain.  

It does not reflect exposure to a different range of threats and opportunities, so much 

as identification with an increasingly local community making choices which 

distinguished it from its neighbours. 

The wider implications of these findings for broch studies and for the Pictish-Norse 

interface are considered in the next chapter, together with suggestions on how their 

applicability might be tested in other situations.



 


