Scottish
Archaeological
Research
Framework

Images © as noted in the text

ScARF SummaNeolithicPanel Documen

June2012




Scottish

Archaeological
‘ Research
. Framework

ScARF Summaliyeolithic Report

Kenny Brophy & Alison Sheridan (editors)

With panel member contributions from John Barber, Kenneth Brogigki Cummings, Gavin
MacGregor, Jane Murray, Gordon Noble, Alison Sheridahard Tipping, an@raeme Warren.

For contributions, images, feedback, critical comment and participationatkshops: Patrick
Ashmore, Torben Bjarke Ballin, Richard Bradley, Nick Card, Anne Clarke, Gabriel Cooney, Rebecca
Crozier, Mark Edmonds, Julie Franklin, Shannon Fraser, Dorothy Graves, Ann MacSween, Rowan
McLaughlin, Nigel Melton, Roger Mercer, Kirstylibéih, Jane Murray, Yvan Pallier, Emma Philip,

Colin Richards, Alan Saville, Rick Schulting, Richard Strachan, Julian Thomas, Scott Timpany, Clive
Waddington, Alastair Whittle, and Caroline Wickhdames, and Rebecca Younger.

NB 1% June 2012 - Some figires, references and

bibliography will be updated in this report over the next

few days. If you wish to be notified when the report is

finalised, please emaill the ScARF team at
scarf@socantscot.orgor check the BSARF website at

www.scottishheritagehub.com



mailto:scarf@socantscot.org

ScARF Neolithic Panel Report

Executive Summary

Why researctNeolithic Scotland?

The appearance in Scotland of domesticated animals and plants, and of novel technology (pottery
manufacture), material culturemmonuments,traditions, practices and beliefg the elements that

define what we call the Neolithic marks a major change from what had gone before, and
profoundly affected what came afterwards. How these novelties appeared has been the topic of
heated debate for the last 25 ges (and for less heated speculation for over a century
Characterising this changdzy RSNE G F YRAY3I gKIFG KIFLILWISYSR a@ad { 02{f
building a narrative for subsequent developments (which incltite secondary spread of the
NeolithicWLJ- O1 F 35Q> | LINE O Stided ananteresids Braazl gpreddiofibkeliéfd shgy | Y R
practices associated with Grooved Ware aseund 300@2900 B(;, are vital tasks. To this end, this

document seeks to take stock of what we can say and do knokigtdight the principal gaps in our
knowledge and to suggest ways in which these can be filled

We are fortunate in that Scotland is very rich in Neolithic sites and artefacts, and there have been
many recent discoveries through develoganded and resarch excavation. This, plus an ever
growing body of higlyuality radiocarbon datesand the results of severaixciting research projects

(e.g. on human remains and on absorbed lipids in potiealfpws us to make sense of the mass of
information now avdable to us: at the most basic of levels, we now have a clearer picture of what
happened and when (if we cannot always explain how and why).

LG A& 2dzNJ 0StAST GKIFIGO ¢S Oly 2yteée dnaR&Mbadh, yR { O
situating developments here within a broader picture of European developments from the fifth to

the midthird millennium BC and developing narratives at the (prestay) national, regional and

local scales. That is what we set out to do in this document.

Panel Tak and Remit

TheNeolithicpanel was tasked to undertake a critical review of the current state of knowledge, and

identify areas requiring future research into the Scottiéolithic This was undertaken with a view

to identifying the key research are#éisat will help build narratives that describe and explain what
happened in Scotland from the first appearance of new lifeywagme time between 4300 BC and

4000 BCuntil the appearance of Beaker pottery and other associated novelties during the 25

century BC. The panel also sought to maintain a balance betwesgridangthe Scottish overview of

YI22N) RS@St21LIvSyida G GKS LISNA2R YR o0dzZAf RAYy 3 NI
Weolithid Q ®

The result is this report, outlining by thenthe different areas of research in which work is taking
place and highlighting the research topics to which archaeologists aspire. The report is structured by
the followingthemes: TheOverallPicture The Detailed Picturelssues of Regional and Chrtogical
Resolution Lifeways and LifestyleMaterial Culture and Use of Resourcktentity, Society, Belief
Systemsand Research and Methodological issu&ke document is reinforced by material-time

that providesadditional (and alternative) discues andfurther information. TheNeolithic SCARF
(Scottish Archaeological Research Framework) is intended as a resource to be utilised, built upon
and kept updated, by those it has helped inspire and inform as well as those who follow them.
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FutureResearch
The main recommendations of ti&anel report can be summarises follows

TheOverallPicture more needs to be understood about the process of acculturation of indigenous
communities about the Atlantic, Breton strand of Neolithisation; abdutk S WK2 g | yR gKe&Q
spread of Grooved Ware use and its associated practices and tragliaosabout reactions to

Continental Beaker novelties which appeared from th& @&ntury.

The Detailed PictureOur understanding of developments in differeparts of Scotland is very
uneven, with Shetland and the norliest mainlandbeing in particular need of targeted research.
Also, here and elsewhere in Scotland, the chronology of developments needs to be clarified,
especially as regards developmentstip Hebrides.

Lifeways and LifestyleResearch needs to be directed towards filling the substantial gaps in our
understanding of: i) subsistence strategies; ii) landscapginskiding issues of population size and
distribution); iii) environmentalchange and its consequencesand in particular issues of sea level
rise, peat formation and woodland regeneratioand iv) the nature and organisation of the places
where people livedand to track changes over time in all of these.

Material Culture andJse of Resource addition to finetuning our characterisation of material
culture and resource use (and its changes over the course of the Neolithic), we need to apply a wider
range of analytical approaches in order to discover more about manufactuteuae.Some basic
guestions still need to be addressed (e.g. the chronology of felsite use in Shetland; what kind of
pottery was in use, ¢ 30@2500, in areas where Grooved Ware was not used, etc.) and are outlined
in the relevant section of the documen®ur knowledge of organic artefacts is very limited, so
research in waterlogged contexts is desirable.

Identity, Society, Belief SystenBasic questions about the organisation of society need to be
addressed: are we dealing with communities that started as egalitarian, but (in some regions)
became socially differentiated? Can we identify acculturated indigenous p2odev much
mobility, and what kind of mobility, was there at different times during the Neolthdmd our
chronology of certain monumentypes and key sites (including the Ring of Brodgar, despite its
recent excavation) requires to be clarified, especially since we now know that certain types of
monument (including Clava cairns) were not built during the NeolifAiie way in which certain
types of site (e.g. large palisaded enclosures) were used remains to be clarified.

Research and methodological issuEBere is still much ignorance of the resultgpast and current
research, so more effective means of dissemination are required. Bagigtory information (e.g.

the Scottish Human Remains Database) needs to be compiled, and Canmore and museum database
information needs to be updated and expandednd, where not already available online, placed
online, preferably with a Scottish Nedlit ehub that directs the enquirer to all the available
sources of information.The Historic Scotland dme radiocarbon date inventory needs to be
resurrected and kept up to datedUnderused resources, including the rich aerial photography
archive in tle NMRS, need to have their potential fully exploitedulti-disciplinary collaborative
research(and the application of GIS modelling to spatial datarder to process the result$s vital

AT 6S INB (2 Sall LIS FTNRY &5é reSautiiBegtions ffibin/afagg® | LILIN
of perspectives; and awareness of relevant research outside Scotland is essential if we are to avoid
reinventing the wheel.Our perspective needs to encompass maltale approaches, so that
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developments within Scottadl can be understood at a local, regional and wider lekdbst
importantly, the right questions need to be framednd the right research strategies need to be
developed,n order to extract the maximum amount of information about the Scottish Neolithic.
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1. Background: the history afesearch into Neolithic Scotland, 1842007

This account of the progress of archaeological to the three ages of Stone, Bronze and Iron, in
research into the Neolithic (New Stone Age) in  1836. This volume was translated into English
Scotland will be divided into four by Lord Ellesmere aé Gude to Northern
chronological stages. It will reflect the Antiquities (1848). Thomsen (who was
national, indeed the international stage, upon ultimately to be made corresponding fellow of

which this research has taken placeeo a SOAS at its Anniversary Meeting of 1851) was
century and a half. assisted by Jens Jacob Asmussen Worsaae
(1821:85) who, in due course, succeeded
The Stages nominated are: Thomsen in his post and, in atddn, became
¢tKS YAy3aQa Ly dAldzl NB Ly
1 Stage I: The Development of an Idea Archaeology in the University of Copenhagen.
1 Stage Il: The Advent of Childehe Worsaae was eventually made an Honorary
Idea Rebuilt Fellow of SOAS in 1874. He was already a

noted barrow excavator and made a truly
remarkable contribution by crodsking
tK2YaSyQa NBf I GAPBdde & A YL

9 Stage lll: The Attainment of Expertise
i Stage IV: The Attainment of Critical

Mass system to differential archaeological contexts
across Denmark thereby establishing, for the

1.1  The Development of an Idea first time, an extended archaeological system
1.1.1 Foundations that recognised that an age of polished stone

was represented only in ectain types of
The articulated study of the New Stone Age in  sepulchral monuments and associated with
Scotland began in a sturst of certain classes of ceramic artefacts. He
enlightenment generated by Daniel Wilson  published this work in 1843anmarks Oldtid
(18161892) with the publication of his oplyst ved Oldsager og Gravhaq@ Sy Y I NJ Q&
seminal workPrehistoric Annals of Scotlaiml Antiquity shown through Ancient Objects and
1851. Wilson was a Secreyaof the Society Grave Moundslinking theantiquities with the
of Antiquaries of Scotland (henceforward burial monuments), a book that was
So0AS) at this juncture, a body preoccupied translated by William Thoms, Secretary of the
with the burden of the accommodation and Camden Society, and issued in BritainTag
curation of its collection of some 7000 Primeval Antiquities of Denmairk 1849.
objects, and he it was who, with David Laing

(17931878), bibliophile and'reasurer of the Wilson had met Worsaae during his visit to
Society, negotiated the transfer of the Edinburgh in 1846 when copy of his book
collection to the Crown in this same year was presented to the SoAS Library. With this

although the fruit of these new arrangements example he prepared and published his

was not to be seen for some seven or eight Synopsis of the Museum of the Society of
8SINB FFTGSNI GKAA R GS o Antiquariessop ScalantEdinbdrgh NBIY) dndK I R f &
him to follow cbsely the ideas of Christian this led directly to his completion of the work

Jurgensen Thomsen (178865) who, as cited above that hestates had been his

Secretary of the Danish Royal Commission intention since his return to Scotland from

charged with forming a National Museum of London and his election to the SoAS in 1846.
Antiquities in Copenhagen from 1816, ¢Kdza 2AfazyQa 0221 O0NRdIAK

ultimately was made first curator of the aSO02yRINRT & CNAGEAY Q& |
Museum and published a guideook, Het archaeology to the forefront of European

Ledetraad til Nordisk OldkyndighedAn progress in this sphere. Thus his initial

Introduction to Nordic Antiquitids that OKIFLIJGSNBR O2yilAy w{a2yS

ordered the content of the museum according  polished axes, perforated axes and discoid

1



ScARF Neolithic Panel Report

knives but also menhirs, cromlechs, stone
circles and megaliths.

But Wilson also, (in conjunction with David
Laing, and, later, Laing with the support of
Arthur Henry Rhind (1833863, and elected
fellow of SOAS in 1853), also sought to
address a number of inadequacies in the
current arrangements for the retrieval of
material for the museum. The Law of
Treasure Trove lacked any of the precision
contained in equivalent enactments in

{ OFYRAYI @Al ® D22R NBf |
Lord Treasurer and Remembrancer, a Fellow
of S0AS, eventually brought these issues to a
solution including appropriate compensation

(Mitchell 1902, 11). Here Arthur Mitchell
indicates, in the area of Neolithic artefacts
alone, that:

Table 1. Neolithic artefacts held by National
Museum of Antiquities of Scotland in 1902, after
Mitchell 1902.

1 stone ball held in the increased to 134
collection in 1851 acquired by 1901
0 Skaill knives in 1851 32 acqured by

1901
61 flint arrowheads 3460by 1901 4
49 stone axes and 629 by 1901
hammers
My WdzNya 2 - 358hy1901

for the finder. Other initiatives included
correspndence with the authorities to allow
the routine inclusion of antiquities
AYF2NXYIEGAZ2Y 2V
again successful and a move that was to lead
eventually to the foundation of the
Archaeology Division of the Ordnance Survey
under OGS Crdard ¢ a development of
equally huge significance to researches in
British archaeology as a whole. Finally
circulars corresponding with school masters
and local landowners drawing attention to the
potential for, and responsibilities of, finds
recovery wee at least initiated and had a
locally varied but important impact.

The Accumulation of Resources

The revival of SoAS by these dynamic
individuals also led to the resolution, after the
70 moribund years since the enthusiasm of
foundation in 1780, to publish biennial
Proceedingshat would appear annually from
1878 onwardsq in itself a principal aida
archaeological and (and historical) research in
Scotland.

¢CKS Wbl iGA2YIlf adzSdzyrQ
Antiquities of Scotland, henceforth NMAS)
came into being in 1859, and from 1860 was
attracting more than 70,000 paying visitors
per annum. The impactfothe efforts of
Wilson, Laing and Rhind in the 1850s is
illustrated by figures given fifty years later

While the era of infrastructural construction
and agricultural intensification must account

h NRy | y &85 somep ofx thig, (awagness) and- jeaggy

anticipation of a reward must also have
played a major role. It is probably significant
to note that, over the same period as well as
the Museum increasing from 1560 catalogue
objects in 1851 to 70,654 by 1901, the Library,
another major energiser of research,
expanded from 226 volumes in 1851 to
10,875 in 1901. These are crude measures,
but must surely be (and shall be seen clearly
are) a measure of research intensity anelgi

By 1860 Wilson had disappeared from the
scene. Having failed to attract by his
extraordinary accomplishments a Chair in a
Scottish University, he emigrated to Canada to
take up the Chair of English and History at
Toronto University. This, howevenas not

the sole reason for his disillusion as Wilson
Ffaz2 FStaG | OdziSteée GKS
L2t AGAOL f
study of the past, plus ¢a change.

bb3 dhedirpiReseaiapkrargework ¥

Nevertheless by 1860 Archaeology had
attracted a new champiol Sir James Young
Simpson (18141870), probably the greatest
friend of womankind, who developed
chloroform as an anaesthetic and proved, and

Saitof AAKYSY (¢
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perhaps more importantly fought for (it was
seen as harmful to health, morals and
religion) its application in obstetrics he was,
effectively, the founder of the study of
obstetrics and gynaecology in the UK and also
a primary pioneer of anaesthesi@although

to his discredit, an opponent of Listerian
antiseptics. His statue stands in es Street
Gardens and his most appropriate monument
used to be the Simpson Maternity Hospital.
He was also an enthusiastic and devoted
Antiquary who addressed the Society in 1860
in inauguration of its new (Government
funded) premises (Simpson 1862;53). His
RSt AGSNE 41t a
Scottish Archaeologyc and idiosyncratic,
top/down, incoherent and impressionistic as
A Aax Al Aa
light of its time.

There are about forty (it is impossible to be
Y2NBE LINBOA &S
Many are Ossianic/Dalriadic. =~ Some are
Toponymic/Philological. Some are quite
specific, some very general. However the
New Stone Age attracts his attention and he
seeks to know more of the chambered
barrows and cairns at Clava, Yarrows and
Brogar and who lies buried there. He also
recommends enquiry into the significance of
cup and ring marks and Megalithic Circles and
Monoliths. He exhorts the Fellowship to
contribute to the accurate drawing and
descriptin of all classes of antiquitg a
theme that is to dominate Scottish prehistoric
and historic studies for a century and mage
leading ultimately to the initial foundation of
the Royal Commission ideal in Scotland in
1908.

By 1863 Rhind, who had been efed an
Honorary Fellow of SOAS in 1857, died at the
age of 30 and his will, as well as diverting
monies (£5,500) originally intended for the
University to the Society to establish a
f SOGdINBaKALE | faz
expended in  practical archaeologi
SEOI @ GA2ya Ay GKS
And | point more particularly, but not

exclusively, to the upland districts of

I FAGKYySaas {dziKSNIlyR FYyR
enabled the investigation of one component

2F {AYLA2yORAGEAK®2 LR YRy cc
Anderson was reporting on the exploration of

cairns in the Yarrows area of Caithness, work

that continued until a final report in PSAS

1870-72.

Here was a most auspicious commencement
to research. A formulated research proposal
stimulated the accruabf resources, which led

to a planned campaign of excavation in order
to isolate and understand, as we shall see, a

0KS FANREG spabifiS moBumiidd gpeGhielhdfred @il Q A Y

The procedure is very close to Worsaae (see
l YRSNE2Y Q& O2Mideurt Guide 2 NE | | ¢

I-fyA aliYd AdisdaeiifIBeYia MvpitdLIhey Banish text is

translated into English by Anderson) and
vastly ahead of any equivalent archaeological
work in Britain and Ireland. (Thomas

5dz2335a0A2WES YEBAOEA B MEvES HEoEsEE M A T

in 1861). Sadly, it will emerge that this
momentum was nbto be maintained.

1.1.3 The Neolithic Defined

In 1865 there appeared, perhaps, the next

aSYAYLI f g2 NJ Ay 9y3fAAK
GadzyodzNRGE P I FfF FR2LIGAY
GSNY o6YdzOK G2 GKS 1 GaGSNK

Lubbock (later to be created LoAVebury and

to play a vital role in the ultimate passage

through the House of Lords of the first

Ancient Monuments Act of 1881) published

his important study of archaeology and
ethnographyPrehistoric times as illustrated

by ancient Remains and the Maneserand

customs of Modern Savage$1865 and

successive editions until 1913)The book is

important, from this immediate standpoint, as

AG Aa  GKS  AasGaGAy3I  F2NJ
GSNYAYy2f23A0If AYYy20FGA2Y
polished Stone Age: a period characterisgd b

beautiful weapons and instruments made of

I £ f f8n© bhnd SMer Kindsndf stofefl ? whicks

however, we find no trace of the knowledge

b 9 ofldRyNdkthl2eXceping goltl, WRich fsdeyfsR @

have been sometimes used for ornaments.
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CKAA 6S YlI& OFff
John was eventually elected Hon Fellow SoAS
in 1873.

By 1874 Joseph Anderson (183216) had
been appointed as salaried curator of the
NMAS, a development that must have
severely restricted any future capacity in him
to carry out excavation. Indedus time was
limited for he was appointed Rhind Lecturer
for four successive years (1882) ¢ lectures
that provided the foundation for his
important contribution to Neolithic research
in Scotland. With logic seldom emulated, and
only logical in dealingvith periods with no
understood internal chronology, Anderson
began his account from the most recent time
proceeding backwards chronologically. His
I 0O02dzyi 2F GKS W¢KS
occurs in the second part (p 229 onward) of
the last volume ofthe four that cover the
entirety of Scottish archaeology as it was seen
at the time.

Il A4 | @2ARIYy0S 27F GKS
indicative, in that he, clearly, felt little point in
differentiating that which was, in the Scottish
context at that time, unneessary. We must
note that it was clearly seen as necessary by
John Evans in 1872 when, working principally

BK S &GQard/@HinAag Well Bséa sdriss NRr@uRddeairns

at Camster and at Warehouse and the
example at Bruan all in the County of
Caithness. Cairns excavated at Skelpiak an
Rhinavie in Strathnaver (Munro 1884, 228)
are described and the character of these
northern long cairns compared to examples
elsewhere in Britain ¢ notably in
Gloucestershire as well as Yorkshire, Wiltshire
and Somerset with the congruity of material
culture in terms of flint knives and leaf
arrowheads also noted. Lecture V proceeds
to expand upon this, using the observed
research of othersg¢ Dr R. Angus Smith at
Achnacree, Argyll (Smith 1872, 396) and the
work of Canon W. Greenwell at Largie,
Kilmarin also in Argyll (Greenwell 1866, 336
351). Anderson goes on to examine the work

| DSFarfeff at Maeg ABVE (whekeSintdBest AsND

almost completely monopolised by the Norse
inscriptions!), the work of Thomas in 1851

(Archaeologia34, 127) at the Holm of Papa

Westray and the excavation conducted by
Farrer and Petrie (Farrer 1868, 398) and the
ex@y@odER deseriptha t of (theA @y bfa
Quanterness by George Low as transmitted by
the Rev Barry (1805).

Much of this is unsatisfactory but brought to a
Ot AYFLE o8

acop RS N RB.Q &

| t2dzat2yQa 62N] I G Ly adl
(Clouston 1885, 34351) and an analysis of

the associated ceramic assemblage assigned

to the period by the association with leaf

in Southern Britain, but perusing material
from Scotland to France, he did feel the need
to adopt the term in hisAncient Stone
Implements and, futhermore, to invent

I'y2idKSNE Wt | £ FS2f A0KA QGowheads. RABRIOANA r@cdgnised? thé a
I 2a20AF G§SR ¢ kileten Whek S  sinNghitf éntbodied in the degn of all of
recognised the singularity of Upper these Orcadian tombs and the relationships,
Palaeolithic industries. intimate or distant with parallel monuments

in Caithness and Argyll.
' YRSNE2Y QA& I 002 dzy i 27F 0dKS WhS2t AGKAOQ AY
Scotland is firmly Worsaaean. He opens Finally he considers the rather different

situation in the cairn cemeteries of Nairn
encountering some difficulty over the
associted stone circles which, when not
dppéarentlyLa@sbojatedi witli & caifo A availadlé y
artefactual associations recognised at that
time suggested a Bronze Age date a
difficulty that thanks to the efforts of Richard

Lecture IMScotland in Pagan TimesBronze
and Stone Aged886, 229) by noting the
different, collective, highly ordered nature of
Y{G2yS 1 3SQ &aSLyzZ OKNB
research in 186%6 mentioned above which
saw excavations of the chambers of a series of
cairns, two long cairns at Yarrows and that at
Camster, shorhorned cairns at Ormiegill and
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Bradley can now be overidden with

confidence.

Finally Anderson moves from this courageous
associational analysis of immobile and mobile
artefacts to a descriptive chapter on the
mainly unassociated, randomly located,
diagnostic stone tools and weapong
perforated and polished hammers, axes and
maceheads and unperforated polished axes
and adzes of stone and of flint, leaf and
barbed arrowheads, discoid knives and flake
knives and scrapers which, by dint of
ingenious experiment, Anderson was able to
try to relate to particular functions. He is
acknowedged by John Evans as having read
and commented upon the Scottish
component of his book, Ancient Stone
Implements of Great Britainpublished in
1872, and Anderson uses that source critically
to enlighten his own account.

Within the publication of Ande&y Q a
the expansion of Neolithic research seems to
have received new stimulus after a period of
relative stasisin the 1870s. Two scholars
enter the field who are to make an important
contribution ¢ David Christison (1882912)
and Frederick R. G (c.186Qc.1925) ¢
gK2aS 62N] Ay
RSAONALIIAZ2YQ 27
other monuments, which Simpson had
demanded, are deitmotif of the coming 30
years.

1.1.4 An International Profile?

Another important developmenat this time
was a quite perceptible inclination for the
interest in Scottish archaeology (prescribed by
Prof Simpson as the search for a Scottish
prehistory just as there is a Scottish history) to
move towards a more international
perspective. An impdant figure in this
regard is the Rhind lecturer for 1888, Dr
Robert Munro, who had publishedncient
Scottish Lak®wellings or Crannogs1882
(Edinburgh) after engaging for some years in
investigation of such sites in SW Scotland. He

was engaged to leate on Lake Dwellings in
Europe¢ an excursus on the Balkan, North
Italian, Swiss, S German, SW French Lake
dwellings, the Dutcfierpenas well as English,
Welsh and Irish sites. Munro was eventually
to endow an important lectureship in the
University of Edinburghq¢ modelled on the
Rhind antecedent; lectures to explore the
spheres of both  Archaeology and
Anthropology. He published a successor to
I Y RS NA& 2 y (PiehistodeNIddland and
its Place in European Civilisatiori899,
Edinburgh) which was amportant advance
of that broader view of prehistoric study.

That development is, however, to be quite
abruptly curtailed shortly before the turn of
the century. In 1896 Oscar Montelius
(Professor, National Museum of Sweden,
Stockholm) and Sophus MilléDirector of

the National Museum, Copenhagen) were
elected as Honorary Fellows thusa#irming

I O O 2hday’imbilical research link to the Baltic

established by Wilson. Furthermore the focus
of SOAS energy moves away from prehistory
with the limelight shed uporthe important
Early Christian Monuments project, being
pursued by Anderson and Romilly Allen and
the long series of resourdaungry Roman

LINE R dzO A ypAariodiieKcavatithR Miyedy fand i thel cgurse
Sy Ot 2 aafizé® ArFonirie (M2aly, dut EoinMEdEINg Zat

Burnswark in 1898 and continuingintil
Cappuck, Roxburgh in 1912. It is also
interesting and puzzling that, apparently at a
date around 1900 the steady rise in number
of the fellowship of SOAS ceases and the
attendance figures at the NMAS as recorded
and published show a quite suddernvezsal of
their steady increase [linked to the move in
1891 from Princes Street to the Findlay
Building in Queen Street (Stevenson 1981,
173)] until, from 1907, they are no longer
published.

The steady and valuable recording of stone
circles continues by.R.Coles, a landscape
painter as well as archaeologist living in
Kirkcudbrightshire prior to his taking up post
as curator of the Museum. There is, however,

Iy R
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relatively little other indication of interest
Y2y 3 CStft20a AY
perhaps, han the intervention of another
important individual who is to shape the way
forward.

Baron Abercromby of Aboukir and Tullibody
(1841¢1924) was a soldier in the Rifle Brigade
who had developed a very considerable gift
for foreign languages (he spoke Itar]
French, Spanish, German and Russian and had
some knowledge of Finnish and Old lIrish
Gaelic. He was elected to SoAS in 1879, and
became President in succession to Sir Herbert
Maxwell in 1913. From 1904 to 1907 he
published three papers in PSAS (Abemapy
1904, 328410 ¢ Chronology of Beakers;
Abercromby 1905, 3284 ¢ Ornament of
Beakers; Abercromby 1907, 1854 ¢
Relative chronology of Cinerary Urns (which
were eventually expanded and given final
form in his two volumeA Study of the Bronze
Age Pdtery of Great Britain and Ireland
(1912). For this work Abercromby travelled
extensively, commissioned photographs on a
massive scale and set an entirely new
standard for prehistoric studies in Europe. His
achievement matches that of his
contemporary salier, Augustus LanrEox,
later PittRivers, in the field. The somewhat
insular (with exceptions indicated), faltering
performance of the Society with its two
decadelong focus away from prehistoric
study may well have been sufficient to
persuade Abercromp that rather than see
any further sums made available to the
Society consumed in such pursuits he would
turn to the University (in yet another link in
the long chain of conflict of interest between
the two organisationg beginning in 1782), to
expend hisbequest in a manner more closely
allied to his interests; prehistoric in focus,
European in extent and internationalist in
attitude.

Thus it was that, by 1916, the Abercromby
bequest in favour of the University of
Edinburgh for the foundation of a Chair be

named after its benefactor was made, to

Wi K ©ctoderd228.A 1 KA OQ

FFG4SNJ ' 6SN

20 KSNE

0502YS NBIFfAGE

By this time the catastrophe of the First World
War had been enacted (although it was by no

YSFEya WY2@SNDO P ¢tKS {21!
continue from 19144 its excavation at

Traprain Law (although suspended in 1916

My 0 @ Cowad/ 2fSQa 62N)] 2y |

¢ his desire to continue the work possibly
eroded by the death of his son, a brilliant
young composer and protégé of Gustav Holst,
at the Third Btle of Ypres. Joseph Anderson
had died in 1917, David Christison had died
just before the War.

J.G. Callender ultimately succeeded Curle
(who became Keeper of the Royal Scottish
Museum) as Keeper of the National Museum
of Antiquities and A.J.H. Edwardsturned
from service with the RAMC, to become his
assistant. The latter commenced a series of
excavations in the far north (Chambered
Tomb at Ham, Caithness) very much in the
Andersonian tradition, if not method,;
Callender (see Graham 1981, 221) was to
produce useful studies of artefacts located in
the collection including a seminal, if rather
conservative, study of Scottish Neolithic
pottery (Callander 1929, 298) which,
however, did not draw in any comparison
with wider British or Continental material
indeed Graham recollected that Callender
held anything to come from south of the
border in low regard.

1.2
Rebuilt

At this point begins, very suddenly, the
second phase of Neolithic research in
Scotland. Vere Gordorhille (18921957) is
appointed to the newly established
Abercromby Chair in the winter of 1924 ¢ a
man of singleminded and seemingly
boundless energy who had already reshaped
contemporary thought about early farming
prehistory. In 1925 he had publisthélhe
Dawn of European Civilisatian which was

The advent of Childeg the Idea
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evolved, quite suddenly, an entirely new
vision of archaeological material ¢

encompassing in both the widest geographical
sense and in the totality of its view of the local
O2yGSElo®
much more than the sum of its parts.
Hitherto with a few hesitant further steps
within the Worsaaen approach, most
archaeologists had looked only at the parts.
Now the archaeological imagination was
liberated, and was offered a disciplinary
framework, a model, within which it could
operate efficiently, usefully and consistently.

1.2.1 The Accumulation of Data

Childe had virtually no extended experience
of excavation but was almost immediately
invited by the Office of Works to conduct
excavaion in advance of consolidation of the
site at Skara Brae, Orkney. He was also
elected a Fellow of SOAS in 1927, immediately
on his arrival, and was a member of Council
by 1930 ¢ he was, in other words, well
integrated into  Scottish  Archaeology
(although his unorthodox persona inevitably
alienated some of the more conservative

of Skara Brae PSAS 63 (1288, PSAS
64 (192930), PSAS 65 (1930), 22

77 (Callender J.G. Relics from Skara
Brae) dominated the menu.Childe

¢ KS deNBIDX | 8 2 & 2 Also@kcavate®d iirfdridchat Chambered

Tomb, (PSAS 65 (19230), 78114)
and Chambered Tombs at KiHn,
Argyll (PSAS 66 (1932). He also
conducted work at OIld Keig
Recumbent Stone Circle, Abers. (PSAS
68, 1933 -34) when his research
students Margaret Mitchell and
Howard KilbrideJones also played a
part carrying out work in Neolithic
sites (Mitchell at Nether Largie
Chambered Tomb (PSAS 64 (1B
and KilbrideJones; Recumbent stone
circles at Loanhead of Daviot and
Cullerlie (PSAS 69 (1935) 16%
223). Margaret Mitchell also was to
publish her Doctoral thesis RSA$8
(1933%;34), 13289, onANew Analysis
of Beaker pottery

Sir W. Lindsay Scott was a close friend of
/| KA RS FNRY GKS I 3GddSNDa
librarian of the Royal Anthropological

element). What was the effect of this Institute. After service in the Great War he
integration? became a civil servant living in London. With
I KAE RSQa SyO02daNI 3SYSyid K&
1) Orkney replaces the Northern Chambered Cairn at Rubh an Dunain, Isle of
al AytlFyR Fa | Wil o23¥eid(2Sas 68 (¥933)) 194228 thak &tk
I NOKI S2t 2380 Wi y@edranal2 Iy Uist (PBASR6Q (1638), 480
0S02YS3a W KAReRfew dzf (bR6Yand Bat & Unival, N Uist (conducted in
[ FYRQ® ¢CKAA AYOLl f 1198%ahd 1839 ard fully publishedirgPBAS 82
extent, embarrasses the discipline (1947%48), 1c49). In 1937 he undeavbk the
now, just as it formerly did. excavation of the island occupation site at
2) Skara Brae was ultimately well dealt  Eilean an Tighe, N Uist (PSAS 85 (350 t
with in narrative, but not in detail. 37).
Consequently as an internationally o o )
important site it has generated st /| KAt RSQa SEOIFGlIuaAz2y Fu {11

own harvest of ofshoot projects
(including Rinyo), only one of which
has been thus far adequately
published. Childe went on digging
important sites on Orkney at the peak
of his reputation.

3) W¢eKS bS2ft AGKAO
Childe and for some yesihis reports

him close Orcadian associates, among them
Walter Grant who went on to excavate a
number of Orcadian chambed cairns
(Westness, Rousay (PS8 (193%34), 7k
73), and Taversoe Tuick (PSAS 73 (333
6¢31). His initial work at Rinyo led to Childe

I 3 S ytRkinhover dhe §oikdn1838.SIRG. Gadlender,

Keeper of the National Museum of Antiquities
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and C.S.T. Caldemvkstigator in RCAHMS,
were also active at this time in Neolithic
matters. Callender, one may suspect in direct
NBalLkRyasS (2 |/ KAfRSQa
Neolithic interests excavating three of the
long stalled cairns of Orkney (Knowe of Yarso
(PSAS 69(193435), 32%51) (Knowe of
Rousay PSAS 70 (1836), 40%19) and
(Blackhammer PSAS 71 (1838), 29¢308).

Altogether this was a magnificent display of
the outcome of archaeological energy in the
twelve years between 1927 and the advent of
the Second Widd War. It furnished a massive
accession to the data available for
interpretation and  broadened, quite
AyGSyaAazylrffe 2y
geographical evenness with which the country
was covered. The development of research in
Aberdeenshire, Perthshirand the Western
Isles was to balance previous emphasis on
Caithness and Orkney and where work
continued in Orkney emphasis shifted
somewhat towards settlement archaeology
and broadened approaches to funerary sites.

1.2.2 The Childe Synthesis

A great deal of this influx of data was
available to Childe for synthesis intbhe
Prehistory of Scotland1935) ¢ a stunning
achievement for its time ¢ unrivalled
elsewhere in Europe and a more than worthy
ddz00Saaz2N) (2
The Prehistty of Scotlandhowever, stands
prominently as the inspiration, whether by
reaction or support, for all subsequent work
on the period. In the course of two chapters
the Neolithic in Scotland is given its current
WAKFLISQ Ay GSN¥a
classificatiorg, with the exception, perhaps, of
Grooved Ware which Childe was only to
understand correctly by 1938. This is not to
suggest that there is any single component of
which our understanding has not changed
since 1935. One may choose techew some
2F Ada
our current state of knowledge are all visible
there. It was a profoundly revolutionary
decade for the evolution of the Scottish

WYAINI GA2yA&adGQ O2ydSyds

Neolithic in a way that it was not for any other
period.

N he BeoddSVoMSNar, df oaivde dbfoBght K A &

quite sudden break to this extraordinary

period of development. Childe spent the war
GNAGAY3I | ydzYoSNI 2F w3SyS)
GAGE Sa a2 KFd KFLIWSYSR Ay
oProgress and Archaeolagy o mdn p 0 Y2y
them, but also producedPrehistoric Scotland

(1940) a revision of the 1935 synthesis;

carrying out the assessment and rapid survey

of sites threatened by wawork with Angus

Graham, and after the death of Edwards in

1943, the general direction of the Natal

adzaSdzYy LINA2NJ (2 wod. dYd {

/ K MronR &dR ServiceLJ INIOZ0 he dikK firther

service for Scottish prehistory by publishing
Prehistoric Communities of Britain and Ireland
(1940) a synthesis of British prehistory within
which Scottish developmesatat all periods
were accorded appropriate attention and
incorporated  within  the  ovearching
narrative. (cf. Prehistoric Englandy J.G.D
Clark, published in the same year) This
precedent imposed additional responsibilities
upon Scottish researchers whic had,
perhaps, not received appropriate emphasis
previously; and simultaneously ventilated,
illuminated and stimulated research at every
level and in all parts of the United Kingdom..

I Y RS NE& 2 y ONith theyend ¢ ithg War Samg zhaniys tp

personnel across archaeology $cotland and

the valedictory survey by Childescotland

before the Scot&l946), in which some of the
WYAINI GAZ2YyAalQ Preliso@SaasSa
Communitieswere softened in order to lend

@il A (weight | tdi S INoret forDallyt MapnBhgels v

related view of socieconomic tages of
development ¢ a treatment that Childe

himself felt was more appropriate than his

1935 approach, and which certainly has, in

some quarters, complied more readily with

the thinking of the decades since 1946.

odzi GKS 2NR3IAYaA
| 26 SOSNE a {O2uf loytRQa
of its Anderson shelter in 1946 (to use Stuart

t A332400Qa SELINB&A&AZYD i

NJ
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enormous challenges to face. The
archaeology of the Neolithic, as understood,
was still almost entirely the archaeology of
upstanding monuments. There was no
chronolagyy that could be said to be clearly
indicative of succession in the Neolithic and
indeed the duration of the period was wholly
misunderstood. Excavation standards were,
even with respect to the temporal limitations,
below the standards of much that wasibg
accomplished elsewhere in Britain. And thus
begins the third phase of research into the
Scottish Neolithic.

1.3 The Attainment of Expertise
1.3.1 PostWorld War Il Developments

Changes in personnel (Stevenson replacing
Edwards as keeper of NMASgdtt replacing
Childe etc) do not appear to this writer to
have exercised quite the same impact as the
appearance of Childe in 1926. The change is
subtler and more prolonged. It is true that
Stuart and C.M. (Peggy)_ Piggott (Stuart
Piggott 191Q1996) bought to Scotland an
intimate knowledge of excavation techniques,
much improved by (Pitt Rivers through
St.George Gray to) Wheeler with Dorothy
Liddell, the Curwens, Piggott himself and
especially W.F. Grimes as important
practitioners throughout the 1930 and the
SEA3ISyOrASa 27
in the war years. The opening of altogether
larger areas, greater skills in the treatment
and analysis of subsoil types and their
anomalies, and a vastly greater awareness of
the importance of accumlated stratigraphy,
as well as an enhanced awareness of the
nature of researchdesign were all formulated
FT2NJ GKS
from the Earthpublished after much delay in
1954 ¢ the outcome of the 1951 Rhind
[ SOG dzNB &
I NDKI S2f238¢ @ -1
contribution by Richard Atkinson, published in
1946 ¢ Field Archaeologywhich, in many
ways, was more severely practical and suited
02 . NRGA &K
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compendium. It is not insignifant that
Piggott sought Atkinson as his assistant in
Edinburgh in 1949. The 1958 publication of
2 0Co 0t Si Sxddvatiod MR Deferice
Sites, 19381945 with its revelation, by
example, of an entirely new standard of
recording and publication, wadsa a key to
the development of the new approaches
emergent in the 1960s.

1.3.2 The Piggott Synthesis

As important (and even more delayed in
coming to press) was the magisterial survey of
the British Neolithic (that gave full and
balanced weight to the Scottish dimension)
that appeared from Cambridge in 1954, Stuart
t A 3 3 Néolitifica Culture of Britain ral
Ireland(reprinted in 1972).

1.3.3 Aerial Prospection/Remote Sensing

The principle of recording ancient sites from
the air, details of which are invisible to the
ground observer, had been well known since
before the First World War and practised
congstently for archaeological purposes since
at least the 1924 season of photography
undertaken by O.G.S. Crawford and Alexander
Keiller in Wessex and published #gessex
from the Air(1928). However Scotland was
not initially seen as a propitious locatidar

0 KS NI O2 suphjpsospector and teussit @srs@edderediti S & ¢

a difficult subject for sorties from England. In
1945, however, the Cambridge University
Committee for Aerial Photography was
established and, under the direction of Dr
(later Professor) J.K. St. Josefdw extensive

sorties seeking, primarily, evidence for Roman
military sites in southern Scotland but

FANEK G Ardheedl&gy A y demqofrd@ingS sig) areceptive nature  of,

particularly, lowland soils in Scotland to this
form of remote sensing and, often, recording

S iscipliné SR Field ¢ K Brehistoric sites. Tése lessons were learnt
A Y LRNJregaimmes gf [agrial phdtegiphy were

established that were eventually consolidated
into the RCAHMS Aerial Photographic Survey
programme begun in 1976.

GKIYy 2KS$8fSND4A
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The massive impact of the accretion of
knowledge of sites of all periodsytbnot least
the Neolithic, by means of this approach is
difficult to overstate. Most importantly, and
particularly with the Neolithic in view, it
rebalanced the modern view of the
monument inventory revealing whole classes
of site hitherto invisible (i.e very largely
speaking norstone built) which often are the
host to deposits, cumulative and undisturbed,
able to offer stratified deposits of cultural
material unlikely to have been disturbed.
These are circumstances difficult to encounter
with confiderce in voids natural, or man
made, in stone built monuments. The
number of such sites recorded since the
1960s, in the Neolithic alone, numbers in the
hundreds.

1.3.4 Radiocarbon Chronology

Finally among the very many laboratory
techniques that have emged to enable the
analysis of residues upon, or the innate
content of, archaeologically recovered
materials, among the earliest and certainly
the most consistently important to date, is the
radiocarbon dating method developed in
Chicago in the late 1940sitv the first dates

in Scotland becoming available in the 1960s.
More and more dates of greater and greater
internal precision have appeared since and
the statistical and mathematical
sophistication in their treatment has
increasingly refined their interptation.

These innovations  dependent  upon
availability of aeroplanes, fast film, the study
of radioactive decay, and the advent of Ia{ge
aolkts
other things, all products of waime
developments. They have had the paotial
for the total reshaping of the research
environment in  Neolithic archaeology,
although, as will be explored below, this did
not happen in Scotland with immediate effect
due to relatively slow adoption.

10

1.4
Since

The Attainment of Critical Mass
195 the progress of archaeological

research in the Scottish Neolithic has been
well summarised by Dr lan KinndBSASL15
(1985), 1§57) and latterly by Dr Kenneth
Brophy PSAS136 (2006), @46) and the
reader is referred to these papers for detailed

analyss of Neolithic

research since the

Second World War.

What

were these potentially rshaping

developments?

a)

b)

t A33 2040 06 esséntdaR and
foundatory to any understanding of
the period, was rendered in one
important regard obsolescent
overnight. Hb chronology was clearly
wrong (and became progressively

WYY 2 NB GNRYy3AQ -1 0 K S
surrounding calibration were fought

out in the mid1960s). As a
consequence there was no sense of a

WINI YR f S3roeqQ g AGK

stultifying effect that might have
ensued.

The rapid increase in palaeo
environmental _information notably
pollen analysis, through the 1950s
and 1960s brought about the general
rejection of the simplistic and
YA&af SIFRAY3I WC2EALYQ | A
Zone determinist view (C.J. FGhe
Personaliy of Britain Cardiff, 1932).
This, together with a ra@ppraisal of
the nature of early agriculture, saw a
rapid change in dealing with the
guestion of farming settlement in
remote Atlantic locations.

WNBaOdzSQ SEOI &I GA 2y RefiSASOR datindrény tRe oltded/ &

but increasingly wh calibration,
physical dating demonstrated that the
Neolithic was three to four times
longer than originally thought ¢

Ff 0K2dzZ3K @gAGK WGKS
YI 0SNRI € Odzt (0 dzNB Q
expanded timespan. This changed
attitudes to any sense of instéaneity

of change, perception of continuity,

al
02



d)

e)

f)

9)
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FYR WO2YLX SGSySgakAyidSanh (edvilonngefital R lapploaches

set.

Absolute datingc has had the effect
2 ¥
Neolithic as immediately and directly
comparable chronology was available,
so that meaningfuland increasingly
precise comparisons could be made
from Orkney to S Englandor to the
Pyramids for that matter (see the
Historic Scotland erected walkay to
Skara Brae!). New questions and
narratives could thus emerge about
directionality of influence autonomy
of design and cultural and social inter
relationships. It may even be possible
to predict a resurgence of the
historicoO dzf (i dzNJ- f
modelling the past.
Recovery of evidence of new site
types such as cursus monuments,
henges (see AinsonPSAS4, (1949
50), 5%66 as an early example),
hengeenclosures, long barrows,
WKFfttaQx t2y3
These all provide additional specific
comparators over and above the
generalised links  provided by
megalithic  building and cenaic
techniques to the remainder of Britain
and Ireland and indeed into Europe.
This has been a further force in the
development of wider perspectives
for Scottish Neolithic studies.

The Study of organic residues in and
on artefacts, and of manufacture and
usewear traces offers limitless
opportunities for international cross
referencing, relative and absolute
dating, and also, alongside palaeo
environmental study, socieconomic
investigation.

The larger scale of excavations
made possible by increaseds@urces,
the increased realisation of the
sensitive control capacity of earh
moving machines, and the fedzhck
of the questions asked of landscape

11

GAYGSNYFGAZ2YEfA&AY Tie

a0K22f Q&

themselves (see 2 and 6 above).
h) Diffusionist argumentsA number of
ab®& cdndderations a4 Kave
applied considerable restraint to the
consideration of the diffusion of the
cultural record through artefactual
typology. The advent of absolute
dating has also diminished the
perceived requirement for evidence
for direct contact with locations
where established chronology can be
drawn upon has also resulted in
arguments for migration and diffusion
losing force, and the current of
archaeological enquiry has been
diverted in new directions.

NEfS Ay

From 1945 until c.196@here is a relatively

slow reassertion of the research profile that
had existed prior to the War. Childe, his
affection for the far north undimmed, was to
continue investigation in Orkney even from

Y 2 NI dhisNdew Seyhiddn@ea azNtBed InSitint® vofp

Archaeology in Londo ¢ continuing and
completing his work at Rinyo and conducting
for the Office of Works investigations prior to
the conservation and restoration for public
display of the chambered tombs at Quoyness
and Maes Howe. C.T.S. Calder also continued
his work (afer the publication of the
Inventory for Orkney and Shetland in 1946)
which brought to a profoundly important
climax his work on prehistoric (notably
Neolithic) settlement on Shetland as well as
the distribution of chambered cairns there
(PSAS6 (1965), 3786).

However the Piggotts were introducing a new
style of excavation featuring complex project
design to answer specific questions and
consideration of diachronic development (at
Cairnpapple PSAS82 (194%48), 6&123),
while Audrey Henshall was initiagn her
creation of the tookit for the comparative
analysis of the chambered tombs of Scotland
¢ following in the footsteps of Christison,
Coles, Anderson and Romilly Allen, but
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setting, with Jimmy Davidson, an elevated
standard all of her own.

introduction of excellent research design to
the deployment of the highest standards. The
approaches pioneered by the Piggotts in

These fores were combined in the {020t YyR 2F LINB2SOl RSax

prosecution of a series of excavations of Clyde have called it that!) and largscale

Cairns by Stuart Piggott and Terence Powell at exploration have been exploited widely. In a

Cairnholy, GallowayPSASB3 (194&49), 103 sense, Orkney introduced the fourth phase of

61); Audrey Henshall and Margaret Stewart  Scottish Neolithic researcly the stage of

(formerly Crichton Mitchell) at Clach na W/ NA G A Ol f alaaQo wS a2 dzN

Tiompan, PerthshireRSA88 (195456), 112, available that allow the input of effort and

24); Euan Mackie at Monamore, ArraASAS technique that promote a proportionate

97 (196864), 1;35); J.X.W.P. Corcoran at Mid response to the challenge of the obtainable

Gleniron, Galloway (B®a; 1969b); and Jack knowledge that waits untapped.

Scott at Brackley, Kintyr€@ 8AB9 (1955%56),

22¢54) and at Beacharra, KintyrePRS30 Yet, in Orkney, these extraordinary

(1964), 134p y 0 @ Il RR G2 KA adevelgph#nss NhayeQ Broughg Nith them

at Loch Calder, Caithned23AR8 (196€67), problems of their own making.

IctTpvr | SyaklrffQa FTyR 2FftflO0SQa g2N] |

Embo, Suthdand (PSAS 96 (19633), 9;36, The sheer volume of work has led to massive

FYR [/ 2tSaQ |yR {AYLJA2ybaki 22N 6AYy taAZYyS$S ONBISES a

Perth PPS31 (1965), 3457) and we will LISNA2Raé0 &az2yYS & Ylyeé | 3

observe an enthusiasm for Neolithic funerary  thirty years long. It is, however, a cautionary

monuments that equals the ferment of the thought that more excavation is proceeding

1920s and 30s, in the 1950s and 60s but in a now than ever before and the consequent

far more proficient and technically data and conclusions not even prepared for

accomplished way than the very best of general assimilation before equivalent or

SFNIASNI 62N} @ LG &1 aclosklp elateliSsheE aré beia® exadd S | &

0ST2NBE o0dzi 0S30GSNE |y Rsudcessidd.STRat Cadngdtil of alrSeR suppdrt |

dominant theme well into the 1970s. GKS ARSIt 2F WLINR2SO0l RSa.
of good excavation and, therefore research

The vision began to broaden with the move, practice, (as described by Martin Carver

inevitable and inearable, within Orkney to recently in his 2010 Rhind Lectures). Perhaps

the questions of a broader nature prompted the time has come to calit least a selective

by the variety and sheer quantity of relatively moratorium on further purely research work

well documented evidence within a defined in Orkney until this mountain of undigested

landscape. The modern phase of work was data is diminished; bearing in mind that the

LA2YSSNBR o0& DN KFY |y Bapdciyy yio dimikish Ot Zrdl Qany fughisid]

at Stenness rad the Knap of Howar, David account, may itself, in the future, decline with

I £ FN]SQa 62N G {1 NXhe pulNdfuBds thatyjdaefally) a8eRtd haefQ

2LISNF GA2Yy G LaoAadSNImeéaysRfsupdKY | dzy § SNRa Ay

{FYRIFI&o® wSYFNBsQa OF YLI A3dya 2F SEOF@GIFGAzZ2ya

at Quanterness and the Ring of Brodgar Gordon Barclay has not been alone in

offered a seed bed for ideas and research that questioning the legitimacy of sometimes

has created KS WLJzf £t Q (2 RNIfg2 ¢ FgAIKGKE WilAftQ 2F 2

generations of scholars into opening atruy hNJySé o{O02ifFyR0O (2 Wgl 3

bewildering variety of sites, many producing
astounding quantities of data. An enlightened
approach by Historic Scotland has selectively
supported elements of this work enabling the

12

It has been accepted that deve@ments in
Orkney may, perhaps, have unduly influenced
research project design elsewhere in Scotland
from a standpoint that is, presumably,
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a0l NOSte WwWieLMAOLIt Qo
towards a resolution of this conundrum came
gAUK GKS ¢ K2 felbperSJunded a
I NOKIF S2f238Q=2 I YR
archaeologists (usually commercial
archaeologists) to dig in areas favoured by
developers rather than by archaeologists
themselves. It is these interventions that
have, in many instances, led to pattern
breaking discoveries rather than the pattern

determined ones chosen by the
archaeologists themselves.
|
*
*
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Figure1: Neolithic sites (starred) discovered as a
result of developerfunded archaeology, 1990
2003; paler dots show all othemarchaeological
sites thus discovered in Scotland over this period.
From Phillips & Bradley 2004

Since 1976 hundreds of potential Neolithic
sites have been discovered that, usually in
O2YoAYylFGA2Y GAGK
YR Syl of SR foeéaliXxss
(themselves engendered by the NPPGS5,

(2004), 1751) and the splendid series of maps

pr@pared Ro§ dhem, most notably in this
b t coribet Xheir [ID@ratibdS4 for khé MNeolithic

(reproducedhere as Fig. 1).

By this means since the mid 1970s the
complexion of the Scottish Neolithic has
changed to reveal cursus monuments,
hengiforms, bank barrows, timbduilt halls
and  enclosures, postefined  major
SyOt2ads2NBa FTyR Y2RSali
structures. With the exception of the
continued absence of causewayed enclosures
this expanded inventory has a distinctly
Yoy3IftAaKQ TFSSt I 62dz
cultivation have been located but (as might be
expected) are very rare. The far greater
(wider ¢ more sites; deepet, more dates per
site) availability of radiocarbon dating has also
enabled far more directly valid comparison of
related phenomena between Scotland and
Southern England or Ireland where formerly
precision in chronological paritwas elusive
(cf. Whittle et al. 2011). Thus the complex
relationships and associations of Grooved
Ware from Orkney to Cornwall have been, if
not simplified, placed on a more equitable
footing.

It is, thus curious that it iat this juncturethat
betweenKinnes (1985), Barclay 200RRS57
(2001), £18) and Brophy there has emerged
a prolonged debate about marginality, cere
periphery relations, parochialism in design
and interpretation and unevenness of
GNBFaGYSyd 4 GKS
F A St Riappga? afast to have the wind
blowing equally from both ends.

processes alluded to above with especial (but

byKilEe worki-oERhilids anhdNBBddIpREAIRR dz3 K

NI

Al o

LRAYO &

LINJ 3 Yhagipdge toeqhighietegygaticiessof iRt A =
ax aiatis®rpgScotland, partly due to historic

W5S@St 2LISNI t 1 @84Q AyAGA PG ROES relgvancepte @E&Rgy welympinly v R

the skilful exercise of legal and qudesial
authority by Local Authority archaeologists
and, of course, by Historic Scotland
Inspectors), have resulted dramatic rates of
discovery. These are, perhaps, best illustrated
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because exceptional archaeological conditions
prevail in terms of preservatip Scotland has
attracted the resources and input of numbers
of English and Welsh Universities (Exeter,
Cardiff, Reading, Birmingham, Sheffield, York,
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Manchester, Durham and Newcastle come to
mind) which is an unreciprocated gain to
Scottish archaeology igeneral. The tradition
of focused research (project) design has been
FaaAaidsSR 0 e
researches either brought ideas from familiar
but nonScottish sourceg as in the case of
[ 2t AY
Scottish Borders (Burgess 1976; Speak &
Burgess 1999). These developments were

taken up and expanded by excavators such as

Barclay, Barber, McCullagh and perhaps
Mercer tackling very large scale projects
attempting to analyse entire monument
complexes and landscapeechoed in later
GNBIGYSyi 2 F
complexity by Brophy, Noble and Driscoll.

Despite this, however, the major impact on
Scottish Neolithic is the growth of commercial
archaeology in response to the planning
improvements noted above.The growth of
archaeological fieldwork reported annually in
Discovery and Excavation in Scotlanas
reported by Jones R. and McKeague in 2007
(DES2007, 218) is presumably as good a
measure as we can hope for of increased
effort ¢ although we may wish teeflect upon
whether there are more, smaller projects and
fewer larger ones. The emergent picture is
striking. From 19471990 (43 years) the
number of projects reported per annum rose
from 16 to c.200. After 1990 the figures rose
from 200 to over 1000ni seventeen years.
Development control inspired 3@900 of
these entries over this period.

Scotland is lucky indeed to have succeeded in

placing archive reports with the central
repository of the RCAHMS. Thus it was that
t NB TP N} Rf S& T2dzyR
easily used as an archaeological ase

WT 2 NB A 3y Qpersh yainB) NIBIStyng, Andwever adail8 K&S

worse than a false sense of security built upon
such vulnerable foundations. It is a matter of

. dZNBS&d45Q SEOI @I (vitd y dnpdrtdncea 3d R @sifblish NFhéwa S =

authoritative  and relatively  complete

accounts can be furnished of all
archaeobgical interventions in Scotland on an
internationally available basis and that
knowledge of their existence is easy to trace.
Only then can Scotland seek to participate
effectively in the new accessible atmosphere.

Geeradi S @ ATRdl €xBtence Yoliscbvery and Excaven

Scotlandis an extraordinarily powerful asset
for the Neolithic as for every other aspect of
Scottish archaeology. Nevertheless the
growth of grey literature sources, the growing
backlog of any sort of publication is, in the
face of the volume of wdr proceeding since
1990 a major hazard to effective project
design and synthesis. Scottish archaeology
urgently needs to develop a more effective
way of enabling scholars to gain easy access
to their requirements and to a clear picture of
the precise corgnt of the source indicated,
with clear instructions as to how the source
may then be accessed. But this is a problem
of success, not failure!

The current weakness in universitased
Artefact Studies has been substantially
avoided by Scottish Neolithienquiry in
recent years, with much of the ground
breaking research being carried out by
researchers not based in universities. Caroline

{O210if

WickhamW2 y S&aQ ¢ 2N} 2PBASt A KA O
109 (197¢8), TH MU T { G SLIKSy- DNBESY(
wideystirked of arrowheadsB(it. Arch. Reps.
15,1980 ¢ NB@2NJ / 26AS I yR
work on Neolithic pottery Cowie T.G.PSAS
123 (1993), 1&41; Cowie and MacSweeniA.
Cleal R. and MacSween @ds. 48¢57) and

supporting DES consistently for sixtyhree
years. Again Historic Scotland and the Royal
I 2YYA&AaA2Y Q& hteBey pblibigst &
have, alongside the dedication Afchaeology
Scotland, ensured that it should.  This
publication alone stands between the
discipline in Scotland and its loss from sight of

A

the majority of work it conducts. Historic other major contributions all emphasise this
Scotland, LA archaeolsts and all adherence to the study of the objects made
commercial archaeologists  working in by the people under study. Among the

Scotland have adopted the procedure of  contributions made to the study of Neooithic

14
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{020t FYyRQA YIFGSNAIE Odzf GdzZNB o6& !'fAazy { KSNARIFY
is her involvement, as @GOrdinator for

Britain, Ireland, the Isle of Man and the

Channel Islands, in the recent (2@2610)

international research project into axeheads

of Alpine rock,Projet JADESheridanet al.

2011, Pétrequiret al.2012).

Perhaps Scotland now needs to takeleaf

FNRY LNBfFyRQaA 0221 YR F2fft2¢6 tNRFSaaz2N
Gabriel Cooney in his major research project

2y (GKS a2dz2NDSa 2F GKS A&aflyRQ&a 3dINRdzyR adaz2ys
axes, thelrish Stone Axe Proje¢Cooney &

Mandal 1999; Cooneyet al. 2011). Here

Scotland does lag, despite some éalstarts,

behind developments elsewhere in Britain

and Ireland, despite useful contributions from

the 1950s to the 1990s by Roy Ritchie (e.g.

P.R. Ritchie 1968) and despite excavations at

Creag na Calillich (Edmoretsal. 1992) .

15
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2. The Scottish Neolithic: The Overall Picture

2.1  Introduction
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Figure2: Distribution map of sites mentioned in the text
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Researchinto Neolithic Scotland is currently
at an interesting juncture since there is
currently little consensus on key questions
such as:

1 The agency, nature and timing of the
transition from a lifestyle based solely
on wild food resources to one based
largely on food production using
domesticates; and

I The nature of the farmingased
subsistence economy (and associated
settlement  pattern):  sedentary,
mobile, or somewhere in between.

The Neolithic Panel needed to find a way to
accommodate the radically differing

perspectives of its own members on such
matters, and so it was agreed to produce an
Wh@P@SNIBASGQ yINNIGADS

0StASTa 2F GKAa
acknowledges the main areas where opinions
differ. The resulting research questions
address ways of resolving differences of
opinion.

{2YS RSTAYAUAZRZY
Theme m Ay (i NRRdzOSR
now longsince obsolete¢ which had been
based on the typology of stone artefacts; and
/| KAt RSQa RS T A yell (oA 2hg =
production of food using domesticated plants
and animalsg in other words, farming. It is
the latter which has been, and continues to
be, the principal defining characteristic,
although it is not the only one, since by the
time that the use of dmesticates appeared in
Scotland, in northern France (whence
(620t yRQa
see below) this subsistence strategy was
associated with a range of other practices,
traditions and beliefs that had not previously
formed part of the AFSaidetsS 27F
indigenous inhabitants: a novel technology
(i.e. pottery manufacture); new styles of
artefact (e.g. leabhaped arrowheads) and
new ways of exploiting and working lithic
resources; rectangular (and other), timber
built houses; funeary monuments; and other
practices (e.g. modes of deposition) that

27
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(Ranelidochert.f SOG a
asSoliArzyQa

indicate the appearance of novel ways of
making sense of the world. As will be argued
below, within the insular context of Britain
and Ireland, it does indeed appear that these
novelties apJS+ NBR | & WLJI Ol 3
as individual traits that had been selectively
FR2LIGSR o0& {O2Gft+yRQ& A

w»
QX
(@]

<
¢
~o

The broadbrush approach used in thtekeme

describes the main features of what

happened in Scotland from the late™5

millennium to around the 2% century BC

(when metal objects and other associated
Continental novelties including Beaker pottery

dzaS TFANERG FLIWSEFNDO® LyYyRSS
YIENNI GAGPSQ aKz2dzZ R y2a Syl
point; instead, some indication of the reaction

to these novelties is provided, as a way of
articulating with the Chalcolithic & Bronze Age

GKS aidNey3

I dzi K2NE |yR &8

The following division of this 1500+ ydang

period is proposed here:

1. Beginnings- i K S

F LIS+ NI yOS 2
bS2t AGKAOQ i K S

FYR- GKS

Wb S 2 t NeblichicTrasition, Hetwees 4300/BRE R @
2 2cNE | | SQandRPEFBCY A G A2y

2. Subsequent developments, ¢ 380

3000 BC (i.e. Early to Middle
g K A Neolithie)2 O dza

3. Late Neolithic developments, 3060
2500 BC;

4. Endings: appearance of Continental
novelties including Beaker use, and
reactions to them, 28¢22™ centuries
BC.

WhS2f A G KA OaEpreach 8fthesg gectigns, @ Sumningy YiShe

main characteristics will be offered, together

with the main outstanding research
guestions.

{020t YyRQa

2.2  Beginnings

The appearance of the novelties outlined
above needs to be seen within the broader
context of the overall, longerm spread of
farming across Europe from its origins in the
Near East. Within this scenario, Scotlagd
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and the rest of Britain and Irelanglie at the
end of, and at the geographical periphery of,

GKA& LINRPOSaao .e& GKS

SFNIASEl WbS2f AGKAOQ AYRA
dealing with asingleprocess of Neolithisation,
0 Buy @thetl Wi twd stidBds of mAcamplex, 2 T Wi

bS2f AGKAOQ | LILISI NBR Ay myti@@add plogsk hat haé beareideified A Y S
between 4300 BC and 4000/3900 BC,

communities over most

of the norttvest

European mainland had been gmtising
farming for over a millennium and this fact

must inform our understanding of the

OF LI oAfAGASEA

20KSNJ g2NRA

dzy RSNBadA YLl @

from those which had obtained over the

for Britain and Ireland, as summarised in
Figure3 (and see Sheridan 2010a for details).
As will be arguedbelow, these strands
originated in different parts of northern
France and were brought to Scotland by small

'Y R LIS NA lgiSupsiokidnfigiant farfers{ O2 i f | YRQA&
first farmers. Furthermore, we can only
understand the Neolithisation of Scotland
(and the rest of Britain and Ireland) by
understanding the broader dynamics of social
and economic change in northern France: in

3 WwiKS

It should be noted, however, that the model
presented here represents one of at least four
models that have been ppwmsed to account
for the MesolithieNeolithic transition in

b S Britaln(akdA I@lend. The Wiker thed dak be
baggage of its own. And we should not

summarised as follows:

S (KS wak201 2F GKS ySgéQy GKS
novelties outlined above represent a radically
different set of practices, traditions and belifs

previous four millennia in Scotland.

Figure3: Strands of Neolithisation in Britain and

Ireland; Nos 2 and 3 pertain to Scotland (From

Sheridan 2010a)

The diversity in the material culture and

a 0 NHzO (i dzNJ ¢

SOARSYOS
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1. Adoption of traits by indigenous
Mesolithic communities; i.e. hunter
gathererfishers as the prime movers
for this change. Thisiew has been
championed by Julian Thomas (e.qg.
Thomas 2003, 2004, 2007, 2008), with
Clive Bonsall arguing that climate
change played a role in this (Bongll
al. 2002).

2. Immigration of small farming groups
from the far north of France to south
east Engind around 41064000 BC,
and subsequent spread northwards
and westwards, picking up
momentum around 3800 BC (Whittle
et al.2011).

3. Immigration of small farming groups
from northern France to central
Southern England, and then to
Scotland, and expansion fro these
areas (Collaret al.2010).

A detailed critique of these other models has
been presented elsewhere (Sheridan 2010a;
2012) and need not be repeated here, other
than to highlight the following principal
objections:

1. ¢KS WaSaz2fAldKprineO2 YYdzy
Y2OSNRQ VY2RSt Ad LINBR
model of acculturation borrowed

NB f | [ﬁrwry sputhgrp SC%”@@‘Gaf IWQeF@Qé
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fisherhunter-gatherer communities
came into contact with their farming
neighboursc with whom they shared
the same landmasg and selectively
adopted (and adapted) traits of their
lifestyle. In Britain and Ireland, by
contrast, there is not a shred of
evidence for the existence of
interaction between Mesolithic
communities and their farming

sequence of pottery and monument
building in Scotland, failing to grasp
that the Achnacreebeag monument
and its pottery lies at the very
beginning of a long and complex
sequence of developments, in both
passage tomb building and in fpery.

Having carefully considered the matter for
over a quarter of a century, it is the firm

Yy SAIKOo2dzNEQ | ONZ & aopinioi & thisth&nmeQ LINARING 2(N2 -0 K (0 (0 K

the appearance of the Neithic
WL Oi¢lamSa®empts to unpick

A0NI YR O2ft2yAaliArzy F2tf2;
model offers the best fit with the evidence

GKAA WLI O1F3SQ 0 ¢ Keuidntdly availablep iiespeétivedd® whether

been robustly rebutted (e.g. by
RowleyConwy 2004 and Schulting
2004). Furthermore, the evidence
used to support the idea of selective
acculturation ¢ e.g. the fact that
hunting  caotinued  after the
appearance of farming (Cummings &
Harris 2011), or that some Neolithic
sites coincide spatially with Mesolithic
sites¢ is weak: farming communities
in northern France hunted wild
animals as well as herding
domesticates, and in cases wee
Neolithic material immediately
overlies Mesolithic materiak as at
Glecknabae chamber tomb, or
Warren Field, Cratheg radiocarbon
dating has demonstrated that the
activity is separated by millennia. And
finally, the characterisation of the
WwOo2f 2y NalYI2ARS § AY
WY & a A @Rlifated Ogaborne
AYOlLAaArz2yQ o0¢CK2Yl a
a caricature, which misunderstands
and misrepresents the scale and
dynamics of the process.

The Whittleet al. and Collardet al.
models place too much reliancen
radiocarbon dating and fail to account
adequately for the observed
variability in material culture and
monuments across Britain and
Ireland. Furthermore, Whittleet alQ a
attempted negation of the Breton
strand of Neolithisation (see below)
betrays a msunderstanding of the

19

the reader agrees, the text below will provide

the evidential basis for understanding the

VI Gdz2NE 2F {O2Gtl yRQa SI NI A
The two strands of Neolithisation to affect

Scotland can be characterised as follows (and

see Sheridn 2010 a for further details):

HOHDOM ¢KS ! GflyiAaO0s W. NI

a

FiguredY ¢KS 1 GflyiAO Fleel RS W
strand of Neolithisation: distribution  of

megalithic closed polygonal chambers and simple

passage tombs. From Sheridan 2010

This is found on the western seaboard of
Scotlandg where it forms part of an Atlantic
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facade coastal scatter

Figure4) ¢ and is currently attested solely by
funerary monuments (in the form ofmall
closed polygonal megalithic chambers and
simple passage tombs) and by pottery. These
constitute the earliest funerary monuments
and the earliest pottery in Britain and Ireland,
and the origin of both lies in the Morbihan
region of southeastern Britany (Sheridan
2010a).

The bestknown site is Achnacreebeag, Argyll
& Bute (J.N.G. Ritchie 197gure5): this is a
two-phase monument, consistingof a
polygonal chamber in a low round cairn,
succeeded by a simple passage tomb, with a
cairn extension that makes the cairn pear
shaped. (See Ritchie 1970 for other similar
monuments in the region.)

20

< stoneimpression
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SECTION SW-NE

Ry
stone impression —

Figure 2.2 - Achnacreebeag: plan and sections. From Ritchie 1970; Crown copyright,

eSS
Arystonew

3 om0

~~charcoal  drainage ditch> fle

Figure 5. Plan and sectionof Achnacreebeag
chamber tomb, with closed polygonal chamber
and simple passage tomb. From Ritchie 1970;
Crown copyright.

The pottery Figure 6) was found in the
passage tomb and consists of a decorated
bipartite bowl of Late Castellic style, along
with sherds of two other pots that are of
types in contemporary use with Late Castelli
pottery in the Morbihan. (Incidentally, the
resemblance between the Late Castellic bowl
and its progenitors in Brittany had been
pointed out as long ago as 1975, by Gérard
Bailloud (Bailloud 1975). Furthermore, it
should be noted that an attempt was made
by Gwenaélle Hamon on behalf of Alison
Sheridan, to determine through thisection
petrography whether the Achnacreebeag pots
could have been made in Brittany;
unfortunately, the fineness of the fabric made
it impossible to determine this.)
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Figure6: The pottery from Achnacreebeag ¢3),
and some comparanda for the decorated
bipartite bowl among Late Castellic pottery in
Brittany and Normandy (4. Le Castellic, Brittany;
5. Vierville, Normandy; 6. Er Grah, Brittany). From
Sherdan 2010 (where the sources of the images
used as 26 are cited)

No radiocarbordatable material relating to
GKA& LXKIasS 27
least, the small flecks of charcoal found on the
old ground surface under the monument
(Ritchie 1990., 34) were so tiny that they were
not retained, and in any case they would not
be large enough to provide a singdatity
AMS date. Instead, the dating relies on the
dating of Late Castellic monuments and
pottery in northwest France, and particularly
in the Locmariaquer complex in the Morbihan
(Casseret al. 2009, 761, fig. 13). This suggests
that this strand of Neolithisation arrived in
Britain and Ireland at some time between
4300 BC and 4000/3900 BC; it is currently not
possible to be more precise dh that. The
contemporary indigenous inhabitants of
western Scotland would have included the
groups who moved around the Inner Hebrides
and who placed their dead on the shell
middens of Oronsay (but see Milner 2010 for
a recalibration of the relevant huan
remains dates that places these within the
first few centuries of the fourth millennium;
whatever their actual date, the point to be
noted here is the stark contrast with the
practice of building megalithic funerary
monuments.)

As to why people shouldave chosen to leave
the Morbihan and sail northwards, the main
reason may well be the transformation of
Morbihannais society around the A4entury

21

0 KSor,atA S

BC. (See Cassen 2009 for a recent discussion
of this.) Prior to this, from ¢ 4600 BC, there
had flourishedr Wi KS2 ONJ (A O

¢ its roots lying in the local Mesolithic groups,
who selectively adoptied and adapted
elements of the farming lifestyle; which
featured the erection of massive funerary
mounds and standing stones, and the
deposition of pecious exotic objects (Alpine
axeheads and Spanish fibrolite axeheads and
variscite jewellery). This society, with its
explicitly phallocentric expressions of power
and fertility, its competitive conspicuous
consumption and its rich mythology, gave way
to a fully agricultural society in which power
and fertility was expressed in a more maternal
idiom, including in the construction of womb
like passage tombs. It may be that seismic
?.Etévity,d Jwhich Fegms 0 e been
respons%?e or ?he collapse of many huge
standing stones including the Grand Menhir at
Locmariaquer, provided the catalyst for this
change. At any rate, the departure
northwards of the families who ended up
along the Atlantic fagade of Britain and
Ireland formed part of a longtanding
tradition of deep sea, longlistance sailing by
the Morbihannais. Other northerly movement
is attested by Early Castellic influence on the
pottery of the Channel Islands, and on the
presence of a Late Castellic bowl, very similar
to the Achnacreebeag bowl, in a gile
passage tomb at Vierville in Normandy
(Sheridan 2010a).

The outstanding research questions relating
to this strand of the Neolithic are as follows:

1. Was this strand restricted to parts of
the west coast, as appears to be the
case? We need to excavateore
closed megalithic chambers and
simple passage tombs.

2. Where and how did the people live?
There are currently no settlements
associated with this strand of
Neolithisation, and we can only
assume that, by analogy with
Brittany, the people practised farng
(although lipid analysis of the pottery

0A3d
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will demonstrate whether this was the

case).

3. Did these people, or their
descendants, play a role in the
eventual disappearance of the

Mesolithic lifestyle in this part of
Scotland? On current evidence, it
seems gite possible that the small
numbers and low density of indigenes
and immigrants alike was such that
both could have cexisted in
ignorance of each other for some
considerable time.

4. This strand needs to be underpinned
by Scottish radiocarbon dates, to
conplement the evidence from north
west France.To this end, we need to
excavate more closed megalithic
chambers and simple passage tombs.

222 ¢KS W/ I NARYlGSR
More is known about this second strand of
Neolithisation, which appears to ta
involved immigration by small farming groups
from the far north of France (i.e. the NoRhs
de Calais region) to large parts of Britain and
Ireland between the 41st century and ¢ 3800
BC. Within Scotland, this strand reached as far
as Caithness in theorth and Galloway in the
south-west, but appears not to have extended
as far as the Northern or Western Isles, or the
north-west mainland Figure 7). It is
particularly strongly represented in norémast
Scotland and it appears to follow major rivers,
especially the Dee, Forth, Clyde and Nith;
indeed, it may have spread rapidly from
eastern Scotland to the soutlvest along the
Forth-Clyde corridor anadlown the Nith. The
farmers appear to have sought out and found
areas of high agricultural potential, and
proceeded to clear the forest in order to
establish their settlements and farmland. (See
Section 4.4 on the palaeoenvironmental
record.)

22
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mformatlon accurate to 2007. From Sherldan
2007b (where key to numbers can be found)

Recent Bayesian modelling of the available
Scottish raiocarbon dates (Whittleet al.
2011, chapter 14) has claimed that it
appeared in Scotland around 3800 BC, up to
three centuries later than in Kent and the
Thames Estuary, and as the result of
secondary spread from soutmast England.
Whether that had inded been the case is a
moot point; both the use of Bayesian
modelling (with its requirement to define an
end-date to the phenomenon being modelled)
and the assumption of chaicolonisation can
be challenged and will continue to be
debated. Be that as it mayjit is clear that this
strand of the Scottish Neolithic was indeed
present in the parts of Scotland mentioned
above by 3800 BC., appearing as a diaspora.
Its key characteristics are as follows:

Economy(and see Section 4.1):

There is good evidence fonixed agricultural
and pastoral farming. We know that bread
wheat (and other varieties of wheat), barley
and linseed were cultivated, and other
domesticated plants may have been



ScARF Neolithic Panel Report

cultivated as well (Bishop  2009). W| dzatdahategan, Glendaruel, Argyll & Bute
Palaeoenvironmental evidence at Crathes  (from Marshall 1978)

Warren Field, Aberdeenshire (Tippireg al.

2009), suggests that cereals were cultivated in - These are mostly (but not exclusively)

one or more field in the vicinity of a large rectilinear and mostly plank, posindplank

house. Faunal remains (and indeed coprolites) o postbuilt. There is a wide variety of sizes

show that domesticated cattle, sheep, goats  gnq durabilities, ranging from large houses

and pigs were kept, and analysi§ absorbed thesoOl f f SR WKIffaos gKAOK |
lipids in pottery has shown that dairying was ~ gast Scotland but are also presented at

part of this introduced subsistence practice, | gckerbie in the south west, and which are
aryO0S YAfl Frd Kla 0S5 S3iedd 8% Begirhig of'tidNleRitic A 2 V I f
'V NRyFUSR .26t Q '—32 0 G S Nifrough ~sth@Iet 'ixructlﬁes %S e iR

2009). There is also evidence for the  hoyse at Garthdee Road, Aberdeen) and some
exploitation of wild resarces, both plants flimsier, hutlike structures  (including

(Bishop 2009) and animals. Hunting iS  Aychategan on the slopes of leBdaruel,
demonstrated, for example, by the Rotten  aArgyll & Bute: Marshall 1978). This diversity

Bottom imported yew flatbow which, as  reflects both the process of becoming

argued in Section 5.3.2, is most likely to have  estaplished as farming communities and the

been the possession of a farmer out on a deer  npatyre of subsistence activities. The fact that

hunt in the hills above Migat. However, there GKS fFNBS K2dzasa OWKFffAaAQ

is no evidence for the use of marine  fist few generations ofthe CB Neolithic .
NBaz2dzZNOSayY wAOKI NRa Ys:t'i]ges{tso Kndet %hésé( IR thed z’gnhllg LJS
analyses of early Ngolithic human .remains communal living places of the first few

from coastal areas (Richards &.Schultmg 20(_)6) generations of settlers, who lived together

has shown no trace of a marine element in il they were sufficiently wekkstablished to

the diet. Even thoughhe first farmers had WodzR 2FFQ Ayi2 AYRADARdZ f
arrived by sea, they had no tradition of eating  aAnd the existence of e small, hudike

fish or sea mammals. structuresc analogous to the flimsy structures
seen in northkeast England (see 3.3.8)

Domestic structures (see section 4.3) suggest that transhumance was practised as
part of the overall subsistence strategy, at

Image to follow least in some parts of Scotland. Thus, the

Figure 8 { St SOGA2y 2F 3N dzy FSetliggreptypgtiennappeajs to show a basic
bS2t AGKAOQ RS ma yCEthésfi INGORieANS »f  yearround,  housebased
Warren Field, Aberdeenshire (frorMurray et al. occupation with some seasonal settlement by
2009; 2. Smaller house, Garthdee Road, a section of the community.

Aberdeenshire (from Murray & Murray 200x); 3.

23
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es F and G the south edge of the later cut, containing the burnt fence

of Richmond and St Joseph’s trench

=4
arked by a M,
ark two

r he burnt fence, is m
palf-post-pipes, ut by the later can be sen on this ines the arcas of dark tone ma

Figure9Y 9EIl YL S& 2F W/ . bS2ftAGKAOQ TazKibross (fridm Oolesy&dzy Sy G & Y
Simpson 19xx); 2. Pyre covered by round mound, Boghead, Fochabers, Moray (from Burl 1984). 3. Mortuary
enclosure, Inchtuthill, Perth & Kinross (from Barclay and Maxwell 1991); 4. Eweford West, East Lothian

(from Lelong & MacGregor@D9)

Funerary practice¢and seeTheme6) :

These feature the use of nemegalithic
funerary monuments, followed by a
translation of some of these into stone
versions in parts of Scotland (as at Mid
Gleniron and Cairnholy, for exampleThe
non-megalithic monuments comprise:

A0 YWEAYSIENIT2ySQ
which were usually burnt down and
eventually covered by long (rectangular
or trapezoidal) or round mounds of
earth and/or store;

i) rectangular, pogtuilt enclosures which
are assumed to have been areas for the
temporary or permanent layingut of

24

the dead (and see 3.3.1 regarding their
dating); and

iii) cremation pyres, covered by noa
mounds (as at Boghead, Moray: Burl
1984, and see Sheridan 2010 b for a
review of Neolithic round mound dating).

There is evidence, from Raschoille Cave and

Carding Mill Bay Cave, Argyll & Bute, for the

sk Yo caves forz thagfepessitio® of shmanzO (i dzNE 3
remains during the first half of the fourth

millennium (Milner & Craig 2009, tables 15.3,

15.4). This is consistent with practice attested

in Ireland where, for example, skeletal

remains were found at Kilgreany Cave, Co.
Waterford, assoiated with CB pottery (Dowd

2008).
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Figure 10Y wS 02y a i NHzOGAZ2Y
mortuary structure. From Ashmore 2006

Material culture (and se€Themeb5):

The Carinated Bowl pottery tradition, which
givesits name to this strand of the Neolithic,
originated as one of several regional groups of
the Chassédichelsberg ceramic tradition in
northern France. It features carinated and S
profiled bowls, uncarinated bowls and cups,
and necked jars, mostly ofnf fabric and
including some very thiwalled vessels (c 4
mm); decoration is absent, save for the
occasional use of fingertip fluting. A process
2T WwWaidetS RNAFTFGIQ FNRY
style began in nortleast Scotland within a
few generatios of the initial appearance of
the CB Neolithic.

The associated lithics comprise:

1 ground (and sometimes polished)
stone axeheads, including fine, non
utilitarian  axeheads of Alpine
jadeitite, eclogite and omphacitite
which had been brought over from
Fran@ as old, treasured heirlooms of
individuals or communities;

1 leafshaped arrowheads, mostly of
flint;

1 planoconvex flint
extensive retouch

 flakes and blades of flint and other
stone including pitchstone

knives  with

25

1 end and side scrapers of flint and
other stone

and it is very likely that coarse stone tools,
including saddle querns, would also have been
part of the earliest CB Neolithic repertoire.
Early Neolithic organic finds are extremely
rare, but the yew flatbow from Rotten Bottom
¢ which had probablybeen imported from
Cumbria or Ireland, most probably Cumbcgia
has already been mentioned.

2 TResdlifck YiselaNd inteatidnetworks:

The CB Neolithic lithics show that the early
farming communities were not only making
opportunistic  use of localkgvailable
resources butc as had been the case in the
Middle Neolithic of northern France were
also targeting specific sources of good quality
2N WaLISOAIIEQ adz2ys
circulating items (and, in some cases,
roughouts) made of these stone typeves
considerable distances. The stone types in
question included Arran pitchstone (Fig. 9),
tuff from Great Langdale in Cumbria (anf cf.
thexygw fory they Roften Bottqng RAWIRANEG A 2 v I ¢
porcellanite from Tievebulliagh and Rathlin
Island in Co. Antrim. (The Creag @aillich
source of caksilicate hornfels does not seem
to have been exploited until later during the
4™ millennium: Edmondset al. 1991.) The
creation of networks over which objects,
resources, ideas and people travelled is a
characteristic of the earlyCB farming
communities (and of their French forbears),
and indicates that the immigrant communities
would have sought each other out. The
benefits of operating interaction networks
would have included the maintenance of a
viable pool of norrelated partnes ¢ although
whether this was a conscious choice, and/or
articulated in terms of viable breeding
populations, is a moot point.

TNRY C
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Figure 11: Carinated Bowl pottery: 1. Carinated andpBofile bowls; 2. Uncarinated bowls and cups; 3.

Necked jars. From Sheridan 2007.

As for other evidence that may potentially
relate to the CB Neolithic, it has been claimed
that a causewayecenclosure may exist at
Sprouston, Roxburghshire (Scottish Borders),
but this needs to be tested through
excavation.

As with the Atlantic, Breton Neolithic, the
reasons for the appearance of the CB
Neolithic lie in the soci@conomic dynamics
of Middle Nedithic northern France. In this
case, demographic pressure seems to be the
root cause: an infilling of the Paris Basin, after
a millennium of agricultural activity, seems to
have resulted in an eastward and northward
(and possibly westward) movement of gade
out of the Paris Basin during the laté"5
millennium), with these diasporic groups
evolving a suite of regionallgpecific pottery
traditions ¢ of which the regional variant that
gave rise to CB pottery is one (Vanmontfort
2001; Crombé & Vanmontfo007).

The question of the relationship of these
putative north French incomers to the
indigenous Mesolithic communities is a
problem since, despite claims to the contrary
(e.g. Thomas 2007), it is neampossible to

identify any sites or assemblages ath

demonstrate a process of acculturation.
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Nevertheless, given the apparent
disappearance of the Mesolithic way of life
from Scotland around the beginning of th& 4
millennium, some process of acculturation
must have taken place. It is not necessary to
poa Al a ¢K2Yla R2Sax
as a consequence of the arrival of immigrant
farmers; but exactly what happened remains
a mystery. The paucity of Mesolithic human
remains hinders attempts to identify
introduced diseases, for example.

The mam outstanding research questions
relating to the CB strand of Neolithisation are
as follows:

1. Can the area of origin for the CB Neolithic
be pinpointed more specifically? And can the
forerunner of every aspect of the CB Neolithic
be identified there? Ti& requires further
fieldwork and survey in the No#las de Calais
region, and adjacent areas.

2. The nature of, and any regional variability
in, subsistence strategy, land use and
settlement structure need to be clarified
further. More and larger faunahssemblages
need to be found as the existing dataset is
relatively small.
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3. What was the nature of the relationship
with pre-existing Mesolithic communities?
How did the process of acculturation operate
¢ and is there any evidence for the adoption of
traditions associated with the Scottish
Mesolithic by farming groups? (On present
evidence, the answer to the last question is
Ybh2Qd0 C2N K2g f2y13
the CB Neolithic did the Mesolithic way of life
continue? Did it disappear because the
farming way of life was perceived as
preferable?

4. |Is the Sprouston site a causewayed
enclosure? And if so, does it date to the
beginning of the Neolithic? (Cf. Whitté al.
2011 on the dating of causewayed
enclosures.)

2.3  Subsequent developments durg
the Early and Middle Neolithic, c 38Q0
3000 BC

A suite of developments, including a
secondary expansion of farming communities
and a process of regionalisation, can be
identified for the period ¢ 380{BO00 BC. It
has become customary to call part diis
LIS NR 2 R
has tended to be nebulous and opinions differ
as to where to place its notional start date. In
fact, given the diversity of developments
around Scotland and the absence of a clear
horizon of generalisg change, the use of this
term is more a matter of convenienagas a
way of breaking up a neamillennium of
developmentsg than a marker of widespread
change. Where used in the succeeding text, it
will refer loosely (and arbitrarily) to the
second halbf the third millennium.

The principal developments during this ¢ 800
year long period can be characterised as
follows:

2.3.1 Expansion

2F WiKS bS2ftAGKAOQZ
of landscapes in the areas of earliest Neolithic
FOGA@GAGE YR |
tomb-associated) Neolithic from western
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Scotland to the Western and Northern Isles
and the northern mainland Indications are

that this latter process may have taken place
as early as the 38th or 37th century BC, and
that farming and its associated traditions
probably reached Shetland directly from
western Scotland, rather than via Orkney.

I XSe&STNImMeBKE detald JUEs ladslimedibat 2 F

this relates to population growth but was not
necessarily driven by that growth: in other
words, it is unlikely that there would have
been a land shortage on the mainland that
occasioned a move out to the islands. Other
factors protably informed the decisiorand
the desire to explore new areas cannot be
ruled out as a factor

2.3.2 Diversification and hybridisation in

material  cuture, monuments and

traditions.

A process of regionalisation can be traced, as

material culture, structtes and traditions

dzy RSN Sy G waietS RNATFIQ ¢
generations. (SeeTheme 3.) Thus, for

SEIFYLX S (GKS WiNIRAGAZ2YI
pottery of the 39Y/38"™ century became
WY2RAFASR /. Q LRGUSNEZ
shape, decoration and manuflace style)

g A

0§KS WaAiRRf S b S2 pcruirirg: ad differer dgaies and & difeSentA y A (G A 2

ways in different parts of Scotland. Similarly,
in southwest Scotland, over the course of the
38" and 37" centuries BC, one can trace the
development of CHssociated funerary
monuments from thai nonmegalithic
beginnings, through simple stone translations
6S®3d G aAR Df SYANRY
Ol A Ny aTheme6d S § the west, the
development of passage tombs from the
simple form as seen at Achnacreebeag, and
the geographical expansioof this funerary
monument tradition, can be traced. Other,
regionallyspecific styles of chamber tomb
emerged elsewhere in Scotland (e.g. the
stalled cairns of Orkney). Likewise, cursus
monuments ¢ which may represent an
aggrandisement of Early Neolithrectangular

Iy R

o 2 Motuary gnclgp@aggraergedsat spme timey ¥ 4 ¢ £ A

between 3800 and 3650 BC (Caakal. 2010)

ALINBIR BYROIKEB wh 82 QEh &R oo & K | ¥

the few very long bank barrows in Scotland
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(such as the Cleaven Dyke: Barclay & Maxwell
1998) may be alterrtive expressions of a
similar concept. In eastern Scotland, the late
fourth millennium reemergence of large

timber structures (e.g. at Balfarg Riding
School) of similar size to the EarIy Neolithic
WKIFffaQs odzi y2i

another agect of regional diversity. Other

expressions of diversity include variation in
house building styles, with stone houses being
constructed in areas that were relatively

timber-poor (i.e. the Northern and Western

Isles).

The hybridisation re ferred to abewvelates to

the fact that the descendants of the two
WAGNIYRAQ 27 I NI S&i
0KFdG A&z
0SGGOSNI GSNXYO | YR miskKS
have interacted and shared design ideas. |
western and soutlwed Scotland the
trajectory of ceramic development shows a
YSNEM/H 2T GKS WL Gty
gKFEG WFO1 {0204
and the same specific variety of modified CB
pottery can be found in Clyde cairns (e.g.
Glenvoidean) and passage tomb (Achnacree)
alike. Similarly, the chamber tomb of
Clettraval on North Uist provides the clearest
evidence for the incorporation of elements of
both passage tomb and Clyde cairn design in
the creation of some megalithic monuments
in the Westen lIsles (Henshall 1968; Henley
2004). And on the northern mainland, in
Caithness, we can perceive the appearance of
the passage tomb funerary tradition and its
interaction with the CB Neolithic tradition
(e.g. in the form of multphase monuments,
where the long cairn format of the CB
Neolithic tradition was superimposed on
passage tombs (as at Camster Long,
CaithnessFigurel?).
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Camster Long, Caithness, where a horned long
cairn was superimposed on two prexisting
passage tombs with round cairns. From Henshall
1972

The particular trajectories of change that we
cantrace in different parts of Scotlang see
Theme 3 for details ¢ will have been
influenced by the amount, kind and direction

of| a I&D% V\éeen |fegeq}de onsﬁ,a\é}\/gu
cé?é%dfa&ﬁjt re€§ thel%:orSE‘evoéf[

the 4" millennium, while in soutiwest and
western Scotland, influences resulting from

f an Lr| %1 int act
R o

the emergence of Impressed Wares, possibly
from ¢ 3600/3500 BC but certainly by 3300
BC, shows a sharing of design ideas both with
northern England and (in the southest) with
north-east Ireland. And links between the
northern mainland, Orkney anché Western
Isles at some time between ¢ 3600 and 3300
BC are shown in the shared use of a specific
type of pottery vessel known as the Unstan

Bowl fig X.
[Fig 11 to go here]

2.3.3 Social differentiation and strategies
of competitive conspicuoumnsumption

A process of competitive aggrandisement in
chamber tomb construction can be identified,
for example in the emergence of massive
horned cairns in Caithness, Sutherland and
Orkney Figure 13) around 3600/3500 BC.
These truly monumental long cairng of
which short versions also exist were
sometimes imposed on prexisting passage
tombs (as at the aforementioned monument
of Camster Long, @hness), and sometimes
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constructed from scratch (as at Point of Cott,
Orkney). Given that they would have involved
a considerable investment of effort to build,
they can arguably be seen as statements of a
I NP dz IO NK | LJa
authority.

Figure 13: Massive horned cairn: facade of
Camster Long, Caithness. Photo: Mick Sharp.
From Davidson & Henshall 1991

Other evidence for the same kind of process
can be seen in Orkney, where aggrandisement
can be traced not oglin stalled cairns (with
iKS YlIaairgsS SEIYLX S
smaller versions) but also in passage tomb
construction, with the emergence of Maes
Howetype passage tombs during the last
quarter of the 4' millennium representing a
stepchange from pe-existing Orcadian
passage tombs (Schultirgf al. 2010). The
appearance of the latter is connected with the
invention of Grooved Ware as a novel ceramic
style, at some time between 3300/3200 and
3100 BC, and relates to the emergence of a
markedly inegdldarian society whose elite
drew some of their power from what Mary

I St ya KIFa 0GdSN¥YSR
(Helms 1993). In other words, members of an
emerging elite undertook londistance sea
travel to the major passage tomb cemeteries
of the BoyneValley in eastern Ireland a
centre of power during the Middle Neolith@
and brought back ideas emulating the design
of these tombs (including the use of cruciform
chambers, of winter solstice solar orientation
and of spiral designs on passage tomb stn
see Theme 3 and Schultinget al. 2010 for
further details.)
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Other hints at social differentiation elsewhere
in Scotland come from the rare examples of
jetandjetft A1 S 2SSttt SNE O6APSO
that probably belong to the second quarter of

¢ povied laS Q & the fourth millennium, and the jet and jdike

belt sliders that prbably date within the
3200;2900 BC bracket. (Se€heme 5 for
details.)

Further, and regionaltgpecific details of
developments between ¢ 3800 and ¢ 3000 BC
¢ including the opening of the flint mines at
Den of Boddam, Aberdeenshire, towards the
end of the4™ millennium ¢ are presented in
Theme 3, along with the regionallgpecific
research questions. Meanwhile, the main
outstanding research questions relating to
this long period are as follows:

1. While we can sketch the outline of the

principal developrmnts, many questions

remain as to their timing, tempo and

GNI 2SOG2NEB® C2NJ SEF YLX SZ
LI O1F3SQ | LIISIENI Ay- hNjySe

I deasa amKritl gaS sedtis Nt likdlyy aaddid

this happen as early as the late "38r 37"
century BC?

2. Whatlay behind the expansion of farming
communities to the Western and Northern
Isles?

3. Can we associate the regionalisation with
any changes in subsistence strategy or in the
design and construction of settlement
structure? For example, isotope analysit
human remains from a communal Middle

WO 2 & MRditRiccikst@tade at Subnbuigh Bas idicatel Q

some consumption of marine resources, in
contrast to the picture obtained from
contemporary, earlier and later human
remains elsewhere in Scotland (Melton &
Montgomery D09). Was this a peculiarity of
Shetland? And in Orkney, was the documented
exploitation of marine resources for non
dietary purposes? A further example: in
lowland Scotland, many settlement sites
dating to the second half of thé"4nillennium
are represated only by pits and spreads of
material; is this because the architecture of
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houses changed, so as to leave fewer traces in
the ground, or can it be explained through
taphonomyc since many of these sites are in
prime agricultural land that has been weik
over for millennia?And can we see any traces
2F (GKS O2yldAydza GAzy
fAFSatetsS 20SNJ GKAaA

at West Voe, Shetland).

2.4  Late Neolithic Scotland, ¢ 30Q6
2500 EC

Our understanding of developments within
this half millennium is dominated by the
spread ¢ southwards from Orkneyg of
Grooved Ware use and associated practices,
not just to other parts of Scotland but to
Ireland and the rest of Britain. We are only
now getting to grips with all that was involved
in this phenomenon, and the picture is
currently evolving thanks to the results of
excavations at the Ness of Brodgar ceremonial
complex (and indeed at Durrington Walls in
Wessex, in the recent past), but thel@wing
scenario seems plausible:

The aforementioned process of competitive
conspicuous consumption and hierarchisation
that occurred in late % millennium Orkney
continued into the & millennium and had led,
3000/2900 BC, to the emergence of a
specifially Orcadian version of a theocratic
power system. This featured the use of Maes
Howetype passage tombs (Fig. 13) for
housing the deadg¢ and it is tempting to
regard these people as members of dominant
lineages ¢ and for carrying out annual
ceremonies atmidwinter solstice, when the
setting sun entered the passage and chamber.
Perhaps there was a belief that this brought
the ancestral remains back to life, thereby
ensuring the wetbeing of the living for the
next year.

[Fig 13 to go here]

The people wo built and used these tombs
also used Grooved Ware pottery (Fig. 14), and
during the 3®' century they built the henge at
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the Stones of Stenness (Fig. 1G)with its
stone circle surrounded by a singdatrance
ditch and bank. (See Schulting 2010¢&%or
a Bayesian model of the dates.) This would
have been an opeair monument for the

2 Perfdrmaricidpildererdonied doBring pak of K A O Q
LIS op2XRAE specidl siged in tHis Paft dxf thedzNJ G S |
hunterfishera I § K SNEND 3INR dzLJA Ko N ty SRK IYIIRA yE S F R D

¢KS WwWalLls
Barnhouse, also in this area, wagstseded

(or complemented), after 3100 BC, by the
construction of the major enclosed
ceremonial centre at Ness of Brodg&igure
14), with its massive buildings and two
boundary walls. This reinforced the sacred
status of the isthmus between what would
have been marshy areas (now the Lochs of
Stenness and Harray). Stone maceheads and
other carved stone objects of various shapes
(including balls) were used as symbols of
power and as objects to be sacrificed ritually,
by deliberate breakage, during ceremonies.
Ceremonies also involved feasting.

@r. 1

Figure 14: Large buildings at
Orkney. lllustration: Nick Card

Ness ofr@&lgar,
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It seems likely that this ceremonial centre in
the heart of Orkney gained fame far beyond
the archipelago, in the same way that the
Boyne valley had previously been a
ceremonial centre, attracting visitors from far
and wide. Visitors to Orkney, and spread of its
fame by word of mouth across the pre
existing networks of contacts, would account
for the rapid southwards spread @iements

of its traditions¢ namely the use of Grooved
Ware (which reached southern Englaadd
southwest Ireland), of various kinds of
macehead, of carved stone balls (Fig. 17)
(which were manufactured in large numbers
in Aberdeenshire), of stone circles (and
counterparts in timber, not currently/yet
attested in Orkney) and, arguably, of sig|
and multipleentrance, roughly circular henge
Y2ydzYSyGaz AyOf dzRA ¥ 3
phase henge at Stonehenge. The adoption of
these elements was selective, varying from
region to region: for example, communities
along the Atlantic fagade of Scatld adopted
the use of stone (and timber) circles and the
use of Grooved Ware, although at Calanais
stone circle on Lewis the latter is represented
by just a single pot (Ashmoferthcoming; see
also Sheridan 2004 on the nature and
dynamics of this spread ot Ireland.)
Elsewhere, in Shetland, the only element that
seems to have been adoptegapart from a
single, and questionable, example of a
Grooved Ware pot¢ was the cushion
macehead. This type of macehead seems to
have been made in Shetland (as well as
elsewhere); it is likely that several of the
examples of this macehead type found in
England had been made in Scotland. (See
Theme5.)

Other evidence for the londistance (and
reciprocal) movement of ideas and objects
(and people) includes the shared usd
specific motifs¢ A y Of dzZRAy 3 (G KS
motif, as seen on a figurine from the Links of
Noltland (seeTheme5), on a chamber tomb
at Holm of Papa Westray South and on the
c2f 102y W5 NHzY &Qand Atlye
northwards movement of fine obligue and
petit tranchet derivative arrowheads of black

5
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flint (as seen in the passage tomb antegill,
Caithness, foexample:Figurelb).

KS WIHy2YFt2dzaQ TANAIG
Figure 15: Late Neolithic obligue and petit
tranchet derivative arrowheads of black flint,
along with other (probably earlier) flint artefacts,
from Ormiegill passage tomb, Caithness. From
Clarke et al. 1985; photo NMS.

That longdistance contacts between Orkney
and the south of England persisted until at
least the 28 century is suggested by a
parallelism in the shape of houses at
Durrington Walls and at Skafrae (Parker
Pearson 2007), and by continued sharing of
some Grooved Ware styles despite the
divergent regional trajectories in different
parts of Britain and Ireland. Furthermore, it is
well within the bounds of possibility that the
Ring of Brodgat, which is by far the largest
henge in northern Britairr was created for a
member of the Orcadian elite who had visited
Avebury and who wanted to recreate it as
part of the Stennes®Brodgar ceremonial
area. The dating evidence for both sites leaves
much to bedesired, but a date during or after
the 26" century BC is consistent both with
what we can say about the construction date
of pvehuey (Jqsh Sgllard pers. comm.) and
with the admittedly imprecise results of OSL
dating at the Ring of Brodgar.

2NJ] a KANB
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placement in the landscape in these different
regions implies the existence of extensive
Atlantic facade networks of contact (Bradley
1997). This accords with the evidence from
the late fourth millennium major passage
tombs of the Boyne Wy, where long
distance elite journeying as far as the
Morbihan area of Brittany and southest
Iberia is attested (Eogan 1980; Stout & Stout
200x).

Figure 16 . SRN2 O]l FR2NY SR 64 @
Ormaig, Argyll & Bute.From Clarkest al. 1985; ©
Mike Brooks.

Figure17: The Orkney Vole: a Continental arrival
The phenomenon sketched above presents around or just before 300BC. Photo© Dr Peter
the most striking and obvious development  Reynolds

during the first half of the third millennium, 2008). It also accords with the genetic
but it was not the only one. It now seems  gyjigence for the arrival of the Orkney Vole in
tAlSt e NKOJTfeaiRag @pmérks, Orkney (Cucchiet al. forthcoming), which
cup-andring and other designsF{gure 16), must have involved londistance transport by
was created durig the first half of the third sea from the Continent. Since Orkney Vole

millennium BC (even though the earliest remainsare present in Orkney by 3000 BC,
simple cupmarks probably date to the early  ineir arrival may relate to longistance

fourth millennium, as suggested by a eup  journeying at that time. Therefore, while the
marked slab from Dalladies funerary  Grooved Wareassociated traditions and
monument). practices involved interaction within Britain

R . R . and Ireland, .the eyidence from rock _art , . .
¢KS yhidNBE 2F WNROL | I\g_ﬁ%%est_sltmé Rxisbiit@ of Qforé Lekidn&ie U S R
relationa KA LJ 02 WL aal 3S  Jeavdnl of ottt Guring the Rrst half of the
Grooved Ware design is exploredTiheme®; third millennium.

and note that the creation of rock art on
outcrops should not be confused with the
much later reuse of some of these outcrops
to create cist slabs during the Early Bronze
Age, and stone settings during the Middle
Bronze Age. Suffice it to say here thae
2OSNFff RAAGNAOdzIAZ2Y 2F wO2YLX SE NRBO|l | NIQZ
featuring cupandring and other designs
other than simple cupmarks, extends beyond
Scotland to other parts of Britain, Ireland and
north-west Iberia. As Richard Bradley argued
in 1997, the close similariteein designs and

32
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@ @

Figurel8: Late Neolithic enclosures in Scotland: a.
Leadketty, b. Forteviot, c. Dunragit, d. Meldon
Bridge, e. Kinloch (from Mican 2009), f.
Blackshouse Burn. From Noble & Brophy 2611
drawn by Kirsty Millican

Other developments during this period
include the emergence of large palisaded (and
in the case of Blackshouse Burn, stone and
earthen) enclosures in parts of southernda
central Scotland KHigure 18) The example at
Dunragit, Dumfries & Galloway, may well be
contemporary (and associated) with the use
of Grooved Ware tathe site; it, and the
recentlyexcavated example at Forteviot,
Perth & Kinross (Noble & Brophy 2011a and
b), has produced radiocarbon dates indicating
construction between the 29 and 2%
century BC. The poorljated enclosure at
Meldon Bridge, Scottis Borders, is closely
comparable with the Dunragit and Forteviot
examples and at least one further Scottish
example is known from aerial photographs (at
Leadketty, not far from Forteviot, in Perth &
Kinross: ibid.) Parallels can be drawn with the
contempaary complex timber enclosure at
Ballynahatty, Co. Down (Hartwell 2002).
Timber structures featuring a central setting
of four large postg as seen at numerous sites
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in Ireland, and also in Wess&xhave been
found at Greenbogs, Aberdeenshire (Noble in
press). Whether the Greenbogs examples had
been speciapurpose buildings for
ceremonies (like the examples elsewhere), or
houses, is unclear.

eMeldon Bridge
‘Plackshouse Bumn
g

eHindwell
® Walton

West

-

Figure19: Location map for enclosures shown in
Figurel8

Many research gquestions remain to be

addressed, principally:

1. What was happening in those parts of
Scotland that did not participate in the
WDNR2@SR 2 NB
above? And within Orkney, what were the
social dynamics there between those who
participated in the social system as sketched
above, and those who did not?

2. Have we identified all the practices,
traditions, types of structure and material
culture 342 0A 1 GSR @AGK
LIKSY2YSy2yQK
Ware habitation structures outside Orkney is
very poor, for example.) And to what extent
was their spread due to lorgdjstance travel
(presumably by elites) as opposed to diffusion
through networks of interacting communities?
What was so attractive about the beliefs and
rituals in Orkney that other people sought to
emulate and adopt them?

LIKSyYi2 YSYy 2y (

0KS
6hdNJ 1y26f SR
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3. Were the Orkne&gouthern England links
continuous between the 30and the 26
century, or itermittent? This requires
research at a paritish level to find an
answer. Also, to what extent were Orcadian
practices adopted in Wessex? It could be
argued that the inspiration for the firgithase
monument at Stonehenge had been the
Stones of Stennes#& comparative study of
Grooved Warassociated practices, traditions
and material culture in Wessex and Orkney
(and elsewnhere in Britain) would be useful.

ne | 26 R2Sa&
articulate with the practices and traditions
associged with the use of Grooved Ware and
associated monuments? The two overlap
spatially and chronologically, but what
accounts for the nowverlapping parts of

their distributions?

5. Why were the large enclosures built? Were
they centres for periodic ceremial activity,
and if so, how does their use compare with the
use of Late Neolithic timber and stone circles
and henges?

6. How, if at all, did subsistence strategies and
settlement organisation differ from the
preceding centuries in the various regiorfs o
Scotland? Does the abundant evidence for
marine resource exploitationin Orkney (e.g.at
Skara Brae) mean that these resources formed
part of the diet?

2.5 Endings

Defining the end of the Neolithic has tended
to be a matter for debate in the past, with
discussion revolving around whether the
appearance of metal, Beaker pottery use and
other Continental novelties during the %5
OSyilGdz2NE ./ 200Fairz2ySR
lifestyle, or whether preexisting traditions
persisted alongside the noveltiehe term
WIEFGS ¢SNTRIKANR YT S
used by some as a convenient (if incorrect)
way of describing the three centuries
between the first appearance of metal and
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the beginning of bronze use during the"%2
century BC. As argued in the Chatbid &
Bronze Age Panel report, the term
Y/ KIFIfO2f AGKAOQ A&
use to describe this period; but since the
F LILISE NI yOS 2F GKS
did not occasion an instant and widespread
transformation of society in Scotlandf is
useful to review briefly the principal
developments during that period as they
relate to preexisting traditions and practices.

The novelties, which may well have been
introduced by a small number of immigrants

(§KS ONBI (Afeogh theyContidest pridcballyw e Hing

delta and possibly also the Atlantic facade),
before eventually being adopted and adapted
by people in Scotland, comprise the following:

9 the use of copper, and subsequently

gold;

1 the Beaker ceramic tradition,
Continental in both design and
manufactue;

1 A funerary tradition featuring
individual interment, initially in simple
graves or in wooden cidike

structures, with gendei LIS OA T A O W NI

regarding body position and status
specific rules concerning grave goods;
an emphasis on portraying some men
as high status warriors/hunters; and
the provision of food/drink for the
journey into an envisaged afterlife;

1 Novel archery accessories: barbed and
tanged arrowheads, belt rings and
wristguards, if not also composite
bows;

I Continental dress fashion: these of
buttons as a dress accessory;

1 Arguably the use of a firmaking kit
comprising a flint strikex-light and
iron pyrites/ore;

0 KIS
seen in the Western Isles).

been partly tle undertaking of heroic, long
distance journeys by elite men and their
retinues, as part of a widespread social

| 3@ reakonsifor thel Bppearance could have
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practice in Continental Europe; partly a search
for metal, particularly copper; and partly the
straightforward exploration of new areas. The
very widespread distribution of early,
Continentalstlye Beakers (including as far
north as Shetland, in the case of a worn sherd
of All Over Cordlecorated Beaker from
{GFrye@RIFE SO Aa

followed an insular trajectory. e same can

be said for Beaker use in the Hebrides.
Furthermore, in the Western lIsles, it is clear
that the chamber tomb inside the Callanish
stone circle was built after the appearance of
Beaker pottery, since worn sherds of an
internationalstyle Beaker were securely

O2 y a A a Gshafified indgtshldwkr caith Kn&terial YAsiamo6ra

RAAGF YOS 22dz2NySeAy3aQ A Rshcoming).

Reactions to this appearance of exotic
Continental novelties seem to have varied. In
north-east Scotland they included the
eventual construction of a range of non
Continental style monuments to honour
certain individuals, with Beaker pottery
featuring in he rituals: Clava ring cairns and
passage tombs, recumbent stone circles and
two-entrance, oval henges (Bradley 2000;
2005; 2011). The Clava passage tombs may
represent a revival of the earlier, Neolithic
practice of passage tomb construction.

Elsewhere, SI {1 SNJ dz&aS RAR y2

in Orkney, where the social dynamics of the
preceding centuries continued, with the use
of the Ness of Brodgar continuing until 2300
BC. As noted above, the Ring of Brodgar may
have been built after 2500 BC. Reristing
chamber tombs of various types were-re
used; the infamous remains of the white
GrAft SR asSr Sr3tsSa 27
9 I 3 f FRyar€X0) evere deposited between
2450 and 2000 BC ( Pitts 2006), as were the
remains of dogs, deposited in the Cuween
passage tomb (Sheridan 2005a). Humans
were also buried in chamber tombs at this
time; whether any chamber tombs were
actually constructed in Orkneytaf 2500 BC
remains to be demonstrated.

Figure 20: White-tailed sea eagle. From Pitts
2006;Photo: Nature Picture Library

In Shetland, Beaker pottery seems to have
been adopted as a novel ceramic style, but its
use was in a local idiom (e.g. in the Ness of
Gruting house, built according to Shetland
architectural tradition) and its development
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Elsewhere in Scotland, the question of how
long Grooved Ware continued to be used
after Beaker pottery appeared has not been
satisfactorily answered. The latest dated
Scottish Gooved Ware comes from Littleour,
Perth & Kinross (Barclay & Maxwell 1998),
with organic residues in two vessels having
been dated to the second half of the third
millennium BC; but the wide spread of dates
from this assemblage suggests that there may
be anissue with the encrusted organic residue
on the pots that provided the samples, and
re-dating, of this.assemblage is recommended.
LtSe(jN‘%]éllo%N? 53.13Y ﬁ)g;l %rth rqjd%éils.)
Similarly, the question of whether any
Grooved Ware shows influence from Beaker
pottery (or indeedvice versa needs to be
bottomed out. Presence of twisted cord
impression on some Grooved Ware may not
be a convincing indicator of Beaker influence.

uLFﬁ«?wisé‘, ft ﬁn%lé"alS Www‘]e:thkgrq:oﬁm\:(r ?(indg o¥f
non-Beaker pottery were in use when the
WS {SNJ LI OTF3ISQ | LIS
evidence from Mye Plantation, Dumfries &
Galloway, where a pile from a putative -batll
trap produced a date of 3913+39 BP (2§60
HHnn OF t -3982 (Bhiridan2QD5b). .
In between two pits in the line of {3 were
found sherds of what appears to be a hybrid
between Grooved Ware and Impressed Ware
pottery (See Theme 5). Whether this was
contemporary with the dated timber s,
however, uncertain.

Therefore, there remain many unanswered
questions, prominent awng which are the
following:
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M® C2NJ K2¢g f2y3I RAR |
way of life (however defined) continue after

the appearance of the Beaker package? And
what went on in parts of Scotland that were

scarcely (if at all) touched by the Beaker
phenanenon?

2. What were the other responses (apart from
those listed above) to the appearance of the
Beaker package? And what caused the
demise of the Late Neolithic social system in
Orkney, perhaps around 2300 BC?

3. Was Grooved Ware the only pottery tyipe
use in the period immediately preceding the
appearance of Beakers? If not, then what was
used?

4. Basic information about the nature of
settlement, land use and subsistence
strategies needs to be gathered. The effect of
the localised, intermittent epigles of forest
regeneration as identified for the second half
of the 3° millennium by Richard Tipping
(1994) need to be explored: was there a shift
in settlement?

36
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3. The Detailed Picture: issues of

3.1 Introduction

This section addresses the evidence for the
Neolithic in Scotland on a more detailed level

regional and chronological resolution

summaries; the third will compare and
contrast the results of these summaries in

terms of interregional variation, while a final
subsection considers research priorities for

QKFy GKS W2@gSNIff . A3 achednybrisr reseluangn dhe glgajed 9¢gSy
Fd GKS W. A3 tAQGdaN&S Q ®EWSt Ad Aa Of SN GKI
WhS2f AGKAOQ A& y2i dzyAFT2NX¥fe& YIYyAFSaiSRZE SAGKSN
in terms of character or chronology, across 3-2  Levels of resolution and narrative

Scotland. This section consequently explores Current analysis and understanding of the

issues relating to finer levels of spatial and  Scottish Neolithic is narrated on a number of

temporal resolution and identifies different different chronological and spatial scales,

scales of researchugstion and narrative. At ranging from broaeb NHza K  WANI YR y I NJ

the heart of this are questions such as:

1 How much variety is there in the
character of evidence between the
regions?

1 How uneven is current knowledge and
understanding of the Neolithic in
different regions of Scotland?

f How does he character of the
Neolithic vary across Scotland?

1 What are the distinct regional
developments in the Neolithic?

1 What is the evidence for interregional
interaction at different times?

1 What are the reasons for the spatial
and temporal variability?

1 What is the best -chronological
resolution that we currently have, and

can it be improved significantly
through targeted dating
programmes?

1 Are there some periods for which we
have a better resolution /
understanding than others?

1 What type of research questions and
levels of narrative are possible with
the spatial and chronological
resolution currently available?

The detailed picture will be addressed
through several subsections: the first will
consider the nature and level of spatial and
temporal resolution belowi KS Wo A 3
level, the second comprises regional
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(as offerel in Theme 2), through regional
accounts, to landscapge site and artefact
level studies. How we can improve the
articulation of these diverse scales of
investigation and narrativeuilding is a key
challenge.

For present purposes we shall focus on
developing narratives at a regional level, since
this approach provides a sufficient spatial
resolution to identify broad patterns, while
taking cognisance of levels of detail which get
lost in the national picture. The regional level
also allows us to emine what happened,
when, at a greater level of detail than can be
addressed through highdevel approaches.

3.2.1 Spatial resolution

r'a GKS W. A3 LIA@eheZNEBQ Y I NN
made clear, following the initial appearance of

g2 & SLI NI 0B Newlizhisaudny Ra Q
during the late & to early 4" millennium ¢

iKS 2yS o0KS 1dtlrydiAao A
Neolithic) appearing on parts of the west
O2Fad 2F {O020flFyRxX (KS
.20t Q bS2ft AGKAOU Y 2 NB
essentially south of the Ga¢ Glen, except for

parts of the Caithness coasthere followed a
process of regionalisation, as traditions
became reproduced and reinterpreted over
time.
LA Ol dzZNB Q

The fact that the Scottish Neolithic was
regionally variable has indeed long been

2 U
]
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recognised, aliough the way in which addition). However, the fierce debates of the
Scotland has been divided into regions has 1970s and 1980s in British archaeology over
GFNASR® t A33I200G0Q0a 0 mppthe use Wand utifty DA g lcdnceR AoBA a A 2 Y
of Scotland was essentially east vs. west, | NOKIF S2f 234 OI ¢ WwOdzf (G dzNB & ¢

following his vision of twetrand danger of such an approach, pting out that

Neolithisation and acknowledging that the a shared set of cultural attributes need not
Scottish Neolithic waspart of a broader correlate with ethnic, linguistic or any other
cultural tradition in Britain. More recent kind of cultural identity. Thus, in contrast to

attempts to consider the regional nature of our Continental counterparts, we shall not be

the Scottish Neolithic have focused onsmaller aSS{1Ay3a G2 RSTFAYS WwWOdz { dzN
areas, such as Orkney (e.g. A. Ritchie 2000), the broadess f S@Sf 2F WiKS /I N
the Western Isles (Armit 2003) and SW bS2f AGKAOQTX F2NJ SEIF YLX Suv o
Scotland (Thomas0B0), with Gordon Barclay

arguing for the east Scottish lowlands (and [Fig 23 to go here]

particularly the lowlands of Aberdeenshire) as

having a strong regional identity (Barclay 2000  Other issues lurk behind the use of regionality

¢ although note that some of the evidence for as a concept. Firstly, as Gordon Barclay has

this distinctivenesg i.e. the recumbent stoe pointed out (2000), by focusing archaeological
circles and (tweentrance) henges¢ have endeavour and resources on a few @gg ¢

since been shown to belong to the with Orkney being the Scottish example he
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age). cites ¢ this skews our knowledge of other

parts of Scotland, so that we end up knowing
The definition of regionality between the late a great deal about a few areas, and relatively

5" and mid3“ millennium BC is, however, little about others. To some extent, however,
problematic. As Niall Sharples noted this issue has been mitigateby the strategic
(Sharples 192), Scotland is not amenable to use of resources by Historic Scotland over the
being divided into discrete Neolithic regions, last 15 years, and by the impact of developer

since some traditions, monument types and  funded archaeology (which has tended to
atetsSa 2F YIFOGSNRIFf OdzfdloaNtge géoyhpyiyid HiyaRructdndll anddzNI f Q
geographical regions (as seen, for example, in commercial development). And in any case,

the distribution of cursus monuments and issues of how wenivestigate different regions
bank barrows: Fig. 23) and since changing are incidental to the characterisation of
patterns of interaction altered the distribution regionality.

of shared cultural traits over time.

Furthermore, the concept of what defines a Secondly, our perspective may be skewed by
region is a slippery thing. While the our contemporary sense of regionality, which
topography of Scotland suggests certain  can often be defined by modemand notso-

naturd regional divisions and an overall modern ¢ administrative boundaries (e.g
WKAIKE YR @ao f 24t yR ®cal duthdrily Sréss ghd gt 7b do2nfies). | Y R
while topography will have influenced routes

and ease of travel and communication, it Thirdly, we need to acknowledge that the

clearly did notdetermine cultural identity. Neolithic perception of space and identity
One could, of course, attempt to define may not have included any concept of
regionally-variable archaeological cultures regionality at allg beyond an awareness that

dzaAy3a 51 GAR [ & [/ f I NJ S QaéatheCpropl® Bédin otheF arddsizeimdaNdS | a Wi
polythetic set of specific and comprehensive  way away. Groups will indeed have had an

artefacttypes [and, by extension, sHgpes identity, and this will have had a geographical
and traditions] which consistently recur aspect and there may indeed have been some
together in assemblages within amiied sense of territorial ownership (at a local level);

3S23aANI LIKAO | NBIFQ 05 ®[ dbut fwhaNJwe anap csgelg, Hwhen> wes A (0 K
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contemplate our distribution magp of site and
artefact types, is the outcome of shared
traditions, patterns of interaction and cultural
choice.

Notwithstanding these considerations, the
use of a regional approach does have heuristic
value, for the reason given abowe i.e. it
allows usto investigate patterns of behaviour
Fd +F Y2NB RSGFAfSR
t AOG dzNB Qo
regional variability during the Neolithic, even
though the geographical characteristics of this
variability will have changed overthe
centuries; this variability needs to be
characterised.

A pragmatic approach has therefore been
followed, whereby regionality is used as an
analytical and narrative device. Scotland (and
indeed neighbouring parts of England) has
been divided into broadjeographical regions
for the purpose of describing material culture,
monuments, traditions and practices, on the
understanding that:

1 these regions are a largely arbitrary
division, albeit one in which shared
intra-regional, and divergent inter
regional @tterns can be perceived;
and

1 there will have been interegional
interaction, differing in its extent and
direction at different times during
WGiKS bS2f AGKAOQ®

After much discussion within the Panel, the
regional divisions were delineated as follows
(with relevant section numbers included; see
Error! Reference source not found.

3.3.1 East and central Scotland, between
the Great Glen and the Forth

3.3.2 Southeast Scotland and northast

England

3.3.3 Southwest Scotland

3.3.4 Western Scotland, south of the Great

Glen
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) t S gFHA2 ChrBriolpgicél Resolutidnt
CdzNIJi KSNX 2 NB =

3.3.5 The northwest mainland and the

Hebrides north of the Great Glen
3.3.6 The northeast mainland (north of
the GreatGlen) and Orkney

3.3.7 Shetland

GKSNBE Of SINIe& ¢l a
Issues of chronological resolution can be
considered from several perspectives: What
level of chronological resolution is required
(or desired) to achieve robust narratives at
different scales? What are the limitations to
the level of chronological resolution which can
actually be achieved? What are the potential
consequences of these limitations to our
narratives?

Traditionally, many higher level narratives for
the Scottish Neolithic hee been related to a
level of chronological resolution provided by a
periodo  aSR a@daidsSyzx Ay

is divided, either into two (i.e. Early vs. Late)
or three (EarlyMiddle-Late); the arbitrariness
inherent in any periodisation has alreadgen
touched upon inTheme2.

The problems with a pericdased system
have been widely recognised, yet such
systems still persist in use. While these may,
arguably, act as convenient short hand
(shorter still would be N1, N2 etc!), the
guestion remains: what defines these
periods? In most cases, the definition / extent
of a subperiod derives from recognition of
the changing character of a range of
archaeological evidence, frequently
interpreted as reflecting or relating to other
social or economic trerel Thus, the nature of
any narrative will in part be defined by the
degree of chronological resolution available.

Nowadays, with a growing body of reliable
radiocarbon dates and the application of
Baeysian modelling, the prospect of being
able to identfy developments over individual
generations, rather than over centuries or

GKS w. A3

g KA OK
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guarter millennia (as had been the limitation
in the past) is opening up (cf. Whittlet al.
2011). This means that we shall eventually be
able to create finegrained, more detadd
narratives of what was happening, when, and
to assess the speed of change. Of course, the
vagaries of the radiocarbon calibration curve
mean that there will always be some periods
when our chronological resolution is poorer
than others: within our timdrame of interest,
the plateau at 35063100 BC is particularly
frustrating (cf. Schulting et al. 2010). Unless a
significant amount of dendrochronologically
datable material is found, or ways of
mitigating the problem of the calibration
curve are discoverk then this will remain a
challenge.

In the regional reviews that follow, we have
chosen a pragmatic solution that enables
readers to compare developments in different
regions. We are making a fairly arbitrary
division, as follows:

1 From beginnings t@3500 BC (which

gAff 32 o6& UKS
bS2f AGKAOQU
f 3B00c0onnn ./ o6WYaARR
f 300cHpnn ./ O6W[IGS

The reason why this does not exactly follow
the chronological divisions used Tineme?2 is
GKIFG GKS

This region includes the rich agricultural
lowlands of Tayside and Fife, Aberdeenshire,
Moray and the Black Isleareas that are rich

in Neolithic archaeology, but which have also
seen millennia of farming, which has created a
palimpsest of later activity and taken its toll
on the Neolithic remains. Our knowledge of
the Neolithic of this region owes much to
researchbased fieldwork, survey and
synthesis, of which a considerable canon has
grown up over the course of the #@nd early
21% century. Highlights include the following:

Research excavations and field survey:
T 9FNI& bS2ftA0GKAO
side of the River Dee at Crathes
Warren Field (Murray et al. 2009) and
Balbridie, Aberdeenshire (Ralston
1982; Fairweather & Rston 1993),
and at Claish, Stirling (Barclay et al.
2002);

1 Normegalithic round mounds at
Boghead, Moray (Burl 1984),
Pitnacree, Perth & Kinross (Coles and
Simpson 1965) and Pitglassie,

a K2 NI K [AeRleensBind pA. SHePHer1986);

1 The C;Ieaverl Dyke and the Littleour
b S 2structuré P& & Kinross (Barclay &

S
b &2t AMakwel1998)d

f {ddzr NI tA3320G I yR
excavations at Croft Moraig, Perth &
Kinross (Piggott & Simpson 1971) and

a S LI NEALYS/ AyS3GIOA 2 yWak stihfeqient $eappraisal (Bradley &

GAY0SN

WOYRAYIEAQ 6SNBE dzaSR (KSNEB ShefdanR@0o3)Kt A IKi &aLISOAFAO
issues for the overall narrative. Having dealt T 1ttty {+F@AttSQa SEOI @I

with those, we can focus on what happened
0StsSSy

3.3 Regional narratives

This section will comprise narragis for the
regions outlined above, starting with east and
central Scotland and progressing roughly
clockwise around the country. Research
guestions specific to each of the regions will
be identified.

3.3.1 East and central Scotland, between
the Great &n and the Forth
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0KS W. S3IAyyAy3aQ

mines at the Den of Boddam and on
FSYeltnuitl KHll, Witest R Pyteihedd ®
Aberdeenshire (Saville 2008; 2011);

1 The SERF (Strathearn Environs & Royal
Forteviot Project) excavations of the
Middle Neolithic cemetery, Late
Neolithic timber enclosure, timber
circle and subsguent activity at
Forteviot, Stirling (Noble & Brophy
2011a; 2011b); and

91 Aerial reconnaissance by RCAHMS and
Aberdeenshire  Archaeology (e.g.
Shepherd & Greig 1996).
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Ly FRRAGAZY 02
excavations of Clava cairns (Bradley 2000),
recunbent stone circles (Bradley 2005; and cf.
Welfare 2011) and small henges (Bradley
2011) in this region have served to
demonstrate that these monuments actually
postdate the conventional endate of the
Neolithic, belonging instead to the
Chalcolithic andEarly Bronze Age.

Synthetic reviews:

T LIy YAYYySaQ-meysidia S s

long mounds (Kinnes 1992a; 1992b)
and nonrmegalithic round mounds
(Kinnes 1979);

T ' YRNBg 5dzy oSt f
review of the archaeology of Angus
(Dunwell & Ralston 2008);

T NBOASga 2F GKS
Early to Middle Neolithic pottery by
Audrey Henshall (Henshall 1968;
1983) and Trevor Cowie (Cowie 1992;
1993)

T D2NR2Yy . I NOfl &Qa N
archaeology of lowland Scotland
(Barclay 1992; 1995; 1996; 2000;
2003)

Develper- dzy RS R 0t yR 20KS

excavation has also played a major role in
revealing the wealth of Neolithic sites in this
region (Phillips & Bradley 2004), as
demonstrated for example in the excavations
in the Balfarg and Balbirnie complex, Fife, led
by Roger Mercer (Mercer 1981) and by
Gordon Barclay and Chris Rus¥ghite
(Barclay & RussélVhite 1983); see also Alex
DA6&2Yy Qa4 NBOSYI
circle (Gibson 2010). Other important
Neolithic sites revealed through rescue
excavation inlude the complex of sites
around Kintore, Aberdeenshire (Alexander
2000; Cook & Dunbar 2008); others around
Inverness, especially at Culduthel (Murray in
prep.) and Raigmore (Simpson 1996); and the
important  Middle  Neolithic site at
Meadowend Farm, Clackmaanshire (Jones
2006; Jones & Smith forthcoming).
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i KS &S E should lt2KnbtdiFhere .thiit] a8 ffaf asQlkie

archaeology of Aberdeenshire and Moray is
concerned, a very great debt of gratitude is
owed to the late lan Shepherd, Aberdeenshire
Regional Archaeologist, whiid so much to
encourage and facilitate much of the work
mentioned above in this part of Scotland.

3.3.1.1 Early Neolithic, to 3500 BC

Figure 21: Distribution of nonmegalithic long
barrows in Scotland. Based on Kinnes 199@4th
addition; note that one mound (at Meadowfoot,
Dumfries & Galloway) may be a natural glacial
mound

The Early Neolithic of eastern and central
Scotland is marked by the appearance and

RI G Ay Jsusdyuert Kdévelophentoof KyCariBated (0 2 v S

Bowl (CB) Neolithicas sketbed inTheme2.
Aberdeenshire is particularly rich in CB
Neolithic sites, and these tend to cluster along
major rivers and in areas which would have
been favourable to mixed arabjeastoral
farming (especially around Inverurie). This is
shown, for examplein the distribution of CB
pottery (Figure?), of Alpine axeheadd-i{gure
30) and of nommegalithic long barrows
(Figure 21); cf. the distribution of non
megalithic round mounds in eastern Scotland,
Figure22.
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illus 5) and Coul Brae, Mosstodloch, Moray

o o (Gray & Suddaby in press). Other Early
e G Neolithic settlements are represented by pits
@ and/or artefact spreads, as for example in the
' OFLasS 2F GKS LMAG ALK WiNI
Hatton Farm, Ellip Angus, dating to 4930+30
gigg BP, SUER®Z1912 and 24913, 3783650 cal
S BC (Gray & Suddaby 2010), and the pits at
Q T sl Blackhall Road, Inverurie, Aberdeenshire
g& & is? (Lochrie 2010a).
@fd R
¥ oSS
¥ e 4
70 )
wﬁ%ﬁz Bl 5/
s Mg
f«‘?é%;f;r\ =
v/j / = 4
ST : b

Figure 22: Distribution of nonmegalithic round
barrows in Scotland. From Sheridan 2010b

Indeed, that Aberdeenshire (and Angus) may
have been an important landing place for our
putative immigrant farmers from northern
France is suggested by thkarrge houses

0 W K:IFigurea3Nat Crathes and Balbridie, on
either side of the River Dee (with a further
probable example known from aerial
photography at Noranbank, Angus: Brophy ) A

G23SGKSN. ... LiC Ce

HANTO® ¢CKSASS B E Q0 A
Stirling, are amog the earliest evidence for Figure 23y ¢KS WKFfttaQ &G . FfoN.
any Neolithic presence in this region and, as Warren  Fidd, Crathes (bottom), both

Aberdeenshire. Reconstruction drawings by David
Hogg and Jan Dunbar with Hilary & Charlie
Murray. Reproduced by permission of Historic
Scotland and Murray Archaeological Services

argued elsewhere (e.g. Sheridan 2010a and in
press), these structures could well have been
the communal houses for the first few
generations of settlers, until they became

sufficienf @ ¢St f Sadl of AaKSBayesigh mbdeting of fFeF Qated yoii the
smaller, individual family settlements (at  Crathes, Bf o NARAS FyR [/ flFAA&AK
GKAOK LRAY(G GKS WKL f f anficatédSHatvtheili@irreri§yl spahis betsesny/

decommissioned by being burnt down). The
latter are represented, for example, by the
houses (Figure 8) at Garthdee Road, and fig. 14.173), and modelling of the dates
Aberdeen, Aberdeenshire (Murray & Murray for the Garthdee Road house (ibid., fig.

20xx); Pitlethie Road, Leuchars, Fife (Cook 14.157) has produced a nemtentical range,
HANTOT FYRZ Ay | Y2NB &ddidzay/d (ASyR3 78 K¥E H T BISKSEINRAODSHIR
Den, Kintore, Aberdeenshire (&knder 2000, started within a few generations of the initial

3800;3705 cal BGnd 37053630 cal BC (at
95% probability) (Whittle et al. 2011, 8323
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arrival of the farmes. Furthermore, the
presence of Arran pitchstone at Crathes
(Warren 2009) indicates that the occupants
participated in anetwork of contacts over
which this material travelled a long distance
from its source; this confirms that the process
of establishing contacts between different
groups of farmers started very eaythereby
SadlroftAaKAy3a | @Al of
apart from providing integroup support.

In addition to housing several families, the
f I NBS WKI ffaQ g2 dz R
powerful statement of identity and presence
and, as noted inTheme?2, they would have
constituted a very striking novelty, totally
unlike any structure previously built in
Scotland. Thei€ontinental ancestnhas been
discussed elsewhere (most recently in
Sheridanin press). That these were not just
places of habitation, but were central to the
belief systemof their occupants, is suggested
by the ceremony attending the construction
2T GKS / NI GKSa
structure was preceded by the eréah of two
massive, nosstructual timbers along what
was to become the long axis of the building
(Murray et al. 2009, 370). These echo the
splittrunk timbers used to frame the
mortuary structures described below, and an
analogy with totem poles has beeattawn; at
the very least, they indicate that wood/trees
played a prominent role in the expression of
beliefs (cf. Noble 2006).

As regards thesusbsistence strategpf these
early farming groups, palaeoenvironmental
work around the Crathes structure has
established thaterealswere being cultivated

in at least ondield in the immediate vicinity
(Lancaster et al. 2009), indicatingettled
agricultural habitation of the area, and at
Balbridie, a particularly detailed impression of
the crops grown was possible, largely thanks
to a deposit of 20,000 carbonised grains found
inside the structure (Fairweather & Ralston
1993). Whether these represented a food
store to tidethe occupants over the winter, or
else constituted a votive deposit at the time
2F GKS K2dzaSQa
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The Balbridie evidence demonstrated the
cultivation of the environmentallglemanding
bread wheat as well asemmer wheat,
barley, oats and flax all but flax were also
found at Crathes (Lancaster et al. 2009). Both
sites also produced evidence for the gathering
of wild plants, including hazelnut and (at
Balbridie) crab apple. While animal remains

Weto IS resefved at Mesadfanilied 2 v Q =

large houses, lipid analysis of the Crathes
L32 GG SNE KI a NBE@SIEt SR
cattle (and/or sheep/goats) had been used for
dairyidid sino® 2rateés loimirdatt $nifk fats
were found in them (as well gsg faty
& Evershed 2009). The ham remains that
survive from Early Neolithic eastern and
central Scotland are either too small to permit
isotopic analysis for obtaining dietary
information (in the case of Dalladies) or else
are not in a condition to permit such analysis,
being calcinedThe fact that large numbers of
Neolithic arrowheads and other artefacts
have been found on the sandhills of Tentsmuir
in FReSaNd Cufbik Sandsdzd Merdyy(Glarke F
2004) does not necessarily indicate activities
connected with exploiting marine resources.
The small size of many of the leahaped
arrowheads from these sandhills sites could as
easily indicate their use in hunting birds as in
shooting fish.

Pitnacree nnR1

Figure24: Plan of Pitnacree round barrow, Perth
& Kinross, showing the phaseef construction
and detail of the mortuary structure. From Kinnes
1992b

The funerary practicesof these first farming
communities in this region featured the use of

RS a (i NuzOPxneegalitidcs strgciumss(Kinngsa 1992¢0 Ot S| NI

~20SNI
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1992b).wS Ol | y3dz I NI Wi Ay St N

structures (Figure10), of timber construction
(rebuilt, at Dalladies and Pitnacree, using-dry
stone walling), were probably used for the
laying out (and possibly natural excarnation)
of the dead. In addition tohe two examples
mentioned above, a mortuary structure is
known from Fordhouse Barrow, Angus
(Proudfoot 2008). After an interva during
which the latest versions of the mortuary
structures and their contents were burng
these were covered over arthen mounds
either long and rectangular or trapezoidal (as
at Dalladies: Piggott 1972), oound (as at
Pitnacree:Figure24; Coles & Simpson 1965).
Distibutions of these monuments are shown
in Figure21 andFigure22.

Large, rectangular piiefined and posbuilt
enclosures Figure 25) may also have been
used for the laying out (and natural
excarnation?) of the dead, asnortuary
enclosures examples include Inchtuthil,
Aberdeenshire (Barclay & Maxwell 1991);
Cowie Road, Benockburn, Stirling (Rideout
1997), Douglasmuir, Angus (Kendrick 1995
and see her illus 8 for further examples) and
Castle Menzies, Perth & Kinross (Halliday
2002). As will be seen below, however, there
is a question mark as to whether these
monuments fomed part of the earliest
Neolithic activity in the area.
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Figure 25. Rectangular timbetbuilt mortuary
enclosure at Douglasmuir, Angus. From Brophy
1998

In addition, the practice otremation on an
open pyre, followed by the sding of the site
by a round or long mound, is attested at
several sites: those associated with round
mounds are Boghead, Moray: Burl 1984;
Midtown of Pitglassie, Aberdeenshire
(Shepherd 1996); East Finnercy,
l 9SNRSSYyaKANS
Sod OFANY G ! KSND=Z
while those associated with long mounds are
Knapperty Hillock (Kinnes 1992a, 85) and one
of the Cairns of Atherb (Sheridan 2010b).

The use of long and round earthen mounds to
cover pyres and mortuary structuresdicates
that these monumentsvere not intended for
successive interment rather, they would
have stood as highlyisible monuments and
as statements of identity (and possibly also
land ownership) and would have endured as
AdzOK f2y3 | T4 5N Hekrd
burnt down. Perhaps they were regarded as
houses for the dead, and particularly of the
founding ancestors. Indeed, with the
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exception of the Cairns of Atherb, the number
of individuals whose remains have been found
in these monuments is small; aad Dalladies,
2dzald 2yS 06dzyodzNy G0

was found. (Also present at Dalladies, but not
associated with the bone, was a small slab
with nine cupmarks, found over a posthole:
Piggott 1972.Cf. a slab with two cupmarks
from a putative Edy Neolithic context at

Raigmore, Highland: Simpson 1996, illus 9).

As for the dating of the long and round
barrows, Bayesian modelling of the dates for
the former (taking into account that many of
the dates are from oak, with a possible old
wood effect)has concluded that the earliest
dated examples were built within the time
range 39353750 cal BC (94% probabiljty
probably 3840;3775 cal BC (68% probility),
and the latest examples were bud760;3620
cal BC (95% probability)Whittle et al. 2011,
8289, fig.14.167). This indicates that they
GSNB odaAftd G tSFad
early smaller houses. As for the dating of the
round barrows, this is problematic, due to the
shortage of reliable and informative dates
(Sheridan 2010b). Whittlet al have claimed
(2011, 83@2) that they started to be built
after the long barrows, but in fact the existing
dating evidence does not allow us to
determine either way (although they could
have been constructed over the course of
several centuries). Th# i NI RAGA 2y | f

.26t Q LRAGGSNE G tAGyl
as any other example of this earliest form of
Y/ .0 LRAIGGSNE Ay {O2if
regrettable that the cremated bone

associated with the primary use of this
monument cannot be dund (Sheridan
2010Db).

Within the region, there are a handful of
megalithic monuments (Henshall 1963, map
7), but these are all at the southiest and

north-west fringes of the area in question and
are understandable in terms of developments
elsewhere inScotland: the passage tombs
around Inverness can be related to the
passage tombs to the north of the Great Glen,
GKAT S idKS /| £t @RS
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monuments in the south west, on the edge of
the central Highlands, are outliers of a
development that took place in western

Stoflényd (see dow)l HuDdh bdndR feben orde | dzf f
2T GKSasSsz GKS w/ te@RS OFAa&
(Perth & Kinross), has been radiocarbon dated

Fa LI NI 2T wAiO] { OKdzt GAY

dating Scottish chamber tombs and has
produced a date of 468084BP (Gri&6922,
362(;3370 cal BC: Schulting pers. comm.; see
Schultinget al. forthcoming for a discussion).
This indicates that the use of this tomb did
not fall within the earliest Neolithic in eastern
Scotland.

A claim has been made for the existerufea
(non-megalithic but stonebuilt) passage tomb
in the complex, multphase monument at
Fordhouse Barrow Angus (Proudfoot 1998),
but the structure bears an unmistakable
resemblance to a keyholghaped corrdrying
kiln, and until the full final excavath report

| ahasSbeadIpfoduded it ol beWuawide ftai Q

speculate further.

Figure26: Aerial photograph and plan of cursus at
Milton of Guthrie, Angus. From Brophy 1998;
Crown copyright

Cursus monuments Figure 26) and bank
gara X7) (with the Auchenlajch

OF A N‘léxamblé/ ctualfd24 Qhith)@ Ackhdf A0S Be®
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mentioned here, since at least some of these
structures may have been in existence by
3500 BC, even though they do not belong to
the earliest Neolithic.

Figure 27. ! dzOKSyYy f I AOK 01l ¥y
cairn). From Brophy 1998; Crown copyright

As discussed by Brophy (1998, 1999, 2005,

2006), these may represent aggrandised
versions of the aforementioned mortuary
enclosures and long barrows respectively;
furthermore, it has been argued that the
monument at Auchenlaich may have started
its life as a Clyde cairn, with its mound
subsequently elongated to an enormous 342

metres (Foster & Stevenson 2002).As Fig. 32
shows, cursus monuments and bank barrows

tend to cluster in @yside (incidentally
complementing the distribution of long
barrows), but their distribution extends
beyond east Scotland to include other areas
27F Wi, bS2ft AGKAOQ
around Dumfries (Thomas 2007).

The chronological relationship beg&n
cursus monuments and mortuary enclosures
has been explored by Whittle et al. (2011, fig.
14.170), who have Bayesiamodelled the
OdzNNBydGte | @FrAftlrofS
Holm, Holywood North and Upper Largie (all
outside the region under scrutiny he); and
for mortuary enclosures at Douglasmuir,
Castle Menzies,
Bannockburn. They have concluded that the
latter might not have predated the former by
very long (if at all), and furthermore have
argued that none of these monumes
demonstrably predates 3700 BC, seeing the
Y2ald ftA1Ste RIFEGS WAy
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Inchtuthil and Cowie Road,

early centuries of the fourth millennium cal
.1 Q O0AO0ARDI y-explaredt bankd
barrow ¢ the c. 2 kmlong Cleaven Dyke
(Barclay & Maxwell 1998) the date for its
construction remains a mystery. The
possibility that it may end with (or abut) a
round mound requires investigation.
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Figure 28 Unstan Bowl from Spurryhillock,

Aberdeenshire.
Yol NNRB g Q

6 Olidz t @

Thematerial cultureassociated wittthe Early

Neolithic in eastern and central Scotland is

explored inTheme5; suffice it to note here

KL G GKS LINROSaa 2F wade
WOiNI RAGAZ2YEFE [/ .Q Oly2y 27F
seems to have started very soon after this

tradition of pottery apeared, to judge for the

nearidentity of the dates for the Crathes and

. FfONRARAS YKIFEttaQo 0¢KS

FaasSyoftl3S Aa 2F WINIRAGA
frdiaSNRazs 2F WY2RAFASR [
'dZRNBé | Sy akl tf KI-a Ol £ f
9 &40 SNYQK SHYIBS TR NIi K W/ . b9Q

trajectory of development includes some
features that show clear continuity from the
NI RAGAZY ) § . 0.8dzQK _ I &

f|‘|"13 tl[}/ﬂﬁt%g, aﬂdAoPr{ﬁple Lurnlsﬂ Rgdﬁ% 4 S NJ
decorative surface finish: Fig. 33), and others

that show a more marked departure. The

latter include the use of lugged vessels (Fig.

34) and, at Balbridie, of two bipartite collared

pots that appear to form the prototype of the

W' vyaal .g’éQV CAID o
rodra T EWi §ES ) oEdad , u%
.26taQ oFa aSSy:r F¥2NJ SEFY
Aberdeenshire) are known from Culduthel,

Highland Figure28).

The small flaked lithic tde of Neolithic

eastern Scotland have usefully been reviewed
by Graeme Warren (Warren 2006), who
concludes that they are consistent with early

. Neolithj
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of a platform technologywith some bipolar
technology use as well) and by the production
of artefacts such as leshaped arrowheads
(FigureB82), serrated blades and flakes, convex
scrapers and planoonvex knives. This
industry stands in contrast with Mesolithic
flaked stone industries.

Figure 29: Jadeitte axehead from Garvock,
Aberdeenshire (Nationalmuseet, Copenhagen,
NM 12981). ©: Nationalmuseet

Other forms of Early Neolithic material culture
in eastern and central Scotland include fine,
non-utilitarian axeheads of Alpine jadeitite

(and other Alpine ack), of which a cluster of

examples are known from Aberdeenshire
(Figure29).
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Tous les objets en roches alpines o b
Localisés L]

Sy

Figure 30: Distribution of Alpine axeheadsin
Scotland. Image: Projet JADE

By analogy with the Alpine axeheads from
Cairnholy and from the Sweet Track in the
Somerset Levels, these axeheads are likely to
have been brought over by the immigrant
farmers, as ancient and treasured
possessions, and tdave been deposited
shortly thereafter (Sheridan et al. 2010). One
fragment of such an axehead, from Inverness
(Fig. 39), had been deliberately broken and
burnt prior to its deposition close to the river.

Whether the equally fine albver-polished
flint axeheads Figure31) also belong to the
pre-3500 period is unknown, since none has
been found in a datable context.
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Figure 31: All-over-polished flint axehead from
Bolshan Hill, Angus. ©NMS

Similarly, it is uncertain whether the axeheads
of Irish porcellanite that have been found in
eastern Scotland (Figs. 4and Figure 32)
arrived prior to 3500 BC; it is possible, since
the CBNE style of pottery shares features in
common with that belonging to the second
guarter of the fourth millennium in nortieast
Ireland (and indeed wst and southwest
Scotland). The Great Glen appears to have
been a route used in travel between notth
east Scotland and west/ southest Scotland
and beyond, as illustrated by the close
similarity between one particular kind of
CBNE pot and its counterparin west/south
west Scotland (Fig. 43). The example of this
kind of pot from Culduthel, on the outskirts of
Inverness, is from a context dated to ¢ 3600
3500 BC.
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Figure 32 Distribution of Antrim porcellanite
axeheads. FronSheridan 1986; note that many
more are now known from Ireland

Other external contacts, this time with
Yorkshire, are suggested by the fine necklace

2T 2KA(Goe 2SG wy2yadaSNI o
beads, found with a Yorkshire flint axehead, at
Greenbrae near Pethead Figure 64;

Kenworthy 1977; Sheridan & Davis 2002; and
see below, see Section 5.2.5). The whole
assemblage seems to have been imported
from Yorksh NB® |  FdzZNIKSNJ WwYyz2ya
locallyavailable  material  (probably a
canneloid shale), has been found at Pitlethie
Road, Leuchars, Fife (Sheridan 2007a). The
dating of these beads is discussed in that
publication and below; on currentigvailable
evidence, a date within the second quarter of
the fourth millennium seems likely. This
jewellery suggests an interest in signalling
status, and hence the existence of some
degree of social differentiation, among the
early farming communities of eastern and
central Scotland.

3.3.1.2 Middle Neolithic, 35@B000 BC

It is clear that thefarming communitiesthat
had been established in eastern Scotland
during the first quarter of the fourth
millennium flourished and expandedduring
the second half of that millennium, since a
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number ofsettlements are known from that
period. These include the following, to name
but a few:

f 58S5NnNa&a 5Sy=>
(Alexander 2000)

T Midmill, Kintore, Aberdeenshire
(Lochrie 2010b)

91 Highfeld, Inverurie, Aberdeenshire
(Murray 2010)

1 Alloa, Clackmannanshire (Mitchedt
al. 2010)

1 Balfarg Riding School
RusselWhite 1993)

1 Grandtully, Perth & Kinross (Simpson
& Coles 1990)

(Barclay &

i Dubton Farm, Brechin, Angus
(Cameron 2002)
1 Newton Road, Canpustie, Angus

(Whiteet al.2009)

1 Drumoig, Fife (James & Simpson 1997;
Simpson 1997)

1 Meadowend Farm (Upper Forth
Crossing), Clackmannanshire (Jones &
Smith forthcoming).

Further assemblages are listed by Trevor
Cowie in his survey of the pteate Neolitht
pottery of eastern and central Scotland
(Cowie 1992; 1993) and yet more, like the
Meadowend Farm and Drumoig material,
await publication. The latter include
assemblages from Culduthel, Highland and
Powmyre Quarry, Glamis, Angus.

The nature of the habitéon evidence was
usefully reviewed by Gordon Barclay (Barclay
2003). In most cases the evidence consists of
pits ¢ often clusteredq and artefact spreads

but there are hints ostructural traces(e.g. at
Grandtully). The heavyuncation of all these
sites, through millennia of ploughing, will
have erased all but the deepest of the
features, but at Chapelfield, Cowie, Stirling,
remains ofcircular stakebuilt houseswere
found (Barclay 2003, fig. 8.5) while at
Kinbeachie (Highland) on the Black Igje
immMSRAF 0Sf& 2dz2iaARS
{020t yRQ NBIAZY

Scottish developments ¢ traces of a
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rectangular house were found and
radiocarbon dated to c. 35@3100 BC
(Barclay et al. 2001). Evidence relating to the
subsistence strategy of the inhabitants is

Y A ¥ (i 2 NBeBerally dnBtetR S thagea &f Apldod material

(e.g. wheat and naked barleygrains, fruit
seeds and nutshellg e.g. Barclay & Russell
White 1993; White et al. 2009); bone
preservation is generally very poorAs with
the Early Neolliic material discussed above,
it is clear that people were living in (or at least
exploiting resources in) coastal areas,
including sandhillg as attested, for example,
by the assemblages of Impressed Ware from
Brackmont Mill and Tentsmuir, Fife
(Longworh 1967).

One striking feature of many of these Middle
Neolithic settlements is that they are in areas
with earlier Neolithic (and indeed Later
Neolithic) traces of settlement as well. This is
Ot SIFNIe& GdKS OFrasSz T2NJ
Dubton and Ba#frg. (See Gibson 2010, illus 3,
for a recent graphical representation of the
spatial relationship of the different phases of
activity.) In other words, there is evidence for
continuity of settlement, even if the different
episodes occurred in slightly difent areas
and were separated in time.

Evidence relating to Middle Neolithianerary
practices is very sparse and, with the
exception of the aforementioned unburnt
human remains from the Clyde cairn at
Cultoquhey and the cremated bone found at
Leven, Fe (see below), is limited to thiarge
timber structures(Fig. 45) from Balfarg Riding
School, Fife and elsewhere (Barclay & Russell
White 1993, 7688; cf. Gibson 2010) that are
thought to be mortuary structures. As noted
by Barclay and others (includin@rophy
HANTOYS GKS@& NBasSvyot S
in ground plan and size, although it has been
F NHdzZSR (KIFGs dzyt Al1S
Neolithic structures seem not to have been
roofed (Barclay 2003, 76). Their presumed use
has been for the Ming out of the deceased,
r?I Rreces (e.0.
(o 109 e | 4

alfarg examples%urther examples were
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excavated at Littleour and at Carsie Mains,
Perth & Kinross (Barclay & Maxwell 1997;
Brophy & Barclay2004); part of another is
suspected to have existed at Drumoig (Barclay
2003; Simpson 1997); and others are known
from aerial photographs, in Tayside (Barclay
2003; Brophy 2007). As ever with regard to
sites on gravel, unburnt bone will not have
survived at these sites, although at Balfarg
there are intriguing references to a deposit of
calcined bone; presumed to be human, but
sadly not identifiable now as mixed with
another set of bone (Barclay & Russafthite
1993, 77). There were also finds of calcined
sheep bone, and eveq remarkablyc traces

of fish (ibid., 88).

The aforementionedcremated human bone
from Holly Roadleven Fife is of particular
interest since it consisted of two deposits, one
of which was found in a segmentedyc
shaped ditchand dated to 4480+60 BP (GrA
21729,337@0 pon OF € ./ F G H
/ 2y GNI NB (G2 GKS
ditch was an enclosure for an Early Bronze
Age cist cemetery (Lewis & Terry 2004), it
appears that it was in fact a Middle Neolithic
Agefeature ¢ hence the presence of the bone
deposit, in a pit that had been cut into the
ditch. A second deposit of cremated bone was
found ¢ as residual materiat in one of the
Early Bronze Age cists. This produced an
earlier radiocarbon date (albeit one thi a
larger standard deviation) of 4760+90 BP
(GrA21728, 371Q0 0 ¢ n Ol ¢ o
suggesting some time depth to the Neolithic
deposition of cremated bone.

As for other kinds of monument, as noted
above, it is unclear whether the enormous
bank barrowcum-cursus, theCleaven Dyke
was constructed during the second half of the
fourth millennium; the possibility that the
construction and use of othercursus
monuments and bank barrows/cairn
extended into this period can also not be
ruled out.

Middle Neolithc material culture is well
represented among the numerougpottery
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assemblages, and a trajectory of pottery
development that moves progressively further
away from the traditional CB pottery of the
9FNIe bS2tAGKAO Ol y
/. Q LI theiMidd® Nedlihic (Fig. 46) is
generally thicker and significantly coarser
GKFYy GKS WiNIRAGAZYI €
WaidetsS RNATGQ y2GSR
use of carinated bowls and the use of other,
novel vessel forms. This process cansben,
for example, at Balfarg Riding School (in
OLIWLI NAy3 [/ 26ASQa
assemblages: Cowie 1993) The use of pottery
decorated with various forms of impression
(and sometimes also incisiorg) known by the
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NE3IIF NRSR & LINI 27
The Impressed Ware assemblage from Dubton
Farm, Brechin, Angus (Fig. 47), appears to
represent an early version of this style of
pottery and is associated, in one pit, with a
date of 4735:40 BP (G2094/AA39948,

33pbyHAYH ftHAAnhOd G wH°
SE O ¢ MicSwWeEna2009)A & gimildr Kandi probeoly &

similarly early) assemblage is known from the
aforementioned settlement at Kinbeachie,
Highland (MacSween 2001). From around
3300 BC (or, at least, at some time Wween
3350 and 3000 BC, a variety of distinctively
shaped vessels with narrow flat bases came
into use as a major element in the ceramic
repertoire Figure33).

Figure 33: Example of truncoconic Impressed
Ware bowl from Meadowend Farm (Upper Forth
Crossing), Clackmannanshire. Reproduced
courtesy of Headland Archaeology Ltd

Some of these were deep jars of various
forms, others squat bowls, and most have a
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bipartite profile with a shallow upright neck.
Rims can be heavy and cllike. Some vessels
are undecorated, while others have profuse
decoration on the rim and neck. Assblages
Ay Of dzRA y 3 0 KA & 1AYR
AyOf dzZRS 5SSNNna 5Sy=>
(Alexander 2000, illus 26), Brackmont Mill and
Tentsmuir, Fife (Longworth 1968) and
Meadowend Farm, Clackmannanshire
(Sheridan 2011). This style of pottery was also
used further south in Scotland (where it has
0SSy G(HENNVBRY W. NInpés&d & ( Figu® (B4 Discoidal flint knife, Pitforthie,
Ware: MacSween 2007) and in northern  Aberdeenshire© NMS
England; indeed, some of the large jars (€.9. |t jsa moot point as to whether the (virtually)
Alexander 2000, illus 26, P49) resemble the  ajLqver-polished flint knife fromPitforthie,
WCSy 3L USWFINNBQNU Q  2F Wiperdeendie NdintgalK Kincardineshire;
2FENBQ Ay 9y3tltyR® Figure 34) constitutes a further Middle
Neolithic import from Yorkshire. A Yorkshire
As for other aspects of material culture, the  provenance seems likely given that it is known
use of leaf-shaped arrowheadsand other that such objects were being made in North
Early Neolithic styles of small lithic tool seems  yorkshire by specialist flintworkers (Durden

to have continued (to judge, for instance,  1995). A finer, thinner version of this arset
from the Kinbeachie assemblage: Wickham  tyne was found in Burial D under the round

Jones 2001). Sitarly, pitchstone from Arran mound at Duggleby Howe, Yorkshire, and the
continued to be imported to eastern Scotland recent radiocarbon dating of this monument
(e.g. atEast Lochside, Angusallin 2009,37), by Alex Gibson has concluded that the
and links with Yorkshire continued as associated individual would have been
demonstrated by the distinctivelghaped interred shortly before the mound was raised

8 dz3 3t S o f fliht Fourd @t Kemback, at 29502775 cal BC (95% probability

Fife (Fig49). Such objects are known to have  Bayesiammodelled date, Gibson 2009, 69).
been made in Yorkshire and recent dating of  \whether this means that this particular
the eponymous find, from a grave in a round  ygriant of seOl f f SR WRA3Z0O2ARIf Q
mound (Gibson 2009), has shown that they  1932) was in use before 3000 BC, or should be
belong to the last quarter of the fourth regarded as a Late Neolithic artefact type,
millennium BC. Further evidence for links with  gpen to discussion. (See below, 3.3.1.3, for
Yakshire during this period comes from — more circular discoidal flint knives.) )
¢2NDSY .t AYQa NBOSYy U Fyltéeaaa 27F TtAYdU
assemblages: for example, he has observed

that a significant proportion of the flint from

Middle Neolithic pits at Midmill,

Aberdeenshire, is likely to have been

imported from Yorkshire (Ballin 2011, £80),

while at East Lochsiden Angus, a smaller

proportion of the lithic assemblage is of grey

Yorkshire flint (Ballin 2009, 37).

54



ScARF Neolithic Panel Report

Figure 35: Distribution of axeheads of tuff from
Great Langdale, Cumbria. From Clough &
Cummins 1988

It is likely that at least some of thexeheads
of Antrim porcellanite (Figure 32), and the
rather fewer axeheads of tuff fronGGreat
Langdale in Cumbria Figure 35) found in
eastern Scotland arrived during this period.
Indeed, a fragment of a Great Langdale
axehead was found in a Middle Neolithic
context at Midmill, Aberdeenshire (Ballin
2011, 59). In other words, the inhabitants of
eastern and central Scotland continued to
interact with communities elsewhere, over
networks of contacts that had been
established long before.

To this period also belongs evidence flimt
mining on the Buchan Ridge Gravels near
Peterhead Figure 36; Saville 2008; 2011);
radiocarbon dating suggests that this activity
probably occurred duringhe last quarter of
the 4" millennium BC. The flint cobbles are
too small to have been used for the
manufacture of large items such as axeheads;
evidence for the use of a Levallois reduction
technique suggests that at least some of the
flint was used forhe production of blades for
chisetshaped arrowheads. Because flint of
the same geological origin occurs elsewhere in
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this part of Scotland, however, it is not
possible to document the distribution of the
mined flint.
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Figure 36: Plan of the flint mines at Den of
Boddam, Aberdeenshire. From Saville 2008; plan
08 alNA2Y hQbSAt

3.3.1.3 Late Neolithic, c 30§@600 BC

The widespread appearance ofnovel
practices and novel material culture
(including Grooved Ware pottery) around the
beginning of the third millennium, as noted in
Theme2, is well attested in eastern Scotland.
Finds of Grooved Ware have increased
significantly since 1999, when only a dozen
findspots from the whole of easternc&land
were known (Longworth & MacSween 1999;
cf. Cowie & MacSween 1999). Recent
discoveries include the magnificent segment
of a pot found in Powmyre Quarry, Glamis,
Angus Figure83), along with large fragments
from Midmill, Kintore, Aberdeenshire (Lochrie
2010b, illus 5), Inverurie Paper Mill,
Aberdeenshire (Hilary Murray pers. comm.)
and Mountcastle Quarry, Fife (inf Headland
Archaeology Ltd). Sudimds suggest a specific
depositional practice; of placing large parts
of individual vessels in pits, either singly or
severallyq that contrasts with the mode of
deposition for earlier Neolithic pottery
(whereby smaller sherds, and smaller portions
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of pots, generally tend to be found). In most
caseg; but by no means every cagdsrooved
Ware has been associated with rdnmestic
activity (e.g. in the Balfarg/Balbirnie complex).

The Grooved Ware finds from eastern and
central Scotland include the asselage from

a pit at Littleour, Perth & Kinross (Sheridan
1998), which is associated with the latest date
for Grooved Ware in Scotland (as cited in
MacSween 2007, fig. 33.4Prima faciethe
dates (from organic residues inside three
pots, plus birch charcoal from their pit)
suggest that Grooved Ware continued to be
made into the second half of the third
millennium, thus overlapping with the use of
Beaker pottery. However, the three organi
residues (from Pots 2, 3 and 6) have produced
disparate dates ranging between 4110+55 BP
(OxA8992, 288qu n pn  OF € . /[ |
and 3845+75 BP (0»8993, 255Q2040 cal BC
Fd W X t20G o0XI YR
even later date of 3750+50 BP (RA906,
234cmcpy n OFE ./ G wH°
for material that was ostensibly deposited
simultaneously is suspect, and -dating,
along with a critical review of the existing
organic residue dates, is required.
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Figure 37: Ground plan of timber building at
Stoneyfield, Raigmore, Highland. From Simpson
1996

Evidence forsettlementsis sparse and, once
again, mostly takes the form of pits. A roughly
rectangular posbuilt structure atRaigmore
Highland Figure 37; Simpson 1996; 1999),
could conceivably have been a house but its
nature, date, and association with the
Grooved Ware pottery found at that site are
all debatabé.
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Elsewhere, circular timber structures
featuring an internal setting of four posts
(Figure 38) are known from Greenbogs,
Aberdeenshire (Noblest al. in press) with
several others in Angus and Perth & Kinross
known from aerial photographg including a
cluster of at least eight such structures at
Chapelton, AngusNpble et al in press). The
two Greenbogs structures have been
radiocarbondated to between 2900 BC and
2500 BC; a single sherd of Grooved Ware may
have been associated. While these resemble
Grooved Ware houses from elsewhere in
Britain (including Trelystan in Wales and
Beckton in Dumfries & Galloway: ibid.), they
also resemble Late Neolithistructures of
ceremonial function (e.g. at Ballynahatty, Co.
Antrim and Knowth, Co. Meath, Ireland) and

(i othars Ivhose2 flunctiond could be either

domestic or special purpose (e.g. at Machrie

i K SVoa@ AnNDuringkoh Walld)INB R idz&@r&kiRy, | Y

however, is the simikity of form over large
areds$ Atagethar wWithiShe RoveyTof tHe esigna
Whether any of these structures evoked Late
Neolithic structures in Orkney is open to
debate, however. (These structures should
not be confused with Iron Age structures
featuring a sgare fourpost setting, as seen
for example at Grantown Road, Forres: Cook
2008.)
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B) at Greenbogs, Aberdeenshire. From Noble et
al. in press

Evidence folfunerary practicescomes in the
form of deposits of cremated boneRecent
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dating of cremated bone that had probably
been buried as foundation deposits in the
sockets of the stone circle &albirnie, Fife
(Gibson 2010) has shown that their deposition
¢ and hence the constation of the stone
circle ¢ took place between the 3iand 29"
century BC. ADrwell, Perth & Kinross, one of
two deposits of cremated human bone placed
in the stonehole of a standing stone one of

a pair ¢ immediately after its erection has
produced adate of 4180+35 BP (SUERC
18309, 289@H con OFf ./ @
8; Sheridan 2008, 201). Rorteviot, Stirling,

a cemetery containing at least nine discrete
deposits of cremated human bone, plus
extensive scatters, has been radiocarbon
dated to the first three centuries of the third
millennium BC (Noble & Brophy 2011a, table
1 ¢ although note that not all the dates cited
iKSNBE KI @S
The discrete deposits were found in shallow
scoops, and the excavators suggestdthtt
they may have been in wooden btke
containers. One of the deposits may have
been marked by a standing stone. One
contained a fragment of a burnt bone pin,
another, sherds of an undecorated pot. This
cemetery is reminiscent of that excavated at
Cairrpapple, West Lothian (Piggott 1948)
although it would appear that the Cairnpapple
cemetery is a little earlier, dating to within the
last three centuries of the™millennium. (See
below, 3.3.2.2.) At Raigmore one pit
contained the cremated remains of tw
adults, along with a petit tranchet derivative
arrowhead (Simpson 1999). At Fordhouse
Barrow, cremated human bone found in a
putatively Beaker period pit (and quite
possibly representing residual material) has
been dated to 4340+35 BP (SL—JHZG 309Q
28pn OFEt ./ 4G w Y
Culduthel, two Grooved Ware pots (one a tall
narrow jar, the other a small pot) found in a
LIAG &dzZNNRBdzyRSR o8&
thought, by the excavator, to have been a
grave, but the burnt bone foundhithe pit has
not been confirmed as being human (context
inf. Ross Murray).
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Much more is known abouteremonial (and
other special) structuresthanks largely to the
excavations in the Balfarg/Balbirnie complex
and, more recently, the excavations at
Forteviot. These structures consist of:

9 At least onestone circle(at Balbirnie,
and probably also at Balfarg; and see

below)
1 A pair of standing stonesat Orwell
(although  whether these had

Y wigihdhK fofmedvigai ofX a larger

monument is unclear)

1 Severaltimber circles ¢ at Balfarg,
North Mains and Forteviot, in each
case associated with a bank and ditch
henge constructed several centuries
later

1. Otherhenges

65SSy OFfAdNI USR |afgB tirfb&rSehdbsurewith @h £ dzS 0 @

avenuelike entrance at Forteviot,
along with a timber circle.

Also ofnote is the stones marked withock
art (i.e. cupmarks and cuandring marks),
which are relatively abundant in Tayside and
Fife but rarer elsewhere in the region under
review.

Each of these will be discussed briefly below.

The dating of the relatively small, logtone
circle at Balbirnie (Fig. 56) has provided
valuable confirmation that this type of
monument was indeed being built in eastern
Scotland around the beginning of the third
millennium BC. Despite its structural
differences with the Stones of Stenness in
Orkney (which is known to have been erected,
complete with its surrounding henge, during
redivhbfe >
that the inspiration for building the circle
came from Orkney. This would accordtiw

the fadt At SSPoovdd Sake SEMS Bunddis NB

association with the circle at Balbirnie. (See
Gibson 2010 for a discussion.)

Whether any other stone circles in eastern
Scotland were constructed around this time
is, however, a moot point, since the
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excavatiors of Richard Bradley at Clava cairns,
recumbent stone circles and at the Broomend
of Crichie henge (Bradley 2000; 2005; 2011)
have demonstrated that all those monuments
were erected after the conventional erdhte

for the Neolithic. (Indeed, in the casef o
Broomend of Crichiethe very concept that
the stones had ever formed a circle has been
convincingly dismantled: Bradley 201186
and illus 2.9). Furthermore, his
reconsideration of theCroft Moraig stone
circles has concluded that the small oval
setting (and, by extension, the numerous
other oval stone settings in Tayside) was
constructed during the second, or even
perhaps the early first millennium BC (Bradley
& Sheridan 2005. As for the date of the
earlier, Skorientated stone circle, this is to be
explored during fieldwork in 2012.

The evidence fronBalfarg henge Figure 39;
Mercer 1981; Mercer et al. 1988; Gibson
2010) is more ephemeral than at Balbirnie,
and it is not clear whether we are dealing with
one stone circle, two, or some other form of
stone setting.However, it has recently been
argued (Gibson 2010, 72) that the stones
were erected during the second quarter of the
3“ millennium, possibly to replace one or
more timber circle, for which germinus post
quemof the 29"¢25" century exists.

& £ 5
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Figure39: Plan of timber circles at Balfarg henge.
From Mercer 1981

Thepair of stones at Orwellwith the deposit
of cremated bone in the packing of one, has
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already been mentioned; it is unclear whether
this had originally formed parbf a larger
monument such as a stone circle, or whether
these represent a class of Late Neolithic
monument ¢ paired standing stones.
Elsewhere in Scotland, it is clear that short
stone rows are considerably later, dating to
the Middle Bronze Age.

At Baffarg (Mercer 1981) andNorth Mains
(Barclay 1983), theéimber circles consist of
multiple rings, not necessarily contemporary
with each other (although at Balfarg, it has
been suggested that the outer rings may have
supported wattlework screens, restrictinthe
view of the inner, freestanding post ring:
Mercer 1981). At both sites, the henge bank
and ditch was constructed outside the timber
rings and at North Mains, the the date of
3665+45 BP (Gr24007, 22091920 cal BC at
H 00X FT2N) ONBY!I dél 8Rindér2 y S
the henge bank, demonstrates that the henge
was built several centuries after the timber
circles (Sheridan 2003).

The timber circle atForteviot (Figure 40;
Noble & Brophy 201l1a) also predated the
henge monument with which it is associated,
but here the latter was constructeisidethe
timber circle. Both the circle and the henge
surrounded theaforementioned cemetery of
cremated remains deposits, and all these
features were enclosed within the large
WL f A4l RSQ
radiocarbon dating of the circle (and the
palisade) is based on oak charcoal but the
excavators were cafal not to use heartwood

for dating, so with luck there should not be a
O2yaARSNIoftS W2ftR 6622RQ
the circle came out at ¢ 28§06 2450 cal BC
(ibid., table 1) and are likely to pedate the
cemetery; the dates for the henge (based on
short-lived species charcoal) suggest that it
was built between the 28and 23 centuries
./ O0A0AR®POD® A F2NJ
dates for its avenudike entrance suggest that
it was built between ¢ 2900 and c 2450 BC
(ibid.); Bayesian modelling wtl be
necessary to produce a more precise estimate

iKS
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of the relative chronology and sequencing of
all the structures here.

Figure 40: Timber circle (along with other
prehistoric ,featuvrems (including a massive Late
bS2f AUKRGRMWLISYOT 12 & dzNB 0
Perth & Kinross. From Noble & Brophy 2011a

A further example of a timber circle of
possible Late Neolithic date, once more
associated with a henge, is known from
Moncreiffe, Perth & KinrosgStewart 1985). It
should be notedK 2 § SOSNE G KI G
2 NBQ FTNRBY GKAA aAds
aARRftS (2

YANREUGR aAftAOFyQa
circles of Scotland (Millican 2007) concluded
that there are significant clusters along the
southern edge of the Moray Firth and in
Tayside and Fife. Whether all of these had
been freestanding timber circles (as opposed
to parts of round houses), and how many are
of Late Neolithic (as opposed to Bronze Age or
later) date, cannot however be detmined
without excavation.

The aerial photography record has also
revealed the probable former existence of a
number of hengesin Tayside and Fife, in
addition to the examples mentioned above
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(Dunwell & Ralston 2008, fig 9). These include
a particularly lage candidate at Westfield,
Angus (Barclay 1999). Again, excavation is
required to grouneest the evidence. It
remains an open question, however, as to
whether any henges in this part of Scotland
were built prior to 2500 BC.

The £  NBS
Forteviot (Figure18; Noble & Brophy 2011a,
fig. 2; 2011b) is one of a set of similar, Late
Neolithic enclosures, the others of which are
known from Dunragit, Dumfries & Galloway;
Meldon Bridge, Scottish Borders; Blackshouse
Burn, South Lanarkshire (but in earthen form)
and ¢ from aerial photographs; Leadketty,
Perth & Kinross (Noble & Brophy 2011b, fig.
2). The Leadketty enclosure is o8lym away
from Forteviot in Strathearn. The possible
functions of these enclosures have been
discussed (e.g. by Noble & Brophy 2011b;
Noble 2006; and Speak & Burgess 1999); all
agree that they will have involved a large
amount of effort in their constructin and will

Frqbablé ha&/e, se%/ed as Qathering places for
ar%;e n n%bei’é %f p’égpfé. Whether they had

been the focus for ceremonial activity,
foreshadowing the later large henge
monuments in southern England (e.g.

Durrington Walls), is a moot point.

UFh&ly, ¥R B2 3/@SFg K| SitlesNivQ
KA A0S A @astefrdBeftlany HdsIyrown) hrgely &o the?
[ FO-SRYXNER | &1 Rah&akiRyTstinleyiwork in Tayside and Fife by

John Sherriff (Sherriff 1995). A considerable

& dZNFgnBer i fow Kindwl in Ankus,0eSpsdialiyA (i

around the source of the Lunan Water
(Dunwell& Ralston 2008, fig 10).

Thematerial culturerecord for Late Neolithic
east and central Scotlanglin addition to the
Grooved Ware pottery mentioned abowgis
dominated bycarved stone ball§Figure 60,

fig 60) and maceheads(Figs. 61Figure59).
Over 80% of all the 500+ known carvedne
balls have been found in nortsast Scotland,
and even though a few may have acquired an
Y1 0 SNRSSYyakKANBQ
antiquarian collecting practices during the™9
century, nevertheless this concentration

0AYOSNJoswe At f A al R
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seems genuine, and it is likely that they had
been made using local, carefully selected
erratic cobbles. Both these and the
maceheads form part of the overall
assemblage of Late Neolithic spegalpose
and symbolicalbgignificant items, which
would haveserved as symbols of power and
prestige, as well as perhaps having other
functions.

Figure41: Edgepolished discoidal flint knife from
near Huntly, Aberdeenshire. From Wickham
Jones 1987

As for other lithic items, while it qgears that
pitchstone was probably no longer being
imported to this particular part of Scotland at
the time (Ballin 2011, 3), the link with
Yorkshire remained strong, with items such as
the edgepolished discoidal knife foundear
Huntly, Aberdeenshire Rigure41; Wickham
Jones 1987 and cf. Clark 1932) being probable
imports. Grooved Ware pottery also shows
that design ideas were being shared with
Yorkslre (and indeed elsewhere in England)
as shown, for example, in the newentity
(Figure 42) of a pot from Midmill,
Aberdeenshireand one fromNorth Carnaby
Temple Site 2, YorkshirdManby 1974 fig.
18).
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Figure42: Very similar Grooved Ware pots found
at Midmill, Aberdeenshire (top) and North
Carnaby Temple 2, Yorkshire (bottom). Midmill
reproduced courtesy of Murray Archasogical
Services; North Carnaby Temple image from
Manby 1974

3.3.1.4 Research questions regarding
Neolithic east and central Scotland

The principal questions concern the need to
improve our knowledge of the Neolithic in this
part of Scotland, and to ingrate all the
strands of evidence reviewed above (and in
Theme4) into an overall narrative, as follows:

1. What is the overall pattern of
settlement, land use and subsistence
activity and how and why does it
change? This will need the
compilation of perioespecific, GIS
based distribution maps of all the
evidence already available, and this
will involve trawlig through the grey
literature.

2. What was the nature of Middle and
Late Neolithic habitation structures?
In other words, are we dealing with a
change in building techniques, away
from the Early Neolithic rectangular,
post/post and planibuilt
construction &s the Late Neolithic
WT 2 dzNJ LJ2 & 0 SN gand NHzO G dzN.
were these structures used in a
different way from Early Neolithic
houses?

3. What can we say about the nature of,
and changes in, society from the
evidence currently available? Clearly
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this part d Scotland became involved
in the larger social changes from c
3000 BC onwards, but did the nature
of society change?Why was this
region the epicentre for the

production and use of carved stone
balls? How exactly were the large

WLIf AalF RSQ SAndfiow a dzNB a

does the practice of creating and
using rock art articulate with other
expressions of belief and ritual
practice?

There are also more specific questions,
including:

4.

How many of the timber/pit circles
and henges or henglike sites known
from the aerial record actually belong
to the Late Neolithic?

We know relatively little about the
use of animals in this part of Scotland,
since bone assemblages do not
survive well in the frealraining soils.
We need to find many more, and

larger, assemblages in raer to
improve our understanding of species
exploitation and management
techniques.

What prompted the initiation of flint

mining on the Buchan Ridge Gravels?
Could it have been a reaction to the
existence of a flourishing specialist

flintworking tradition in  North
Yorkshire?
The Littleour Grooved Ware

assemblage needs to be-dated, and
the existing dates critically +e
evaluated; and there is a general need
to round up all the existing dating
information about all Neolithic
pottery in this region, to refie our
developmental sequence.

The dating of Neolithic nemegalithic
round mounds needs to be improved,
and unless the Early Neolithic
cremated bone from Pitnacree turns
up in the Duckworth Laboratory in
Cambridge University, the only way to
achieve this will be through
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excavation. The round mound at one
end of the Cleaven Dyke would be a
particularly interesting monument to
explore, especially to examine its
relationship (if any) with the Cleaven
Dyke.

9. a2NB SEIYLX Sa 27

tombe$ Bile struatres need to be

excavated, to investigate their nature,

use and relationship with other
similarlyshaped structures
elsewhere.

10. How many of the stone circles in this
region date to the Neolithic? In
particular, might the earliest stone
circle at Croft Moraig be
contemporary with Balbirnie?

11. Are paired standing stones a Late
Neolithic phenomenor and if so, is
it restricted to Tayside and Fife?

12. The nature and date of the activities
at Stoneyfield, Raigmore, need to be
clarified through a programme of
radiocarbon dating.

13. The use and significance of cursus
Y2ydzyYSyda FyR ol Yy
to be clarified.

Southeast Scotland and nortbast
England

3.3.2

This area stretches from the Forth to the
Tyne, extending westwards as far as the
source of the &rth but not extending as far as
Clydesdale. It encompasses the rich
agricultural lowlands and stretches of upland
including the Cheviot Hills, and the inclusion
of a part of northeast England recognises the
cultural continuity of the Neolithic across $hi
modern political boundary.

As with eastern and central Scotlang a
region with which it shares many features of
the Neolithic in commoug this region is rich in
Neolithic remains, and much has been learnt
thanks to developefunded archaeology over
the last 20 years. Of particular note are:

 The excavations carried out in
association with theupgrade of the
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Al in East Lothian (Lelong &
MacGregor 2008) which, among other
finds, uncovered two nomegalithic
long barrows; and

I The major largarea excavatios in
advance of gravel quarrying at
Cheviot Quarryand Lanton Quarryin
the Milfield Basin, Northumberland
which have significantly enhanced our
understanding of Neolithic settlement
(Johnson & Waddington 2009;
Passmore & Waddington 2009; 2012;
Waddingtonin press)

The latter complement the similarly large
scale (and ongoing) research excavations
elsewhere in theMilfield Basin led by Roger
Miket (Miket et al. 2009). These, along with
previous Neolithic finds (e.g. ateavering,on

the edge of the Milfied Basin: Hop&aylor
1977; Harding 1981) make this one of the
most intensivelystudied foci of Neolithic (and
later) activity in Britain.

Notable reseactbased excavations in south
SIai {O020Gf I YR
Cairnpapple West Lothian (Bpott 1948)¢
the results of which have been-sssessed by
Barclay (1999), Millican 2007, Sheridan
(Sheridaret al. 2009, 214) and Bradley (pers.
comm.)¢and Brian Hop& | é f 2 N2 a
at Doon Hill, East Lothian (Hopaylor 1980).
Here, two timberWK I €t t a Q
aryYS WT¥220LINAYGQ
Hall B is clearly of first millennium AD date,
the presence of Early Neolithic pottery (of
modified Carinated Bowl type) in association
with Hall A, and the recent dating of
encrused organic residue on one such pot,
confirming its early & millennium BC date,
supports the argument that Hall A is indeed of
Early Neolithic date. The peskcavation work
currently underway includes dating structural
material from Hall A, so confirmatm (or
otherwise) of its Early Neolithic date is
expected within 2012.

A further, and very important, source of
information about the Neolithic in this region
Aa w/!la{Q | SNALIC
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has revealed the existence of three ditch
defined cusus monuments in Midlothian and

East Lothian, andtwopRSFAY SR OdzNBE n &

Forth Valley (Brophy 1999). This complements
the geoarchaeological survey  work
undertaken in northeast England; especially

in the lower Tweed valley and in the south
east Cleviots ¢ by RCAHME and others (e.qg.
Passmore & Waddington 2009; Topping
2008). Such work provides invaluable
background information relevant to Neolithic
landscape use.

Works of synthesis relevant to this region
Ay Of dzR S LFEY YAYYSaQ
mounds (Kinnes 1992a;b) and Miket and
north-east England (Miketet al
tFaaY2NB | yR
publication (2009; 2012) on the archaeology
of the TilTweed region offers a
comprehensive reviewf the Neolithic (and
other) evidence for this part of northast
England

2009).

Ay Of dzR 8 The{clirazblagyifor the Naohtaidiinitiee xegion {

is beginning to come into sharper focus with a
good sequence of dates available for the early
4™ millennium, although dates for théater
parts of the period are still under

S E Qdpr@deriietl.2 $yatheses of most of the

available dates for the region can be found in

& K| NR& y ZeloggiaNdiMatGregad (200K &nd Passmore
g SNB amdA\agdiRgton @MY P

cpuT

The environmental evidence is currently
rather limited but if Gture excavations

employ comprehensive programmes of
flotation on residues from hearth pits and
midden pits in particular the amount of data
should improve. There are virtually no faunal

assemblages to speak of. The analysis of plant

remains shows the imptance of hazelnuts in
the subsistence regime as well as the
cultivation of emmer wheat, barley and oats.

Pollen diagrams testify to smaltale
clearance at this time with agriculture
appearing to be focused around the

settlement sites in fertile valleysaind, no

LIK 2 (i doabhIsond& doastaldiknadesS,son light reasiy K
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tilled soils safe from flood risk. There is
activity in the uplands but the extent to which
the wuplands were used for smatale
cultivation, as may be the case on the base
rich soils on areas of the €Viot plateau,
remains to be established. Other areas of
upland, such as the Lammermuirs and the
Fellsandstone escarpments of
Northumberland, show little evidence for
clearance until after the Neolithic and are
most likely to have been used for grazing and
hunting. Dating of largecale alluviation
events that form valley floor fills provides a
proxy for tree clearance in the uplands and
destabilisaion of the soil cover, presumably by
cultivation. Preliminary work in
Northumberland suggests catchmenwide
alluviation events such as this first took place
in the Beaker period in the centuries before
2000 cal BC (Tipping 20a2bhat is, well after
the end of the Neolithic.

3.3.2.1 Early Neolithic, to 3500 BC

The story here, as in east and central
Scotland, is one of the appearance of the
W/ FNAYFGSR . 2¢6f¢ bS2t Al
subsequent flourishing of the farming
communities who were thus established.

A range of settlement evidence is known, with
the522y | Af t (Righ6GBOSBINAgIWK |- f
similar in plan to Balbridie (Brophy 200Q)
constituting the largest structure. Its €o
location with the 7 century AD hall is
striking, and raises the question of how two
structures separated by c 4500 ysa(if such

be the case) could have come to be built in
the same place; however, there is a parallel,

at Lockerbie Academy, Dumfries & Galloway,
GKSNB |y 9 NI e
than 500 m from an Early Historic hall (Kirby
2011). A further @usible candidate, beside
the River Tweed atSprouston Scottish
Borders, was pointed out by lan Smith (I.
Smith 1991) but needs to be groutested
through excavationKigure43). This example
lies at the edge of a known Anglian settlement
but differs from the Anglian houses in shape,
instead being closely comparable with
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Balbridie and Doon Hill A. Like Balbridie and
Crathes, it lies close to sizeable river; it is
also situated close to what may be a very rare
example of a northern British causewayed
enclosure (ibid., illus 4 and see below).

;,ar 9000006800
o ¢ &

(e

Figure 43: Comparative ground plans of known
|-fy§ Ldzi F 6 A @S Bt NE®
East™ Lothian, Balbridie, Aberdeenshire and
Sprouston, Scottish Borders. From Smith 1991

As for the smaller housesas discussed in
section 3.3.1.1 for eastern and central
Scotland, the evidence is fairly sparse, largely
owing to the amant of ploughtruncation in
these rich agricultural areas. Traces of slots

were found atRathg Midlothian Eigure44;
Smith 1995; Barclay 2003) and at Thirlings in
the Milfield Basin, Mikeet al. (2009) argued
that a trapezoidal post setting could have
been the central supporting element within a
larger walled structure some 9.5 m X 7 m in
size.

(V)

b2622 KA d
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5 metres

Figure44. Plan of rectangular Neolithic house at
Ratho, City of Edinburgh. From Smith 1995

An increasing amount of evidence has been
coming to light to suggest that the range of
Early Neolithic habitation structures included
less substatial, flimsier constructions (Fig.
68), perhaps designed for seasonal or other
short-term use (e.g. during transhumance or
hunting). In northeast England these include
the site at Bolam Lakeinterpreted as a
triangularbased structure and a similar sité a
Whitton Park (Waddington 2003), at least
seven triangular and irregular structures at
Lanton Quarry (Waddington in press), and
rectangular, circular and other irregular
structures atThirlings (Miket et al. 2009). In
southreast  Scotland, oval stakmuilt
structures have been found aChapelfield,
Cowie Stirling (Atkinson 2002) and at the
Hirsel, Coldstream, during excavations of
much later activities, Rosemary Cramp
uncovered traces of at least one small,
curvilinear, wattlebuilt structure associated
with two Carinated Bowl pots (Cramp 1984
and in press). Such sites remind us that the
lifestyle of these early farming communities
probably involved not only sedentary
occupation (necessary for cereal cultive)
but also temporary occupation, by certain
individuals or small groups. (That said, it
should not be assumed that all lightly
constructed buildings had necessarily been for
temporary use.)

The commonest manifestation of early
Neolithic occupation, hoewver, comes in the

form of pits, groups of pits and associated
spreads containing sherds, occasional flint
tools and debitage, coarse stone tools and
stone axe heads, together with burnt material
including charred emmer wheat, and some
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barley and oats andn occasions some small
fragments of burnt bone. Typical midden pit
clusters include the sites afeavering(Hope
Taylor 1977; Harding 1981)Bolam Lake
(Waddington and Davies 2002 oupland
(Passmore and Waddington 2009)hirlings
(Miket et al. 2009),Cheviot Quarry (Johnson
and Waddington 2009) andlanton Quarry
(Waddington in press), all in Northumberland;
and Maybury Business Park, City of
Edinburgh (Moloney & Lawson 2006).

The discovery of Carinated Bow! pottery and
leaf-shaped flint arrowheads ithe sandhills

at Hedderwick, East LothiafCallander 1929,
67) indicates that here, as in east Scotland,
Early Neolithic activities included those
relating to the coast. The nature of these
activities needs to be clarified, however. And
in north-east Englnd, the discovery of flint
tools eroding from peat shelves in intédal
settings such as the Neolithic forest beds at
Druridge Bay, Northumberland, remind us
that some evidence for Early Neolithic activity
will have been drowned by sea level rise.

One specific type of evidence not hitherto
noted in this review of regional developments
in Neolithic Scotland is the existence of at
least oneshell middenthat may have been in
use during the Early Neolithic, &tveravon,
West Lothian on the southern shoref the
Forth (Sloan 1984; see Canmof¢S97NE 18
for a list of the radiocarbon dates from this
site). Here, as with the other Forth Valley shell
middens, the dominant shell is oyster. Two
such shells have produced dates of 5435+60
BP and 5110+60 BP (@886¢7), calibratingg
with a marine offset taken into accourt to
39703660 and 364€8360 cal BC
respectively. These dates raise the question as
to whether we may be dealing here with a
GSNE 1 GS adiNDAGLIE 27F
living entirely on wd resources, or localised,
small scale use of marine resources by
farmers in the area. (See below, 3.3.2.2 and
3.3.2.3, for further Neolithic dates from Forth
Valley shell middens.)
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As for additional evidence fosubsistence
practices lipid analysis of @inated Bowl
pottery from Cheviot Quarry (Stern 2009),
Lanton Quarry, Doon Hill and the Hirsel
(Cramp pers comm) have revealed evidence
for ruminant dairy fat in some of the pots,
suggesting the use of milk, as with Carinated
Bowl pottery elsewhere. Planmacrofossils
confirm that here, as elsewhere in the CB
Neolithic, wheat (including emmer) and barley
were grown and hazelnuts were gathered
(Johnson & Cotton 2009)

0 B 100m

O

Figure 45. Possible causewayed enclosure at
Sprouston, Scottish Borders; the possible Early
bS2f AGKAO WKIffQ Aa
illustration. From Smith 1991

The possible existence of aausewayed
enclosure ¢ a type of site extremely rare
north of the Washg at Sprouston(Figure45)
has already been noted; others are suspected
to exist atHasting Hill Tyne & Wear(Newman
1976) and atSouth Shields Tyne and Wear,
below the Roman fort oArben, where ditch
terminals were excavated (Hodgsoet al.
2001). (A further claimed example on Flodden
Hill, overlooking the Milfield Basin, is
considered to be unlikely given its position on
a slope: Johnson & Waddington 2009, 246.)
Confirmation and datingf these sites would,
however, require excavation.
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Thefunerary practicef these early Neolithic
farming communities match those already
y20SR F2NJ St aidSNy
1 2 yrBofluary structures covered by long
rectangular earthen moundshaving been
excavated atEwefordand Pencraig HillEast
Lothian Figure9; Lelong &VacGregor 2007).
Eleven long mounds of earth or stone,
rectangular or trapezoidal in shape, are listed
in Kinnes 1992a for this region, including the
long cairs at. St ft AaKASt [} g2
Dod Hilland the Mutiny Stonesin north-east
England (Mastes 1984; 1973) and the
chambered long cairn at Dour Hill
Northumberland (Waddingtoret al. 1998)¢
one of the few, or possibly even the only,
megalithic tomb in the region.

The nonmmegalithic round mound at
Broomridge Northumberland (Greenwell and
Rolkston 1877; Newbigin 1935), offers a close
parallel for the monument at Boghead,
Aberdeenshire, in having been the location of
a cremation pyre, subsequently sealed by a
mound; a large amount of Carinated Bowl
pottery was found among the burnt remains,
along with flint artefacts and a stone axehead.
At least two other candidates for this kind of
monument are known, athe Poind and his
Man and at Shortflatt in north-east England
(Davies 1995).

Sérfie2have intetpretel the Préséric@ of bk
bone in two pits atYeavering, associated with
Carinated Bowl pottery, as evidence for
individual interment in graves (Hopeaylor
1977, 345, 354) but, as Mikett al have
pointed out (2009, 8&4), the bone has not
been securely identified as human.

Three possible rectangar timber mortuary
enclosures analogous to the aforementioned
examples in east and central Scotland, are
known from northeast England from aerial
photographs, atEwart Park (Miket 1976),
Milfield and Wark on Tweed (Johnson &
Waddington 2009, 246; 2012).

As noted above, a fesursusmonuments are
known in southeast Scotland, including a fine

{O2it 1y

iKS
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ditch-defined example alnveresk to the east
of EdinburghEigure46).

Figure 46: Aerial photo of cursus at Inveresk,
Midlothian. ©RCAHMS

The material culture associated with these
early farming communities is strikingly similar
(in its earliest manifestation) to that seen in
eastern and central Scotland, withaditional
Carinated Bowl pottery well represented
(Sheridan 2007b; Miketet al 2009;
Waddington 2009 The evolution of
Yhodified Carinated Bow® LJ2 (0 1 S NB
process of style drift involved the kind of
changes seen in Tayside and Fife, with a
general coarsening of fabric and surface
finish, less use of very thin, very fine pots, the
use of heavierrims and more pronounced
carinations/shoulders, the occasional use of
lugs, and a drift away from the initial range of
bowl and jar forms. The distinctive elements
of the NorthEastern style of modificed CB
LR2GGSNE o0So3o0
Bowt Q LR Ga0X
present¢ although there may have been an
increase in the use of fingertip fluting as a
decorative surface finish, as seen in the
assemblage from Lanton Quaridure4?).
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.26f 2F WY2RATFTASR

Figured7y
from Lanton Quarry, Northumberland. Photo:
Clive Waddington

The use oflithic resources the style of

knapping and the range of artefact types
matches that seen in other Scottish CB
assemblages (and indeed in other CB
assemblages further afield); the use of
imported Arran pitchstone is attested at

several sites, with examples beginning to be
found in northeast England, in Coquetdale
(Ballin 2011) and at Lanton Quarry. A specific
characteristic of the flaked lithic assemblages
of north-east England (e.g. Cheviot Quarry:
Johnson & Waddington 2009, 191) is that
there is as yet no evidence fohd use of

i IS @ygifablelithic raw materials. This is in

direct contrast to Mesolithic practice which is
characterised by the use of locally occurring
beach flint, till flint, chert, agate and quartz.
Instead much of the Neolithic flint is high
quality nodular flint imported from the south
(probably Yorkshire) or high quality glacial
flint probably imported from the west coast.

2F WLINR G 2
0KS y2NIKEX

/I NR
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Figure 48: Jadeitite axehead from the Traquair
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Estates, Scottish Borders, along with its carrying
case made ¢ AD 1700. © NMS

Several axeheads of Alpine jadeitite(and
other Alpine rock)have been found in this

region, as elsewhere in the Scottish (and

g ARSNJ
superb examples
Greenlawdean, &ttish Borders (of which the
FT2NX¥SNI I NB
document), and from the Traquair Estates

NRA GA&AKOD
from Cunzierton

Wi

AK26Y

2y

bS2
and

Berwickshire. ©NMS

They also include a finaxehead of Alpine
omphacitite, reportedly found in a

of I O1aYAGKQa Figyre49).SWB A O] &4 K
noted above, these are most likely to have

been brought among the possessions of the

immigrant farming groups.

I NN

Figure50Y W/ dzYoNALlF Yy OfdzoQ 2F [ Y
at Upper Hindhope, Scottish Border€ NMS

Other exotic axeheads this time acquired

through exchange across the pidly-

established interaction network, include

numerous examples fronGreat Langdalen

Cumbria¢ including a fineW/ dzYo NA Iy Of dz
fromiYenets kinghopednsthesChaviptillgr § i & ¢
(Figure 50). Such objects were probably not

utilitarian axeheads, but symbols of power

ii k(&@hosg grodgcgqqrsluring the &rst hatf of thee 5

the latter having been given its own carrying
case by the Stuart family around 17&dure
48; Sheridan et al. 2011).

Figure49: Axehead of Alpine omphacitite, said to
|.

KI @S

0SSy

F2dzy R

%
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fourth millennium (Davis & Edmonds 2011)

may well have been inspired by the ideology

of Alpine axekad use). There is a notable

Oft dzaiSNJ 27 DNEB I [ FY3ARIF
axeheads around the TyneFigure 35);
AYRSSRX /dzYYAya FYyR | F NRA"
stone axeheads of northast England (1988)

noted that over half of the 170 axeheads in

this area are of Group VI rock. There are a
aYlLftf ydzYoSNI 2F 20KSNJ WSE:
three of Group 1 Cornish greeftsne in north-

east England; a small number Gfroup IX

Antrim porcellanite axeheads Kigure32) and

of Group XXIV calsilicate hornfelsaxeheads

from Creag na Caillicmear Killin Figure51;

Edmonds et al. 1992); and awsed fragment

of a Group Vllaxehead fromGraig Lwydin

north-west Wales, fond on Cairnpapple Hill

and most probably associated with the few

sherds of Carinated Bowl pottery found there

(Piggott 1948). Finally, aver-polished flint

axeheads are represented, e.g. at
Craigentinny, City of Edinburgh. The source of

I0F B8R bt o cpnany be
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outside the region. These axeheads are
discussed further iTheme5.

¥

LY

Figure51: Distribution of axeheads of calsilicate
hornfels from Craig na Caillich (starred), near
Killin, Perth &Kinross. From Edmonds et al. 1992

As in eastern Scotland, early to middle

bS2ft AGKAO WY2yadaSN) oSt

this region, with a fine example in cannel coal
or shale, emulating jet examples, having been
found atPencaitland, East Lothiafiig.77).

3.3.2.2
3000 BC

Middle Neolithic, 3500c¢

Evidence fosettlement takes the form of pits
and spreads containingmpressed Ware for
example at Thirlings and Cheviot Quarry,
Northumberland (Miket et al. 2009; Johnson
& Waddington 2009) andPencraig Wéod,
East Lothian(Lelong & MacGregor 2007). At
Overhailes, East Lothiganone such pit is
thought to have formed part of a lightlyuilt,
sub-circular or horseshorshaped building,
surrounded by a yard (MacGregor & Stuart
2008). The individual pits andusters of pits
with Impressed Ware atMeldon Bridge,
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Scottish Bordersvere interpreted by Speak &
Burgess as relating to ceremonial activity, on
account of the fact that sherds of pots had
been used to line the sides of two of the pits
(Speak & Burgess 199 1045), but an
alternative interpretation as settlement
related pits is perfectly plausible. Anowes
Farm, East Lothianlmpressed Ware pottery
was found associated with a rough line of 12
pits (Shearer & McLellan 2008) whose
function is uncertain: tese could have related

SAGKSNI (G2 R2YSadAaAO | OGAD)
a2O0Alf I GKSNAYy3aQ> I OO
excavators.

Other evidence that may relate to domestic
FOGAGAGE O2YSa FNBY WailNd
documented finds of Impressed Ware pottery
(e.g. at Dalkeith, Midlothiant Henshall 1966
and Ford, Northumberland Kinnes &
Longworth 1985, 135 (Un 1&8); Miketet al.
2009, 845); as with Early Neolithic finds,
Middle Neolithic activity of some kind is
attested at the sandhills atledderwick, East
Lothian (Callander 1929, &72 and Figs 1
2).

The shell middens of the Forth Valley have
produced some dates suggesting Middle
Neolithic exploitation of oysters (dbveravon
FodNether iinbeil, Vet owianglgen B A v
and see Canmore entries for date listsith
the calibrated versions taking into account a
marine offset). Taking these and other dates
at face value, this suggests a continuity of
practice from preceding centuries, and the
discovery of a handful of sherds of
undecorated gritty Neolithic pot thlether
Kinneil (Cowie 1993a, 38) provides evidence,
however tenuous, that we are more likely to
be dealing with a very rare instance of farming
groups exploiting marine resources than of a
very longlived survival of Mesolithic groups.

Other evidence relting to subsistence
activities includes the absorbed lipids
surviving in two analysed Impressed Ware
pots fromCheviot Quarrywhich attest to the
former presence of an animal fat/plant
mixture, with beeswaxalso present in one of
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these pots (Stern 2009)while the use of
cereals is attested by the presence of a
broken saddle quernin a pit with Impressed
Ware sherds afThirlings (Welfare 2009; see
also Bishopet al 2009 for the organic
evidence for wheat, barley and oat
cultivation). AtOverhailes smal fragments of
mostly unidentifiable mammal bone (but
including one pig bone) were found, and the
use of wild resources is well attested by the
remains ofhazelnut shells
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Figure 52Y aARRf §

cremated remans, plus probably contemporary
stone setting, at Cairnpapple. West Lothian. From
Barclay 1999

In terms offunerary practices the only clear
evidence for this period in this region comes
from two sites: Cairnpapple, West Lothian
(Piggott  1948) and Whitton  Hill,
Northumberland  (Miket 1985). At
Cairnpapple twelve deposits of cremated
human bone were foundsigure52), of which
seven were found irand around a curving
array of rockcut pits that may or may not
have held uprights; two settings of stones,
F2NXAY3I gKFG tAII2040

may also have been associated. (See Barclay 3 & f §0
1999 for a critical review of these features.) A

analogy with the dated henges of eastern and
central Scotland, there is no reason to assume
that the henge at Cairnpapple was in
existence at this time; and see below, 3.3.2.3,
for a discussion of the circular tdag of 24
pits which surrounded this Middle Neolithic
WOSYSGSNEQO®

AtWhitton Hill, i 6 2 WOSYSUSNRASEAQ ¢S
one being surrounded by a segmented ditch
and the other with a penannular ditch. Both
contained similar deposits of cremated
human bone tothose found at Cairnpapple,
with the deposits in Site 1 being arranged in a
rough circle around a sizeable pit, and those
in Site 2 being arranged in an arc around a
further sizeable pit. The pottery associated
with these sites can now be appreciated as
being of Middle Neolithic date (as suggested
by Miket); radiocarbon dating of the cremated
bone would help to confirm the date.

Evidence for other Middle Neolithic
ceremonial sitesin southeast Scotland and
north-east England is notable by its absewce
unless _the_construction and use of the

bS2tAdKAO 5RRASNIHESARE mofuents extended

beyond 3500 BC.

The material culture of the Middle Neolithic
here is dominated by finds of Impressed Ware

pottery, which shows affinities with
contemporary assemblages furtheto the
north (e.g. Meadowend Farm,

Clackmannanshire) and to the south (among

gKIG dzaSR (2 0SS GdSNX¥SR wC

northern Englisksouthern Scottish

specificities of the shallow, highly decorated

truncoconic bowls that form part of this

repertoire was highlighted by Colin Burgess,
NSFH NINRIRLIARS /4 28 yW ORI KAz
2F Wt SGSND2NRdzIK 2
See MacSween 2007 for a discussion). The

fragment2 ¥ 60 dzNy G 62y S 2 NI | yighHeSMindspdisSoh HriNestdd YaQre in
associated with one such deposit has recently  south-east Scotland and northast England is
6SSYy RFGSRZT & LI NI 2 Freldiklp snfap buR thdlteteht Zikts Nén2 Y
dating programme, to 4470£35 BP (SUERC developerfunded excavations suggest that

25561,335@0 nH . OF t ./ etall H  plore bffthis PRt reMmains to be found.
2009. Note that efforts to locate the crernsl

human bone have been unsuccessful).) By
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In terms of lithics, strong links with Yorkshire
are indicated in the use of imported Yorkshire
flint to make items such as chisel awheads

(of which a considerable number are known
from Overhowden and Airhouse Scottish
Borders: Ballin 2009). These links are also
echoed in the presence of thrdeelt sliders in
southreast Scotland: the example from
Hallmyre, Scottish Borders (McInne368, fig.
29.15), is of Whitby jet, while those from
.32y Ssy 9Frad [20KALY
southreast Scotland, are of cannel coal or
shale (as identified by Mary Davis: see
Sheridan & Davis 2002 for details of the
ongoing NMS project on the prettoric use of
jet and jetlike jewellery). As discussed in
Theme 5, these objects probably date to
320052900 BC.

A single find of an artefact of Arran pitchstone
at Meldon Bridge(Speak & Burgess 1999, 89)
may attest to the continuing importation of

this material to this region during the Middle

Neolithic, although since it was note securely
stratified, an earlier date for this find cannot

be ruled out.

3.3.2.3Late Neolithic, 300¢2500 BC

Grooved Wareis known from a small but
growing number of sitesMiket and Edwards
(in Miketet al. 2009) list seven in their review
of north-east English finds (although, as they
note, the pottery from Milfield North pit
alignment (Harding 1981) could be Early
Bronze Age pottery), while Longworth & Cleal
(1999) recoded two finds in soutfeast
Scotland. (A third claimed find, from
Cairnpapple, can be rejected). To these can be
added the finds fromEweford East and
Eweford West, East Lothian(Lelong &
MacGregor 2008), found during the upgrading
of the Al, and those fld [ | YO Q&
Dalkeith, Midlothian (Cook 2000). Ahirlings
and Cheviot Quarry Northumberland, it
seems to have been used in a domestic
context, while atEweford Eastit had been
associated with a timber circle and two
roughly parallel alignments gfostsc that is,
monuments associated with ceremonial
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activity. Grooved Ware was also associated
with a pit alignment at Ewart 1,
Northumberland(Miket et al. 2009, 88).

aaaaa

Figure 53: Grooved Ware from Yeavering,
Northumberland.From HopeTaylor 1977

At Yeavering, one find of Grooved Ware pots
(Figure 53) may have been from a grave
(although it is not stated whether the
YONBSRQ 062yS F2dzyR Ay
had been human: Hop&aylor 1977, 34&1,

354¢5, figs. 12¢2). As for the other finds

(e.g. from the Hedderwick and Archerfield
sandhills, East Lothian (Longworth & Cleal
1999), it is hard to determine whether they
related to everyday or special activities.

KS

Our knowledge of the settlement and
subsistence activitiesluring this period in this
region is therefore limited; analysis of
absorbed lipidsin the Grooved Ware from
Cheviot Quarry (Stern 2009) revealed the
presence of degraded animal fat/oil. The
continued use of the Forth Valleghell
middens(Sloan 1984; Armit & Finlayson 1992)
is suggested by dates from Nether Kinneil (see
Canmore entry NS98SE 72); whether the

b d}N\:ﬁ@Vﬁ[ﬁ”ﬁdden was also used at this time is

unclear due to the large standard deviation of
the dates in question.

Our knowledge of Late Neolithiunerary

practicesis similarly sparse, although Speak
and Burgess had argued (2009, 26, 104) for
the presence of Late Neolithic deposits of
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cremated boneat Meldon Bridge, Scottish BC cairn may have come from the putativ
Borders. The radiocarbon dating is however stone circle (Bradley pers. comm.); these, plus
unsatisfactory, with oalndhazel charcoal some of the stones associated with the

from Meldon Bridge having produced a date . S { SNJ aAN} @S dzy RSNJ G KIF G ¢
(GU1059) calibrating to ¢ 29@2100 cal BC terms of the number of stones required for

(Speak & Burgess 1999, 103); once again, the circle. Irrespective of whether the circle

direct dating & the cremated bone is the only had been of stone or timber, by alogy with

way to clarify matters. The uncertainty over other stone and timber circles in Scotland, a

the Yeavering bone has already been construction date within the first half of the

mentioned. third millennium seems eminently plausible.

It is also likely that the massivé/LJ- f A & RS
Sy Ot 2 witeN$Sa0enhuelike entrance, at
Meldon Bridge (Figure 18) was also
constructed during this period, despite the
absence of Grooved Ware from the site. This
is based partly on the close formal parélle
between this site and the timber enclosures at
Forteviot and Dunragit, which have been
dated to this period (Noble & Brophy 2011a).
The dating at Meldon Bridge leaves much to
be desired, with very few of the radiocarbon

1y

\\“‘“. 3
\

T i
e ; dates relating directly to the ehmsure, with
///////’o, oak (or unidentified charcoal) having been
/////////’« used, and with the standard deviations having

N

been enlarged on advice from Patrick
Ashmore. As a result, the four relevant dates
(GU1048, HAR96¢7 and SRB48) give a
hopelessly wide spread, albene in which a
construction date within the 3002500 BC

Figure 54: Stone (or possibly timber) circle at period is indeed possible.
Cairnpapple, plus henge that was probably added
centuries later. After Barclay 1999

10

Whether any henges were constructed in

As regards ceremonial monuments, in southreast  Scotland/nortkreast  England
addition to the the aforementionedtimber during this period is not known, although the
circle and pairedalignment at Eweford East, concentration of Late Neolithic lithic finds
and the pit alignment at Ewart 1, there is a around OverhowdenClass | (singlentrance)
possibility that thestone (or timber) circleat henge, Scottish Borders, might point towards

Carnpapple (Figure 54), represented by 24 this site as a possible candidate (Atkinson

pits, was constructed during the first half of 1950; Ballin 2011). The presence of Grooved

the third millennium BC. This feature has been  Ware sherds in the upper fill of the henge at

variously interpreted in the past, with Piggott Yeavering(Miket & Edwards 2009,0) cannot

(1948) having argued for it being a stone be taken as aerminus ante quenfor the

circle, while Mercer (1981) argued for it KSy 3SQ4a O2yaiNUHzOGAz2Y -1
having been a timber circle, a view redeposited. And at Cairnpapple, the fact that
subsequently accepted by Barclay (1999) and the oval, Class Il henge is not concentric with

Millican (2007). Most recently, Richard the (probably) stone circle is consistent with

Bradley has revisited and been impressed by . I NOf I @ Qa | NB tzé& ifeitge 6 m dpdpp 0
t A332060Qa adzaA3aASAGA2yYy (pdstdites th& Sircld, lpdsEbE by BeReyab &
forming the kerb of the late third millennium centuries. All this should be viewed against
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the increasing amount of evidence to suggest
that much henge construction occurred after
2500 BC (e.g. in the Milfield Basin: Harding
1981; Miket 1985; Paswre & Waddington
2012)

One kind of Late Neolithic site that is very well
represented, particularly in norteast
England, is outcrops bearing cupnd cup
andring W N2 O.]Thel FdllBa@dstone area of
Northumberland is host to one of the largest
concentations of prehistoric rock art in
Britain and there are over a thousand sites
now known (e.g. Beckensall 2001). Many sites
are also known in southern Scotland (Morris
1981), although there has been a lack of
fieldwork to search for these kinds of sites in
the Lothians compared to other regions. It has
recently been shown that excavation of these
sites can provide dating evidence, as well as
sequencing of the carvings (Waddingtenal.
2005; cf. Edwards & Bradley 1999 on the Late
Neolithic dating of roclart at Blackstone Beck
on llkley Moor, Yorkshire), and excavation of
such sites should form an important research
priority.

As regardsmaterial culture, in addition to
Grooved Ware pottery there is evidence for a
significant importation of Yorkshire flint
I NGSTFLFOGas gAGK
of the assemblages from Airhouse and
Overhowden, Scottish Borders, underlining
this fact (Ballin 2011). The range of objects
includes obliqgue arrowheads and edge
polished discoidal knives. This northern
movement of material is complemented by
the southern spread afarved stone balland
maceheads, the former probably from
Aberdeenshire and the latter including at least
some examples that may have been made in
the Northern Isles, where maceheads are
relatively abundant. Examples of both kinds of
stone object are known from soutbast
Scotland and nortleast England, albeit not in
large numbers. A roughly spherical stone
found at Cheviot Quarry has been published
as a roughout for a sixnob carved stone ball
(Johnson & Waddington 2009, illus 12 and
179, 182). This interpretation is not, however,
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universally accepted and another use as a
hammerstone or balthaped grinder needs to
be considered.

As in eastern and central Scotland, it appears
that pitchstone wasnot being imported to
this region at this time.

3.3.2.4 Research questions regarding
Neolithic soutkeast Scotland and north
east England

The principal
follows:

research questions are as

1. Much more needs to be learnt about
the nature, organisation antbcation
of settlements, especially for the
Middle and Late Neolithic. The Tweed
Valley would make an excellent focus
for targeted survey (including aerial
reconnaissance) and excavation

2. I NB 0dKS Lddzi I G A @S
causewayed enclosures that are
known fram aerial photographs really
Early Neolithic sites?

3. Our knowledge of funerary practices
for much of the Neolithic in this
re%ion is very patchy; what was their

I hakufe Yarkd dow e 9&/36%ng$ Ndrf eanra

time?

4. We know very little about ceremonial
monuments during he Middle
Neolithic.

5. Were any henges built prior to 2500
BC in this region? In particular, when
was Overhowden built?

6. Was the apparent use of shellfish in
the Forth Valley a localised anomaly in
terms of overall patterns of Neolithic
susbsistence practic@s

7. How was agriculture and the use of
domestic animals organised? Our
knowledge of the latter is particularly
poor.

And more specific questions include:
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8. /Iy iKS RFEGAY3
SyOf 2adzNBQ I yR
bone deposits at Meldon Bridge be
improved?

9. What is the relative dating of the
circle and henge at Cairnpapple, and
can we resolve the issue as to
whether the ring was of stone or of
timber? At present, the evidence
asSsSvya a2 Tl @2 dzNJ
interpretation.

10. More rock art sites need to be
investigated to enhance our dating
evidence and help us to understand
how they were used; and how their
use articulates with other Late
Neaolithic ritual practices.

11.If possible, the calcined bone from
yeavering should be revisited to check
whether it is luman or not.

12. The cremated bone from the two
cemeteries at Whitton Hill needs to
be radiocarbon dated.

3.3.3 Southwest Scotland

This encompasses Dumfries & Galloway, the
mainland up to the southern mouth of the
Clyde and Clydesdale. (We can also look
acress the Solway to developments in
Cumbriag a region with whose inhabitants
the farmers of southwest Scotland were
evidently interacting.) Major contributions to
our understanding of this region have been
made by developefunded archaeology,
including pieline and road work (which has,
for example, uncovered several Grooved
Wareassociated sites); by the work of Jack
Scott (mainly on megalithic tombs), Bill
Cormack and Jane Murray (on Dumfries &
Galloway); by the Biggar Archaeology Group
and Lanark & Distt Archaeology Society in
/| t@RSARIfST o0& Wdz Al'Y
Dunragit; and by Vicki Cummings and Chris
C2¢6ft SNRA
chamber tombs.

2 T begitirin to BE Lketl pedhbpR &s early as c
Wh S 360035 BO and Groukew WarS &opearing

from ¢ 3000/2900 BC. All these developments
are echoed in Cumbria.

Early Neoliti evidence for settlement

Ay Ot dzRSa GKS WKIEtQ I
Galloway (Kirby 2011) and various sites
uncovered in Clydesdale, as on Biggar
Qorfnddn (J&kasto? YO8R). It appears that
Clydesdale and the Nith may have been key
routes along which earffarming communities
rapidly spread. A presence on the sandhills of
Glenluce is well represented (e.g. at
Knocknab: Coles 2012). Early Neolithic
funerary sites include the nemegalithic

linear zone sites, covered by trapezoidal long
mounds, at Lochhill an8lewcairn; a series of
simple megalithic monuments (e.g. at Mid
Gleniron and Cairnholy) seem to represent a
GNY yatlriAazy AyaGz2 aidz2ySs
These form the basis for the emergence of a
regionallyspecific (and variable) tradition
known asW/ f @ RS OF ANy aQs
very similar monuments in Ireland.

There is a cluster of cursus monuments
around Dumfries (Thomas 2008).

A find of immense significance is the Rotten
Bottom Bow, a yew longbow dating to ¢ 3800
BC and very probably thpossession of a
farmer out on a deer hunt. A few Alpine
axeheads have also been found in this region
¢ including a broken and burnt piece, found at
Carinholy- and these will have been the
possessions of the earliest farming
communities in the region.

Middle Neolithic  developments  are
represented at settlement sites on the
Glexlacy sandhillsS(Mcrines | 1964 )2 3nd atl
Wellbrae and elsewhere in Clydesdale. Some

Ay@Saita3l daziage timber struguras N Msdie yor ate

Neolithic date may relate to similar structures
seen elsewere (eg at Balfarg Riding School).

¢CKS Wailiz2NERQ KSNB Aa 2yS 2F (GKS LILISHFNIyOoS 27
GKS W/ ENAYyFGSR . duné, b Slae ANeKihiO devaoprient NElugleNthe
3800 BC followed by its regiona#ipecific F LIS N yOS 2F 0UKS I NHS

development, with Impressed Ware pottery
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at Dunragit. Finds of Grooved Ware at
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Alexandria (Suddaby pers comm) and
Dreghorn, in addition to the finds at Dunragit
and elsewhere constitute  significant
additions to our knowledge. Publication of the
major sites at Dunragit and Dreghorn will be
important in allowing us to understand Late
Neolithic developments.

A very unusual find dating to the Late
Neolithic is the pitfall trap @Mye Plantation,
near Glenluce, dating to the second half of the
third millennium BC. Pottery which was found
between two of the pits seems to show a
mixture of elements between Grooved Ware
and Impressed Ware.

Key research questions for this region are:

1 When were the Bargrennan tomlgsa
regionally specific monument type
(Murray 1992, Cummings & Fowler
2007) built? Excavations have so far
narrowed down the range to between
c 3800 BC and c¢ 1800 BC, but this
needs to be narrowed, and the
significance of Hese monuments
needs to be bottomed out.

T 2KSy gl a GKS
stone circle constructed, and how
does it fit in (if at all) with the Late
Neolithic stone circles of Scotland?

9 Overall land use patterns need to be
explored. How were the uplands
used? Was it only for hunting? How
were the sandhills areas used?

3.3.4 Western Scotland, the islands of
the Clyde and the Inner  Hebrides,
south of the Great Glen

The boundaries of i8 region have been
drawn fairly arbitrarily, since there are many
FSFHOGAz2NBaE 2F WGKS
areas to the north and south (and indeed, up
the Great Glen, to nortleast Scotland).

Our knowledge of the Neolithic in this region
comes maly from researckbased activities,

since there has been relatively little
developerfunded archaeology (except on

74

bS2t AURM% o' arpeass ; that 4

Arran).  Major contributions to our
understanding of this region have been made

o0& ! dzRNBe | SyakrfftQa | yR
the megalithicmonuments and pottery of this

region (Henshall 1972, Scott 1969a and b;
MPTTT MPpTYyT MpydhpoT o6& DNI
KAd w/!la{Q O02ftftSI3dzS4aQ0
his excavation at Achnacreebeag (J N G Ritchie
MPTNOT o6& 52NRUOKe al NBEKI
Bui ST I YR 0e W2 Ky . | NbB S N.

I 33SNIeQa SEOIF @ GAz2ya 2
recently, the Discovering Bute Landscape
Partnership Schemewhose archaeological

element has been led by Paul Duffy, has been
providing an ugto-date statement of our

state of knowedge of Bute archaeology

(Geddes & Hale 2010

This region, characterised by its extensive

coastline and by large stretches of upland, is

very significant as including both strands of

the earliest Neolithicc namely the Atlantic

facade, Breton Neolithic a6 attested at

I OKYy I ONBSo6SHF30 FyR GKS W/ |
bS2ft AGKAOQ ol GSaiSRE F2N
Islay (McCullagh 1991). The earliest Neolithic

W¢ g S ead Be charpgfedsddt a§ e arrival of small

groups of farming communitieg the one
having sailed up # Atlantic fagade from
Brittany at some time between c 4300 and
4000 BC, the other probably arriving as part of
a westwards spread of the CB Neolithic,
around 3800 B and these people would
have entered a landscape, parts of which
were occupied by Mesdhic groups.
However, the population levels may have
been so low that the three groups may not
have come into contact with each other for
some time after the initial appearance of the
farming groups. That the two farming groups
did meet, however, is revead in the
architecture of megalithic monuments and in

farr;g)ir&g
communities and flourished: Achnacreebeag,
for example, stands at the beginning of a
complex process of passage tomb
development in Scotland.

gAlK

Early Neolithic settiment evidence is rare
and none has yet been found that relates to
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the Atlantic facade, Breton Neolithicbut has
been found, for example, in the form of pits
and an artefact spread at Newton on Islay
6al/ dz f I AK MphmO = I
Auchategan, Argylk Bute (Marshall 1978).
The latter, located on a plateau on a hillslope
in Glendaruel, suggest that transhumance
formed part of the Early Neolithic subsistence
strategy. The CB pottery found at Auchategan
includes one tulishaped vessel that would
notbe2 dzi 2F LX I OS
0SIFTSNEQ 2y GKS
found at Auchategan¢ including Arran
pitchstone and Langdale tuff demonstrates
that the inhabitants had already established a
network of contacts over which such
materials (and probably also people)
circulated.

Funerary monuments consist of those in the
passage tomb tradition ¢ of which
Achnacreebeag, with its closed megalithic
chamber and simple passage tomb stands at
the beginning, as mentioned above and
those in he CB regional tradition of Clyde
cairns. The latter¢ probably constructed
during the 37 century, if not slightly earlieg
would have been built by the descendants of
the earliest CB settlers, and demonstrate
close connections with developments in
south-west Scotland. A specific type of
pottery ¢ the soOl f f SR
found both in Clyde cairns (including Nether
Largie in Kilmartin Glen) and a passage tomb
(at Achnacree} demonstrate close links with
north-east Scotland, where an exampletbis
specific pottery type has been dated, at
Culduthel, to ¢ 3600/3500 BC (Coek al.
2010).

A cursus monument at Upper Largie in
Kilmartin Glen (ibid.) represents a distant
outlier to the overall distribution of this
monument type, and demonstrates ka with
other regions of Scotland, especially the south
west. It is a moot point whether at least one

Y2y3
| 2y G A y\Bag éxdhangeld Sver forgdiktdnéds. Y I G S NAR | €

Wi OKy I ONB S

In terms of material culture, the pottery
shows a hybrigation of the Breton and CB
traditions, and also reveals the adoption of

y e lugget plainVj&r dednd dontacts down the

Irish Sea. There is plentiful evidence for links
with Ireland, not only in the importation of
Antrim porcellanite axeheads and flint, but
also in the export of Arran pitchstone to
Ireland. Pirchstone was exploited from the
earliest Neolithic, in a manner different from
MesolttiicS éxplaitafionB(Batini 8efl 1a). Jand

Middle Neolithic developments are not well
represented, and it is unclear as to whether
any passage tombs or Clyde cairns were built
in this region after 3500 BC. Much more needs
to be discovered about what was happening
at this time.

Late Neolithic developments are better
represented, with this rgion showing
participation in the southward spread of
ideas, practices and traditions from Orkney
around 3000 BG as shown in the timber and
stone circles at Temple Wood (Kilmartin Glen)
and Machrie Moor, Arran, and in the rare
finds of Grooved Ware pottg. It is also clear
that rock art was being made in large amounts
during the first half of the third millennium in
this region.

029t Q

Key research questions are:

1 Much more needs to be understood
about the Atlantic fagade, Breton
strand of the Neolithic: whereand
how did people live? How extensive
was the initial appearance of this
phenomenon?

 More needs to be understood about
the relative chronology of the stone
circles on Machrie Moor.

i The Middle Neolithic remains very
poorly known: what was happening
duringthis period?

GAYOSNI W @SydzSQ Ay YAfL YINIHAW dodfine YockRakt Hedomdhén G KA &
period. (See Coadt al. 2010 for a discussion.) F NITAOdzZ i8S gAlK ((KS w

phenomenon?
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3.3.5 The northwest mainland and the
Hebrides north of the Great Glen

As with western Scotland, most of our
knowledge comes from researdiased
archaeology isice there has been relatively
little developerfunded archaeology in this
region. Key contributions have been made by
I dzZRNB & | SyaklffQa
megalithic monuments (Henshall 1972); by
[ AYRal & {O02ddQa
an Tigke, North Uist (Scott 1951); by lan
I N¥YAGQa SEOIF@IGAaz2zy i
Olabhat, North Uist (e.g. Armit 2003); by
tF GNRO] ! aKY2NBQa
1980 and 1981 (Ashmore forthcoming), along
gAGK [/ fA@S wdAaA3fSaQ
astronomical aspects and by the
t 2y GAYIEaQKk/ dzNI A & Q
5SNB1 {AYLlaz2yQa
Harris (Simpsoret al. 2006); and by the
campaigns of the Universities of Sheffield and
Cardiff on Benbecula and South Uist (Branigan
& Foster 2000; Parker Pears@at al. 2004;
Parker Pearson 2012).

It appears that this region was first colonised
by farming communities as part of a
aSO02YyRI NE
rate, there is no evidence for the early CB
Neolithic, and no firm evidence for the
Atlantic fagade, Breton Neolithic has yet been
found ¢ although examination of the simplest
passage tombs in the region would be
worthwhile. There are, however, elements of
both of these Neolithic traditions, with
passage tombs repsenting a development
from the earliest form as seen at
Achnacreebeag, and with North Uist
megaliths ¢ especially Clettravat; showing
elements of both the passage tomb and the
Clyde cairn traditions (Henshall 1972; Henley
HANnou ® ¢ KS
appearance is likely to be during the late"38
century.

Radiocarbon dating of developments over the
4™ millennium is particularly poor in this
region, and so, although we know that
stone(and probably turfpuilt houses were
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constructedg at EileanDomhnuill¢ details of

the chronology of settlement and chamber

tomb construction (and use of Hebridean
Neolithic pottery) leave a lot to be desired.
Furthermore, next to nothing is known about
settlement on the nortAwest mainland of
Scotland, even thougthe megalithic tombs

F2NY LI NI 2 ¥ FCoyharti | £ £ Q&

20 dREONARS K SINRELA ¥ # @5
SEOI @gF GAXFE QEA PEOUL YA 2YE oAt 12y

a fascinating insight into the pressures on land

ugerdurlg yre Neglithie githgugh this mqdet O K

of a squeeze between rising séavels and

S E O | e&nafiding Blagket paat (Armitf200g) thas ot A

been universally accepted (see Chapter 4).

2T AG& | NOKI §2
Evidence for agricultural activity, in the form

NXB & Saf quiikatiory jraces; 0& bgengdound atp 8
SE O @ Cdangsyand seme syigat Feid iglks yare

likely to be of Neolithi date, as at Barpa
Carinish (Crone 2003).

That communities in this region maintained
contacts to the south and the north is
demonstrated in finds such as an Antrim
porcellanite axehead in a haft at Shulishader,

Lewis, and of finds of pitchstone showing

'y e
Unstan Bowls, which demonstrates contacts

with Orkney and/or the nortkeast mainland.

As in western Scotland, our understanding of
what happened between 3500 and 3000 BC is
not as clear as we would like, even tigh
some of the Hebridean Neolithic pottery will
certainly have been in use, as was the
settlement at Eilean Domhnuill.

Late Neolithic developments are dominated
by the construction of Calanais, in the first
instance as a stone circle with a central

RI G S A Ceora omanglik S(Ashrgogea ferthgprring),  probably

around 3000/2900 BC. This agtassociated

with a single Grooved Ware pot of a style
closely comparable with Orcadian Grooved
Ware ¢ formed part of the southward spread

of traditions and practices from Orkney. The
lunar orientation of Calanais may have been
planned from the outset, but was emphasised
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by the subsequent addition of avenues along
the cardinal points.

Key research questions are:

9 Our nearabsence of evidence for
Early Neolithic settlement on the
north-west mainland needs to be
redressed

f ¢KS RFIGAY3 2F (KS
bS2ft AGKAOQ Ay (GKAAZ
clarified, as does the dating of
subsequent developments

1 To what date belong the plethoraf

small stone circles around the main
ceremonial site at Calanais?

3.3.6 The northeast mainland (north of
the Great Glen) and Orkney

This region encompasses part of the northern
Highlands, the coastal lowlands of the north
east mainland and the archipelago of Orkney.
As in the Hebrides, norttvest and western
Scotland, desloperfunded archaeology has
played a relatively minor role in producing
evidence of the Neolithic, whereas research
based archaeology has a long tradition,
SEGSYRAY 3 ol O 02
excavations of chambered tombs in Caithness
in 1853 and Petri@ & 0l yR
investigations of various tombs in Orkney
during the second half of the T9century
(Henshall 1963, 45). More recently, the
concentration of resources on studying
hNJySeQa &LISOGF Odzt F NJ
1970s onwards has led to calls Boredressing

of the balance (eg Barclay 2000) and this has
largely been achieved although further
resources are required to continue initiatives
such as the excavations at Ness of Brodgar.
Orkney also has an unfortunate record of Ron
resourcedand wholy unscientificexcavation

by landownerswith some finds never having
made it into the public domain, despite the
SEAAGSYOS 27
vacantia

The recent radiocarbon dating and analysis of
human remains from several Orcadian
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chanber tombs (Schultinget al. 2010 and
forthcoming; Lawrence 2008) has greatly
enhanced our understanding of the Neolithic
inhabitants of Orkney, and the chronology of
their monuments. Fascinating details of
human palaeopathology have been obtained
from an n-depth study of human remains
from lIsbister (where a high incidence of
illness, and some cranial trauma, have been
lohgen&d) Wod yQuedterress, andiite $sotopic
analgsis JoR2the bgnSsShRsareveped tigaSthe
diet was overwhelmingly terrestrial, despite
clear evidence for fish bones and other
marine resources at sites such as Skara Brae.

Parts of thisregion had been touched by the
CB Neolithic during the early fourth
millennium, since pottery of this tradition has
been found as far north as Caithness, and
there is even a small Alpine axehead known
from Caithness. Expansion to Orkney did not,
however, occur until the expansion, from the
west of Scotland, of groups using passage
tombs, probably around the 37(or late 38"
century BC. This brought the practicaf
building passage tombs to the nordast
mainland as well, and a subsequent
interaction between this tradition and the €B

prigig |. tsacﬁtigq\ucanw Rex Na2) 5in the

superimposition, possibly around 3500 BC, of

2 ("RSSIYEpang, horned cairns over geristing

passa@e tombs, as at Camster Long.

Settlement evidence for the earliest Neolithic
presence in this region is sparse; best known
1AIGIR plane huidiggs at Knagp of Hoyyag @
Ritchie 1983) but remains of timber houses
recently found as part of the
Glasgow/Manchster  University Cuween
Wideford project reminds us that timber
houses were indeed used as far north as this.

The funerary monuments include the
F F2NBYSy (A 2-gréniartyl YShoNRYRSSEA Q
passage tombs; a peculiarity of this region

{ 02 boha y R @Y INsQrkQgy @pl onpg, rpainiandgis the

stalled chamber format, which seems to echo
the structure of houses. Details of the
development of funerary monuments need to
be clarified, but a clear process of competitive
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conspicuous consumption can be discerned
from at least as edy as 3500 BC, with the
construction of massive horned cairns and the
building of evedarger and more elaborate
stalled cairns and passage tomand indeed
hybrid forms, as seen at IsbisterThe
emergence of Maes Howe type passage
tombs at some point beteen 3400 BC and
3100 BQ; the dating being hampered by the
radiocarbon calibration plateau (Schulting et
al 2010) ¢ indicates a step change in the
process of  competitive  conspicuous
consumption.

The material cultureof the early Neolithic in
Orkney relags closely to that of the north
eastern mainland, especially regarding
pottery. The use of Unstan Bowland of
associated undecorated and decorated
pottery) seems to have spread from the
mainland to Orkney, probably as part of the
I NOKA LIS | Jiéniation by farinikg: f
communities.

The bestknown peria is the Late Neolithic,
when an apparently highly stratifiedociety
had emerged, probably basing its power on
the claimed ability to interact with (and
influence) supernatural forces. The particular
expression of this had been informed by
travel to the Boyne Valley, where a
flourishing, hierarchical society had been
building massive passage tombs. Elements of
this theocratic society in Orkney include:

9 The construction of Maes Howgpe
passage tombgalthough other types
of chamber tomb may have continued
to be built at the same time)

 The construction of the Stones of
Stenness (including its henge) during
the 29" century BC (and, several
centuries later, the construction of
the Ring of Brodgar

i The anergence of the area around
the Lochs of Stenness and Brodgar as
a major centre for ceremonies, in
which Maes Howe, the Stones of
Stenness, standing stones, Barnhouse
IyR GKS
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Brodgar featured prominently. The
associated rituals included the
observation of the midsetting sun
entering the chamber at Maes Howe
during midwinter solstice, and the
smashing of maceheads

1 A variety of symbols of power,
including various forms of macehead,
carved stone balls and other unusual
carved stonartefacts

1 Grooved Ware.

The fame of this part of Orkney must have
spread rapidly so that, as with the Boyne
Valley, it appears that people came from far
and wide to witness (and participate in) the
celebrations and the monuments. This
accounts for the raiol southward spread of
the use of Grooved Ware and of timber and
stone circles, as far as southern England (and
with Grooved Ware now known from as far
aWad as southwest Ireland).

Key research questions include:

1 The need to refine the chronology so
that the chronological relationship
between the use of Maes Howsgpe
passage tombs and other tomb types,
and of Grooved Ware and nen
Grooved Ware, can be understood

M1 The need to enhance our
understanding of early Neolithic
settlement and subsistence practices

1 There clearly was some lonlistance

contact between Orkney and
southern England around 3000/2900
BC ¢ indeed, the first phase

monument at Stonehenge might
perhaps even have been inspired by
the Stones of Stenness and again
around 2600 BC (when houses at
Durrington Walls resemble Skara
Brae houses, and when Grooved
Ware once more shows similarities
from one end of Britain to the other).
But were there uninterrupted
contacts throughout the first half of
the third millennium?

bSaa 27
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radiocarbon date obtained for shalived
3.3.7 Shetland charcoal  from Modesty by  the

bl A2yl { FamiirgSdonQ the Edge
The Neolithic of Shetland remains largely a  project, we can now say that exploitation of
mystery, since until recently, very tthe the felsite sources (to make both axeheads
research or fieldwork had been carried out  andground knives) was underway by the third
aAyOS /I fRSNRaz | Sy aKlgbartep af the fgurRh millendiumwrheiuSekaf S Q a
surveys of the 1960s and 1970s. Critical this strikingly attractive stone is distinctive: in
NEOASE 2F G(KS NBadz Ga aditiontkmaking snsi gtilita@idh @fel@add, A 2 v &
at Scord of Brouster (Sheridan 2012) has large axeheads were manufactured (and, it
concluded that many of the structes are of seems, kept almost exclusiy within
postNeolithic date. Recent advances have Shetland) even though there would have been
0SSy YIRS i K NR dz3 K bk 3ubstantial 4rées (R2 Rithie 1968; 1992;
excavations at West Voe, Sumburgh, which  Ballin 2011b). Shetland knives are also a
have uncovered Mesolithic and Early Neolithic ~ regionallyspecific artefact type, perhaps used
YARRSYy&aT o6& KAia | yR WIgrSkinning as/wiell asyc@ting & xegionssly
analysis of the human remains from the specific pottery stie, featuring undecorated
Sumburgh Cist; by Edwardset alPQa bowls (some with grass used as a filler), had
palaeoenvironmental work; by research into emerged during the second half of that
felsite exploitation by Torben Ballin, Gabriel ~ millennium.
Cooney and Will Megarry; by developer
funded excavation on the Hill of Crooksetter;  Shetlanders do not seem to have participated
YR o6& (KS b Faiming gr theY dzandughii (ny the competitive, hierarchical
Edge LINR 2S00 > 6KAOK 02 Y uaoN®dsias s¢ekis Late INgoiiczOrkney and
Neolithic (and Neolithisation) with that of indeed the only candidate for a Grooved Ware
southern Scandinavia (Mahler 2011, 2012). pot in Shetland comes from a Late Bronze

Age/Early Iron Age context, and is a little
The story is one of the appearance of pottery  suspect. However, Late Neolithic contact with
¢ if not also of cereal cultivation and the use  Orkney is demonstrated by the shared use of

of domesticates; probably during the 37 (or maceheads (pestishaped and cushion
possibly late 38) century BC. This seems to  shaped); like Orkney, Shetland seems to have
have arrived from western Scotlamdoerhaps 0SSY | WK2u alLxZioQ F2N aKSA

the“ Outer Hebrideg; as part of a secondary
SELI} yairzy 2F WiKS b S20oustandingdesgarchiqgyestionsincl@rs A &
reason to believe that it did not arrive via

Orkney, but instead came irdctly. Simple 1 What is the sequence of funerary
passage tombs such as the example on the Hill monument construction? A
of Ronas, the highest point on Shetland, were hypothetical sequence has been
probably built by these first Neolithic settlers. proposed by Sheridan (2012) but
The West Voe site may represent a very rare needs to be testd through fieldwork
example of where Mesolithic inhabitants and dating
selectively adpted elements of a Neolithic 1 What was the overall currency of the
lifestyle; the few sherds of undecorated use of felsite, and how was
pottery found here may well be relatable to exploitation organised?
the undecorated component of the Hebridean 1 What was the Neolithic pattern of
Neolithic pottery tradition. land use and subsistence practices?
1 How was society organised, and how
The subsequent history is one of marked did this change over time? Whwere
insularisation punctuated byepisodes of the social dynamics?

contact with the outside world. Thanks to a
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1 Were any of the maceheads found in

southern England (especially in the
Thames valley ) made in Shetland?
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4. Lifeways and Lifestyles

This theme considers aspects of the way in
which people lived their lives during the

Neolithic period in Scotland, starting with a
consideration of the foods they ate (Section
4.1) and evidence for their diet as left in their
bones (Section 4.2), and moving on to
corsider the structures in which they lived

(Section 4.4) and ending with a consideration
of the environment (including climate) in

which they would have lived (Section 4.6).

41 Food & Drink
4.1.1 Introduction

Human beings have highly complex
relationshipswith their food and diet, as a
diverse range of factors including personal
identity, ethnicity and religion all strongly
influence the choices people make about
what they eat. Hence the subject is one of
prime importance within prehistoric studies,
particularly those of the Neolithic, which has
long been defined, in part, as marking a shift
from a hunting, fishing and gathering
economy to the adoption of agriculture.
Indeed, the question of how, when and why
such economic change happened is the topic
of considerable theoretical debate e(g.
Thomas 2003; Rowleggonwy 2004) and
Scotland and other marginal European
locations often feature prominently in these
dialogues.  Archaeological data from
excavated sites, and the various palaeodietary
proxies from the azhaeological sciences, offer
an increasingly detailed yet occasionally
contradictory view of this complex problem.
This contribution reviews these data, aiming
to assess current state of knowledge of the
subsistence practices, economy and the diet
during the Neolithic period in Scotland.

4.1.2 Archaeological evidence of diet and
subsistence

4.1.2.1 Cereals and other plant foods

Direct evidence for the use of specific foods is
found in plant macrofossils and animal bones

81

discovered during excavations atdements.
Plant foods, being organic, are highly prone to
deterioration and unless their context of
deposition is desiccated, frozen or
waterlogged, plants will only survive if the
remains themselves have undergone low
temperature charring prior to depdson
(Hillman etal. 1993). This situation leads to
inherent biases in the archaeological record
and an underepresentation of plant foods in
general, especially as the recovery of plant
remains from archaeological sites is
dependent on excavation methotbgy and,

in particular, on the wesieving of soil
samples (Jones 2000). Given that cereals are a
strong indicator of arable agriculture, whereas
hazelnuts are an indicator of the use of
(presumably) wild food resources by Neolithic
people, the economic and cultural
implications of palaeobotanical data have
been the subject of considerable debate in
Scotland and elsewhere in northern Europe
(e.g Stevens 2007; Bishagt al. 2009).

In Neolithic Scotland, cereal remains have
been identified from Balbridi¢Fairweather &
Ralston 1993), Boghead (MacLean & Rowley
Conwy 1984), Cowie Road (Holden 1997),
Claish (Miller & Ramsay 2002), Easterton and
Eday (Boyd 1988), Ishister (Lynch 1983),
Kinbeachie (Barclayetal. 2001), Knap of
Howar (Dickson 1983), Lairg (Hmhd1998),
Scord of Brouster (Milles 1986although see
above, 3.3.7, on the dating of the Scord of
Brouster houses), Skara Brae (Dickson &
Dickson 2000), the Links of Noltland (Hastie
2011), the Stones of Stenness (MaclLean
MPTYy UL
Townhead and Unstan (both Boyd 1988; see
also Jones & Rowlegonwy 2007 for further
data and references). A number of recently
discovered sites, including Crathes Warren
Field (Murray et al. 2009), Broomhouses
(Kirby 2006) and Station Brae @Ainanet al.
2004), have also produced cereals from their
excavations, although full details of some of
these are not available at present. Virtually all
of these sites have also produced hazelnut
shells and occasional remains of other wild

¢2F0 Q4 cksd®600)65A O &
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food resourcessuch as crab apple (Dickson &
Dickson 2000). Indeed, relative to later
prehistoric and historiperiod occupation
sites, Neolithic sites tend to produce greater
guantities of hazelnut fragments, hence
implying that hazelnuts may have been
relatively more mportant during the Neolithic
than in later periods (Stevens 2007). It is clear,
however, that cereal foods were present in
Scotland from the earliest phases of the
Neolithic, and their use continued throughout
prehistory. Indeed, the Scottish data even
suggest a pattern in the types of crop grown,
with barley dominating samples from sites in
the windswept and wet North, and wheat
being more prominent in the sunnier and
drier east of the country (Dickson & Dickson

2000). However, given the interpretative
difficulties associated with archaeobotanical
data and cereals in particular, there is little
consensus regarding the importance of cereal
cultivation within the Neolithic economy
(Jones & Rowle€onwy 2007; Bishopt al.
2009). Notwithstanding the degree f oits
importance, it can be said with some certainty
that cereal agriculture was at least present
throughout the Neolithic period in Scotland,
and geographically widespread (Table 3).
Furthermore, palaeoenvironmental research
by Lancastert al. at WarrenField, Crathes
(2009) has indicated that one or more cereal
fields or plots existed in the vicinity of the
fFrNBS WKIffQ GKSNB®

Table2: Dates for Neolithic cultivation from sites across Scotland; an exsergd collated data.

Site Start/End Dated Date Date BP Lab Author

material cal code

BC

Crathes, Start Club/bread 3950 501535 SUERC Murrayet al.2009
Aberdeenshire wheat 3700 10085

grain
Crathes, End Naked 3820 4945+35 SUERC Murrayet al.2009
Aberdeenshire barley 3650 4034

grain
Garthdee, Start Naked 3800 4950+35 SUERC Murray et al.
Aberdeenshire barley 3650 8613  forthcoming

grain
Garthdee, End Naked 3780 4925+35 SUERC Murray et al.
Aberdeenshire barley 3640 8607 forthcoming

grain
Powmyre Start/End Emmer 3770 4920+35 SUERC Masser 2010
Quarry,Angus wheat 3640 30981

grain
Claish, Start/End Emmer 3790 4885150 AA Barclayet al. 2002
Stirlingshire wheat 3620 49461

grain
Balbridie, Start Oat grain 3770 4820+80 OxA Fairweather  and
Aberdeenshire 3370 1767 Ralston 1993
Balbridie, End Emmer 3700 4765+80 GU Fairweather and
Aberdeenshire wheat 3360 1421 Ralston 1993

grain
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Eilean Start Barley 3710 483045 OxA Mills et al. 2004
Domhnuill, grain 3520 9079
Western Isles
Eilean End Barley 2930 4265+30 OxA Mills et al. 2004
Domhnuill, grain 2760 9159
Western Isles
Balfarg, Start/End Barley 3700 483040 UtG Barclay and Russel
Fife grain 3520 1302  White 1993
Culduthel, Start Naked 3650 47830 SUERC Murray,forthcoming
Inverness barley 3510 20229
shire grain
Culduthel, End Naked 3640 472530 SUERC Murray, forthcoming
Inverness barley 3370 27863
shire grain
Biggar Start/End Barley 3650 4645165 AA http://www.historic-
Common East grain 3100 18155 scotland.gov.uk
Lanarkshire
Skara  Brae Start Barley 3640 473540 SUERC Ascouglet al2007
Orkney grain 3370 3127
Skara  Brae End Barley 3010 4270+40 SUERC Ascoughet al2007
Orkney grain 2700 3126
Westgate, Start Naked 3630 467530 SUERC Murray et al.
Aberdeenshire barley 3360 31286 forthcoming

grain
Westgate, End Naked 3520 46630 SUERC Murray et al.
Aberdeenshire barley 3360 31288 forthcoming

grain
Barnhouse, Start Charred 3650 459075 OxA Ashmore 2005
Orkney grain 3000 3499
Barnhouse, End Naked 3330 4360+60 OxA Ashmore 2005
Orkney barley 2880 2736

grain
Castlehill, Start/End Charred 3520 4595+50 AA http://www.historic-
Inverness grain 3100 39809 scotland.gov.uk
Kinbeachie,  Start Barley 3500 457545 OxA Barclayet al.2001
Black Isle grain 3100 8204
Kinbeachie, End Barley 3340 4455140 OxA Barclayet al.2001
Black Isle grain 2930 8206
Meadowend  Start Naked 3490 4560+35 SUERC Timpany et al.
Farm, barley 3120 16835 forthcoming
Aberdeenshire grain
Meadowend End Naked 3340 445040 SUERC Timpany et al.
Farm, barley 2930 16894 forthcoming
Aberdeenshire grain
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4.1.2.2. Faunal remains

Bone assemblages allow the archaeologist to
identify the various animals exploited
(whether it be for food or other purposes) by
humans at a given place and time; cut marks
and fracture patterns inform on ways in which
animals had been wused, and mortality
patterns can reveal stoekeeping strategies.
However, due to the high soil acidity over
much of Scotland, bones rarely survive, which
means that discussion is restricted to a
handful of sites, mainly in Orkney.

McCormick and Buckland (1997) and Dickson
and Dickson (2000) have summarised the
available evidence, and domestic sheep and
cattle tend to dominate these bone
assemblages in equal number, with
domesticated pig, red deer, marine mammals,
birds, fish and shellfish being of secondary
importance in @kney. This is true both of
settlements (Skara Brae, Knap of Howar and
Tofts Ness) and of burial monuments such as
Ibister, Holm of Papa Westray and
Quanternesst although it could be argued
that the ritualistic aspect of the latter sites
means that normalpatterns of subsistence
may not be represented here.

Papa Westray cattle are much larger than
those typical of the Early Neolithic and may
represent the presence of wild aurochsen,
although cattle bones from other locations
are within the normal sizerange for
domesticated cattle (McCormick & Buckland
1997). The very fragmentary remains from
Scord of Brouster, Shetland seem to conform
to the pattern of sheep and cattle seen in
Orcadian sitesilfid.; although see also Section
3.3.7 on the dating of theemains from this
site). At Northton, on Harris, the Minimum
bdzYoSNJ 2F LYRA@GARdzZ f
small faunal assemblage suggested that sheep
predominated over cattle; other species
present comprised pig, red deer, seal, whale,
fish and seabirdqSimpsonetal. 2006). In
short, it can be said with some confidence
that domesticated livestoak especially cattle
and sheep were used throughout the
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Neolithic period in Scotland. Red deer and
aquatic mammals were exploited too,
although it is not clear ithis was primarily for
their meat, or other products such as their
hides, antler or blubber, of which the latter
would have been useful as a source of oil for
lighting, especially during the months of
winter.

As discussed below, scientific analyses of
human bones and teeth are invaluable
indicators of aspects of diet, and these
techniques can also be applied to faunal
remains. Balasset al. (2006) have performed
a stable isotope study on sheep teeth from
two Orkney sites (Holm of Papa Westray
North andthe Knap of Howar). Samples from
Holm of Papa Westray indicate a partial
reliance on seaweed as fodder at certain
times of the year.

Fish bone assemblages are known from Knap
of Howar, Skara Brae and Tofts Ness and a
number of burial sites in Orkney, btihese
pose interpretative problems, partly because
their recovery depends on excavation
procedure, and their presence at sites
(especially burial sites) may be the result of
the activities of otters or birds, not humans
(Barrettet al. 1999). In contrastd Mesolithic
sites in the archipelago, Neolithic fishing
activity seems to have been lewmtensity,
occurring throughout the year (Parks 2009).

4.1.2.3Artefacts

The presence or absence of certain
technologies, such as pottery, has implications
for the cooking and fooetorage capacity of
past societies. Pottery in particular has
considerable potential for the direct detection
of food items in the form of impressions,

Srésitidey andl fpil arBIgshblg. TplyetdlA G S Q&

2005; Evans and Bick 1976). Cereal ngrai
impressions are sometimes found on Neolithic
potteryt an observation that implies pottery

manufacture and cereal agriculture were
coincident activities, although few examples
of these have been securely dated (Gibson
2002; Brown 2007). Lipid analysis aints
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identify certain fatty residues that become
absorbed into the fabric of pottery as it is
actually used. Lipids tend to become so well
preserved within pottery that their extraction
and identification is possible using gas
chromatography and mass speatnetry. The
analysis that has already been undertaken (by
researchers working with Professor Richard
Evershed of Bristol University) has shown that
dairying seems to have been a component of
Neolithic subsistence from the outset, as in
Southern Britain. TiB implies the use of
secondary products from cattle, a
development that hints at sophisticated steck
keeping strategies practised by people from
the Early Neolithic onwards (cf. Sherratt
1981). It also implies that the human
population itself may have bee either
biologically or technologically adapted to this
RASGZ Fa 026aQ YAf]
human adults unless they are tolerant to
lactose or the milk is further processed and
refined.

Other artefacts provide information about the
lifewaysof Neolithic people; a number of flint
tools have functional aspects related to
subsistence, for example. Flaked stone bars
are likely to have been used during the
Neolithic, as later, as ard shares, while the use
of spades and hoes is suggested by thekwar
they have left in sandy soils. (Cf. Section
4.1.2.4.) Querns, which are a key part of the
tool-kit used to process cereals into digestible
food, are somewhat undediscussed, perhaps
because significant dating problems are
presented by their simplicitgf form, bulk and
their tendency to appear out of context.
Massive Neolithic saddle querns are known
from Knap of Howar and Skara Brae on
Orkney, and from Eilean Domhnuill on North
Uist, where their association with domestic
life is clear. As for the rubhg stones that
would have been used with these querns,
both slab rubbers and bathaped rubbers are
known (e.g. at Eilean Domhnuill). Other
coarse stone tools relating to food processing
include some unusual tools found at Knap of
Howar (Fig. x), which atdl have been used to
pound a specific foodstuff (Ritchie 1983).
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4.1.2.4 Archaeological features and

deposits

At North Mains in Perth & Kinross, cultivation
ridges predating an Early Bronze Age barrow
were discovered by Barclay (1983). A study of
soil cremistry and  micromorphology
suggested that an episode of cultivation,
which probably involved intensive soll
management techniques such as manuring,
also predated a subsequent episode of steck
grazing at the site (Romans & Robertson
1983). The cultivatiomidges were placed 2m

F LI NG O2 YLENWIEE S eldAi Savéiz

widely known from Bronze Age and later
contexts. Because so few surviving deposits of
Neolithic palaeosoil have been analysed
micromorphologically, it is difficult to
establish whether théNorth Mains cultivation

A dpradficeélwer® mérd\idBsprénd. ButudetivdrR t S

could clearly benefit research of this kind;
buried soils of Neolithic date are sometimes
found, and they have often been used as
termini post quosg KSy RI GAy3
construction (Dawson & Carter 1997).

Although quite rare, a few examples of
Neolithic field systems are known; at Scord of
Brouster in Shetland (Whittlet al. 1986) and

a small number of sites on Arran (Barber
1997), although the dating of the latter is less
secure and as discussed in Section 3.3.7,
much of the evidence that had previously
been assumed to be of Neolithic date actually
belongs to the Bronze Age. At Scord of
Brouster, intact field systems were discovered
preserved beneath peat, together with
evidence of domestic dwellings and
macroscopic remains of domesticated plants
and animals. Similarly, the Arran field systems
are associated with clearance cairns, small
buildings and linear marks suggesting ard
tilage. Ard and spade marks are also present
at the Lirks of Noltand in the Late Neolithic
period, where a ditch rather than a wall was
used as a boundary (Clarke and Sharples
1985). A possible Early Neolithic boundary
ditch is also known from Shurton Hill in
Shetland (Whittington 1978). Collaborative
proxy evwdence of land clearance events exists

Nd
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in the form of pollen records (discussed
elsewhere) and lake sediments, which reveal
discrete episodes of soil erosion during the
Neolithic, probably caused by land clearance
and tillage for early agriculture (Edwardad
Whittington 2001).

Outstanding research questions:

How much can we say about the diet (and
lifestyle) of people in the Neolithic?The
synthesis of environmental information, pollen
and excavated material is invaluable, but the
development of lipidsbtopic and other forms
of analysis that can shed light on diet,
mobility, cooking and consumption will
potentially offer an invaluable tool. What
people ate is of course important (and has
some bearing on the transition to the
Neolithic) but the variabty of food
consumption based on age and gender may
well become more apparent through further
analysis of bone assemblages, pottery and
even lithics from past excavations.

4.2 Human remains

4.2.1Biological anthropology

Palaeopathological studies of human remains
sometimes yield information on diet. Marks
and irregularities on human bones and teeth
can evidence metabolic diseases, which are
caused by the absence of certain nutrients in
the diet at discrete episodes duringe life of
the individual (Larsen 1997, 48 Roberts and
Manchester 1995 16f80). Despite a
significant quantity of human remains from
Caithness, Orkney and Arran, relatively little
of this kind of research has hitherto been
undertaken, although major tsdies of the
human remains from Isbister (Lawrence 2006)
and Quanterness (Schultingt al. 2010)
chamber tombs have been undertaken, with
very interesting results.

Dental pathologies are directly related to diet.
The presence or absence of dental caries is
often cited as an indicator of carbohydrate
richness. Among prehistoric populations
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globally, the teeth of agricultural populations
are more frequently infected bygaries than

those of huntergatherers, for example

(Larsen 1995). There are, however, many
exceptions to this rule, including Scottish
Neolithic sites, where caries is infrequently
observed, occurring in 1% or less of teeth
(Chamberlain and Witkin 2003;h&sterman

1979; McLaughlin 2008 see also Dommett
etal. 2000). Such low rates of caries probably
reflect a very abrasive diet and the absence of
sugarrich foods such as honey (Larsen 1995).

Dental wear can indicate the overall
abrasiveness of diet althugh since it is also
used as an indicator of age at death, its
applicability is limited unless the ages of the
individuals concerned can be controlled,
which is currently very difficult with Neolithic
material. Dental microwear analysis offers a
more detaled view of food as an abrasive
agent; quantitative analysis of microwear
fabrics give an insight into the size of the
particles and offer some idea about the foods
that caused them. McLaughlin (2008)
analysed human remains from sites in Orkney
(Quanternes, Holm of Papa Westray North),
/I FAGKYySaa oc¢dzZ  OK |y
of Assery A and B), Sutherland (Embo) and
Arran (Clachaig, Torlin). The similarity of
dental microwear fabrics of Scottish Neolithic
individuals to those of samples from
elsewherein Britain and Europe suggests a
wear agent that was common to the foods of
the majority of these people. Given that
Neolithic microwear patterns tend to be
dominated by large, coarse scratches, the
likely candidate to be this wear agent is grit
from store tools used to processes food such
as cereal crops. Interestingly, samples from
Neolithic sites on Arran also displayed fine
scratches, which may be explained by the
presence of finggrained volcanic rocks
nearby, if these were used as grinding tools.
Herce dental microwear suggests tentatively
that stoneground cereal foods were an
important dietary component in Neolithic
Scotland (and elsewhere), although more
work is needed to attempt to correlate the
microwear patterns with artefactual evidence
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of food-grinding tools from Orkney, Arran and
Caithness.

4.2.2Stable isotope analysis

Stable isotope analysis investigates the
composition of the protein component of
human bone, hence ultimately the protein
component in the diet of each human
individual analged in this way. Carbeh3
analysis can discriminate between the
different types of plants that fix carbon from
CQ in the atmosphere or in water in different
ways, thus providing a very useful indicator of
terrestrial versus marine based diets. In
addition to this, nitrogen isotopes can be used
to investigate the tropic level of the food in
the diet E.g.meat versus plant consumption),
although a sample of similarly dated
herbivore and carnivore bones from the same
area as the human remains are needed to
fully interpret the results. Staple isotope
analyses of Scottish Neolithic individuals has
been performed on samples from Holm of
Papa Westray North, Clachaig, Cultoquhey,
Glecknabae, Haylie House, Rattar, Torlin and
Embo (Schulting & Richards 2002; 2009;
Schulting n.d).

With the exception of Holm of Papa Westray
North, all the Neolithic individuals analysed
had terrestrial diets, with little detectable
input from marine food resources. The Holm
of Papa Westray North individuals do
however show a slight tribution from
marine protein in their diet, although this may
be the result of consuming sheep whose own
marine protein levels were elevated due to
the consumption of seaweed as fodder (R.
Schulting pers. com.; cf. Balasseal. 2006).
Nitrogen isotopeanalysis suggests that meat
or dairy produce, rather than plants, were the
dominant sources of dietary protein (Schulting
& Richards 2002). One possible complicating
factor in the interpretation of stable Nitrogen
isotope data is the effect of manuring ead
crops, and the resulting enrichment of
nitrogen15 in the food (Bogaardt al. 2007),
although the understanding of this
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phenomenon is still at an early stage. Work to
assess its effect is currently underway.

The discovery that Early Neolithic indivals
(and indeed most Neolithic individuals studied
from Scotland, as elsewhere in Britain and
Ireland) had a predominantly or wholly
terrestrial diet, in contrast to the Mesolithic
inhabitants of these islands, has been a major
element in the debate abduthe nature of the
MesolithizNeolithic transition, with
Schulting & Richards interpreting the sudden
and radical dietary shift as evidence for
immigrant farmers (e.g. Schulting & Richards
2002); others taking issue with this (e.g.
Milner et al. 2004) ad rebuttals being made
(e.g. Richards & Schulting 2006). The evidence
from coastal areas does, however, appear to
support the idea of a radical change, and a
WidzNyAy3a 2F GKS o6l 0]
several centuries later, some farmers did
choose to ex|wit marine resources.

4.3 Conclusions

Each indicator of Neolithic subsistence
discussed above addresses a different aspect
of diet or dietary behaviour on differing
scales, thus each has inherent biases and
weaknesses. Furthermore, each is dependent,
to some degree, on the state of preservation
of the material to be analysed. This situation
can make it difficult to compare two or more
proxies in a valid way and it is impaossible, in
most cases, for one proxy to be used as an
independent check on anotherne. Bearing
these issues in mind, it is still possible to make
a number of conclusions based on these data.

Central to the question of Neolithic
subsistence is the question of cereal
cultivation. Cereals are known from a wide
range of different type throghout the
Neolithic period in Scotland, and continue to
be discovered regularly. Their importance as a
food is also suggested by dental work, and
corroborative evidence exists in the form of
field systems, indicators of soil tillage, and
guern stones. Know examples of which tend
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to date to the later part of the Neolithic,
introducing the possibility that cultivation
practices were forced to respond to the
centuries of damage caused by intensive
agriculture and erosion in the earlier phases
of the Neolithic This may be stretching the
available evidence to a considerable degree,
but it highlights the central fact that cereal
cultivation cannot be dismissed as a marginal
activity, rather it probably played a pivotal
role in the structure of society and econgm
from the beginning of the Neolithic
onwardg an hypothesis that future work will
continue to test with AMS dating of the
cereals themselves and stable isotope studies
of manuring practices.

The patterns of cereal agriculture and
domestic animal exploitioon are markedly
similar. Evidence for each is both as
geographically widespread as the available
data allows and occurs throughout the period
of interest. Sheep and cattle were the most
important animals in Neolithic Scotland (or
rather Orkney and Harrisas data from
elsewhere are largely unavailable), especially
cattle when meat weight rather than bone
frequency is considered. Pigs were apparently
relatively unimportant, in contrast to sites in
Southern Britain, perhaps reflecting the
environment and lek of forest cover. Unlike
sheep and cattle, pig farming does not involve
the production of secondary products, so
perhaps animal husbandry practices were
deliberately structured in this way.

Wild food resources were exploited too, the
evidence for thisis irrefutable, particularly
considering the abundance of hazelnut shells,
deer, seal and fish bones and shells at a
number of sites. Yet in coastal areas, as noted
above, stable isotope studies of human bone
is unable to detect much significant input
from marine protein. It is not easy to
understand why fishing and the rich food
resources of the sea became so very much
less important in the Neolithic. As Parks
(2009) suggests, the lack of seasonality in
Orcadian Neolithic fishing may be due to the
fact tha certain species are only abundant in
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the autumn, hence conflicting with the labour
requirement of the cereal harvest.

It is clear that much of the above discussion is
heavily geographically biased, especially
towards Orkney. This is perhaps unavoidable
at present. Future work with lipids and plant
macrofossils has the potential to address this
issue and provide a spatiene model of
subsistence practices in Neolithic Scotland
that is not as geographically imbalanced.
Indeed, a recentigompleted major esearch
LINE2SO0 i
patterns of marine product exploitation in
human prehistoryvia biomarker proxies in
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been doing just that with its lipid analysis of a
considerable number ofamples of Neolithic
(and later) pottery in various parts of
Scotland.

4.3.1 Outstanding research questions

While our understanding of Neolithic diet and
farming practices has increased significantly
over the last two decadesespecially through
the application (over the last decade) of
isotopic and lipid analysisthere nevertheless
remain fundamental gaps, as follows:

1 We know very little about the specific
cultivation practices and herding
strategies of these farming groups,
and our list of cultigted plant
materials may well be incomplete

1 Flax has been noted at Balbridie, but
to what extent was it cultivated, and
was it principally a food crop (as
opposed to a source of fibres for
fabric manufacture and cordage)?

1 How typical or atypical is the Gadian
evidence for subsistence strategies?

1 How do deer fit into the equation? It
has been suggested that they may
have been deliberately introduced to
the Orkney Islands, just as they had
been introduced to Ireland, but do
they constitute a partiymanaged,
partly-wild resource? How is the
enigmatic evidence from the Links of

(KS ChyngilgS N& A G &
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Noltland ¢ where a pile of deer
carcases had been left, unscavenged
and with a large fish on the top of the

heap (Sharples 2000)¢ to be
explained?
f To what extent were marine

resources used as foodstuffs at
different times and in different parts
of Scotland?

1 Is the elevated nitrogen isotope level
that has been found in human
remains in Orkney an indicator of the
practice of manuring?

44  Places to live and ways of living

4.4.1 Introdation

One of the enduring questions we have about
the Neolithic people who inhabited Scotland
is: where were they living? On this face of it,
this seems like a simple question, but
underlying it is a complex range of evidence
which suggests this questiaannot easily be
considered without recourse to thinking
about wider economic and subsistence
patterns. (See above.). Any research
FNF YSG2N]
answer this question, but also consider
related issues (often downplayed in Neolith
studies): What was it like to live in the
Neolithic? What happened on a daily basis?
Iy %S ARSYyGATE 0dKS
archaeological record, and what might it look
like? In this section the range of evidence
available for domestic structures and
everyday life in the Neolithic in Scotland will
be reviewed.

4.4.2 The problem with Neolithic houses

There is no doubt that people in the Neolithic
of Scotland were living somewhere, but
exactly where, and in what type of structure,
has become a subject a@bme debate within
Neolithic studies for Britain and Ireland as a
whole (cf. Darvill and Thomas 1996; Gibson
2003). From the outset of Neolithic studies,
there was anexpectationin some quarters
that Neolithic settlement in Britain and
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Ireland would lookrather like the timber
longhouse settlements that defined the early
Neolithic Linearbandkeramik of central
Europe. A lack of any apparent traditions of
timber building gradually eroded this
confidence. For instance, in a wider review of
prehistory in Eurpe, Piggott (1965) depicted
Continental Europe as a farming economy
defined by houses, fields and enclosures.
However, his review of the Neolithic in
England could depend only on ceremonial and
burial monuments, structure associated with
cult activity, noteveryday life. Nonetheless,
the expectation of a Neolithic of farmhouses,
fields and sedentism continued to prevail until
recent decades (Bradley 2003; Gibson 2003).
The lack of buildings discovered in the
archaeological record was explained in a
number d ways (Darvill 1996). For instance,
Kinnes (1985) suggested that virtually no
Neolithic buildings had been found in
mainland Scotland because the nature of
these buildings may have left little or no
traces in the archaeological record.

Despite the excavaA 2y 2 F (G KS
at Skara Brae, Orkney, little progress was
gede iny denfiting widgr paferys gf
settlement in Scotland, In particular mainlan
Scotland (Barclay 2003). The excavation of a
cropmark site, at Balbridie, Aberdeenshire in
the 190s (Fairweather & Ralston 1993)
o] e comfart for those loakings for
Ct([ﬁﬁ]ger?[%sgllg Io%g ousg]s)?in gcwot and,
although the nature and function of this and
similar buildings is still disputed. However,
with an absence of many other comparable
structures in mainland Britain as a whole, and
within the context of a new ideological model
of the Neolithic developed in the 1980s, the
absence of evidence gradually began to be
taken as substantial evidence for absence.
Subsistence models were developed that
suggested that (early) Neolithic farmers were
at least semi (if not wholly) mobile, moving
between temporary camps and monuments.
This position was not viewed as being
mutually exclusive with low level cereal
farming and animal herding. This position
becan8 1y26y & (GKS
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orthodoxy among some people by the mid
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precursors to later house forms include Knap

1990s (eg Thomas 1996; Gibson 2003 and see of Howar, Papa Westray (Ritchie 1983) and

Barclay 2001). Within this context, use of
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More recently, evidence from developer
funded excavations (and to a lesser extent
aerial reconnaissance) in both Ireland and
Scotland has lead to arguments that a mobile
Nedithic model may not be appropriate for
Britain and Ireland (cf. Cooney 2003; Barclay
2001; Cross 2003; Smyth 2006). As we shall
see, in Scotland a wide range of putative
settlement sites and buildings have been
identified, which suggest different degree$
sedentism may have been the norm in
Neolithic Scotland, with clear regional
variation (Brophy 2006). There is still a
realisation that expecting to find wholly
domestic activity may be inappropriate for
Neolithic contexts, but also recognition that
ritualised aspects of buildings, pit digging and
deposition do not preclude their association
with everyday life and daily routine. For the
remainder of this section, then, evidence for a
range of possibly domestic sites will be
considered from across Scotinfrom the
unique to the typical.

4.4.3 lIsland living, stone houses

Scotland is fortunate to have worfdmous
and exceptionally well preserved houses built
from stone. Unfortunately, these have a
limited distribution, being found almost
entirely in the Northern Isles. The study of
aliz2yS K2dzaSa
between Orkney and Shetland; while the
former has been the focus of various high
profile excavations, the resource in Shetland
NBYIFAya I NBSte@
seriesof important and distinctive Neolithic
settlement sites in the Western Isles.

A number of Neolithic settlements have been
excavated in Orkney. These are largely dated
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Wideford, Mainland (unpublished). The later
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1931, Clarke 1976, 2003)viell known, but to
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settlement sites that have been excavated on
mainland Orkney ¢ Barnhouse (Richards
2005), Stonehall, Crossiecrown and Ness of
Brodgar (all as yet unpublished). Other island
settlements excaated include Pool, Sanday
(Hunter 2000), the Links of Noltland, Westray
(cf. Clarke & Sharples 1985) and Rinyo, Rousay
(Childe & Grant 1939). These clusters of
buildings represent lontived multiphase
settlements, and the stone construction of
the buildngs has facilitated a general
understanding of the layout of the later
Neolithic house in Orkney. The small buildings
were arranged around a central hearth, with
evidence for beds and storage space (e.qg.
WRNB&aasSNBEQ VYR
buildings. Aseries of atypical or specialist
buildings ¢ workshops, double houses,
WAKNAYSAaQ | yR
also been identified at various sites. The
K2dzaSa o6A0GKAYy GKSas
arrangements; at Skara Brae the houses were
closely clustered and connected by low
passages (senrsiubterranean, surrounded by
midden), while at Barnhouse the houses were
slightly more dispersed and arranged around
a central yard. Settlements were also
characterised by lonterm use, repairs and
replacemer buildings.

The survival of these buildings, either
preserved beneath sand (Skara Brae) or in the
ploughsoil (Barnhouse, Ness of Brodgar), has

' yYR W@A f falowelizame @Sigiitiintal theid architeoture N1 Jt

The buildings were typically constructed of
local flags, with oftostats and slabs defining
furniture. Buildings at some sites are

Wdzy (0 | LRoHedded within middeaSmatenals giving & 2

semisubterranean effect. There is no
indication of roof form or material, but the
houses are presumed to have had pitched
roofs, perhaps with timbesupports and lined
with turves, straw or seaweed. The nature of
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the buildings has generally been accepted as
domestic; typical buildings would have
housed a small family group. Richards (2005)
has argued that these domestic spaces
embodied a shared cosrtagy within their
architecture that can also be recognised at
the contemporary ceremonial and burial
monuments of Orkney.

As with evidence for diet and subsistence, a
disproportionate amount of information we
have about Neolithic settlement in Scotland is
based on Orkney. The potential for more
buildings and settlements is clear, but perhaps
a still greater untapped potential exists in
Shetland. Calder (1950, 1956) initially
highlighted a remarkable quantity of possible
Neolithic stone buildings and assaigd field
systems across Shetland, obscured by peat
and later settlement and farming although,

as we have seen in Section 3.3.7, many of
these are more likely to be of pe600 BC
date. Calder identified 57 possible buildings,
with a range of architectral forms. He also
identified what he argued were related dyke /
stone field boundary systems and clearance
cairns, and he carried out basic excavations at
a few sites. More recently, the Neolithic
settlement at Scord of Brouster was
excavated (Whittle etal 1986); once again,
however, a critical reassessment of the
evidence indicates that most of the evidence
there is not of Neolithic date. (See 3.3.7.)

Although there is some variation in these
a0 NH2OGdzNBas Y2ad | NS
& K I LIS R Qiok sténke ivddls. Thire is little
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some have central hearths and drains, while
others have recesses arranged around the
walls. Timber posts may have supported the
roofs, with internal postholes found in some

buildings. The most comprehensively
excavated settlement, Scord of Brouster,
consisted of three buildings, not all in use at
the same time. Interestingly, not all buildings
were of stone; Whittle et al (1986, 133)

ARSYGAFASR LXKIFIasSa 27
tray aA Syl akKStiSNRQ®
identified early Neolithic timber round
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buildings at Wideford, Orkney mainland).
There is still not a full understanding of the
range of buildings identified, typified by
enigmatic stone structures such as the
St yeRItS WiSYLX SQ
1996, 6%6), but such sites suggest that as
with Orkney a range of specialist and perhaps
ceremonial structures were constructed along
GKS alyYS tAySa | a
the buildings at Scord of Broustewas
interpreted as a pen or stock enclosure.

There is equal potential for settlement
evidence in the Western Isles, in various
forms, but often obscured (and preserved)
both by machair and extensive later
prehistoric and Norse settlement in the same
locatons (Armit 2003). Excavations have
revealed very different looking settlements of
Neolithic date. These include the remarkable
site of Eilean Domhnuill, North Uist. This small
islet was occupied within the time range
365(0;2600 BC (ibid, 93) through a &= of
small rectangular buildings with stone
foundations, probably turf walls, and central
hearth, with associated animal pens, yards
and surrounding palisade. This island could
only have been occupied seasonally. On
Harris, Neolithic / Beaker structurewere
excavated at Northton in 19656 (Simpson &
Murphy 2003; Simpson et al 2006); the house
forms are similar to Eilean Domhnuill. A key
characteristic of the Neolithic settlement sites
known in the Western Isles is that they usually
form only part of vey long (several millennia)
%mthehcesf\(yf odz(:]ﬁphtlp'n
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Most Early Neolithic buildings in Britain and
Ireland that could have had a domestic role
were mack of timber and were rectangular in
form (cf. Darvill 1996; Smyth 2006; Brophy in
prep). However, within this form, there is
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At the larger end of the scale, a smalbigp of
rectangular timber halls have been identified
as cropmarks by aerial reconnaissance since
1976. There are potentially as many as ten
such sites known in the cropmark record, and
four have now been excavated: Balbridie,
Aberdeenshire (Fairweather Ralston 1993),
Claish, Stirling (Barclay et al 2002), Warren
Field, Crathes, Aberdeenshire (Murragt
al.2009) and Lockerbie Academy, Dumfries
and Galloway (Kirby 2011). These buildings
share remarkable similarities, but it is by no
means certain that theyfulfiled a wholly
domestic role. Balbridie for instance has been
characterised as anything from a European
style longhouse to a cult house or feasting
hall. All were in use at the very start of the
Neolithic, ¢ 3908700 cal BC, and were all
burnt down Brophy 2007).

The excavations of these sites have given a
good impression of their scale, and the use of
space within these buildings. Typically, these
buildings have a ground plan in the order of
up to 25m in length and 12m width, usually
with slightly rounded ends. There is no
evidence for roof height or form, but there is
a suggestion that the roof could have had a
maximum height of 8m at Claish and Balbridie
(Barclay et al 2002). The buildings were
constructed from large oak posts; in the case
of Babridie these were set into a foundation
trench. These may have been supplemented
by wattle and daub outer layer, or turf
(Loveday 2006), but there is no strong
evidence for this. At Claish, there was a
suggestion that the walls were repaired, with
a few irstances of post replacement. Roof
support would probably have fallen on
internal posts rather than the side walls, and
internal divisions and large axial posts were
found at all four excavated sites. Some of
these divisions may have been in the form of
cortinuous panel. Entrance to the buildings
was typically through entrance gaps on one or
both short end walls, although these
entrances were often narrow, perhaps even
416 NR® Ly 2Ly wel
existed at one end of Warren Field and
Lockerbie Aademy.
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Little evidence was found within these
buildings for what was going on inside them.
Each was associated with Carinated Bowl
pottery, although this in itself does not
indicate domestic activity. Hearths, or at least
burning pits, were found withirall buildings,
but floor surfaces were not recovered.
Internal divisions suggest that space was
ordered within each building, perhaps with
WNR2YaQd LG O2dzZ R I f
roof space was utilised for storage, and
LISNK I LJa |y dzLJLJ&ed] tHUF f 2 2 NI
certainly possible to imagine an extended

family (and perhaps animals) living in such a
building, although it could also have been

used for temporary accommodation (Brophy

2007) or even feasting (hosting up to 50

people (Ashmore 1996)).

a2 08

Howewer these remarkable buildings are
viewed (and there are certainly a few other
potential candidates in the cropmark record in
eastern Scotland such as Noranbank, Angus
and Sprouston, Borders) they seem to have
been unusual, not typical, early Neolithic
structures. As spectacular buildings, perhaps
in wide woodland clearances (Lancasétral.
2009), they would have been an enduring and
imposing permanent presence in the
landscape. Cross (2003) has argued that these
WKIFftaQ YlIeé& KIgZS l@idSR
of causewayed enclosures, permanent
structures within a mobile and dispersed early
Neolithic population.

- a

4.4.5 Camps and timbdauilt buildings

If timber halls were unusual structures,
perhaps nodal points in the landscape, and
belonging to the ve/ beginning of the
W/ I NAYFGSR . 2¢6f bS2ft AGKAO
majority of people living? There is certainly
evidence for smaller scale, less permanent
and imposing structures, across mainland
Scotland. In various reviews of the evidence,

(c 003), has.liste e of
|Ig]$ ?gnber st‘%c%tureswrﬁostly % (? %nng
developerfunded excavations or through
test-pitting lithic scatters. Although again
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these structures, they seem the best
candidates for Were Neolithic people were
living, eating and sleeping. When found, these
buildings often take the form of a collection of
postholes, stakeholes, pits and possibly
KSINIKasz | yR
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this apparent disorder.
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In some cases, these could be interpreted as
no more than campsites (overnight or
periodically used). Examples of these have
already been discussed immeme 3 (e.g. at
Auchategan, Argyll & Bute). Slightly more
sturdy structures hee been found in greater
guantities. The majority seem to be
rectangular in plan, with light timber frames,
such as Kinbeachie Farm, Highland (Barclay et
al 2001) and Biggar Common, South
Lanarkshire (Johnston 1997). A number of
undated rectangular structes have also
been tentatively interpreted as Neolithic
houses, such as Kingarth, Bute (Mudie &
Richardson 2006) and Ratho Quarry,
Edinburgh (Smith 1995). In themselves, this
small group of negative features does not
amount to a tradition, but suggests ththere
were light timberframed buildings in Scotland
in the Neolithic. Some are associated with
central hearths, and most are in a range of 5m
to 10m in length. There is little idea of the
permanence or otherwise of these structures,
but they conceivablould have held a small
family group for a number of years, or at least
been returned to seasonally. Several oval to
round buildings have also been found
recently, notably Beckton Farm, Dumfries and
Galloway (Pollard 1997) and Cowie, Stirling
(Atkinson 202). In both cases, these later
Neolithic settlements consisted of multiple
phases of sulzircular stakebuilt structures,
with palisade slots and central hearths. The
double walls at Cowie may be associated with
insulation or storage.

¢KS LJ dzOA (&
and settlements is somewhat alleviated by a
larger body of data in the form of pits. Pits in
themselves are not indicative of settlement,
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ritual activity. Howeverthey also sometimes
contain material which could be interpreted
as domestic refuse, and are repositories of
good environmental evidence. Developer
funded archaeology has allowed a wide range

52 Y S4hé Y $ & of I Ngolithi/ fiitaztoli Be F&undwaz@ss ythe
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period 19852005, over 50 Neolithic pits or pit
groups have been found across Scotland
(Brophy 2006, 22). Pits have been found that
contain cereals, various types of pottery,
polished stone axe fragments, smashed quern
stones and som. Although interpreting pits is
difficult, there is little doubt that they offer a
picture of a general low level of inhabitation
of the wider landscape, sometimes found in
association with the largest monuments,
a2YSGAyYSa osAlK GKS
timber buildings. Pits could be viewed as
indicative of a range of behaviour and
individual actions in the Neolithic, from the
explicitly ceremonial to casual rubbish
disposal; it is often difficult to differentiate
the two in the archaeological record (Pata
1997; Brophy 2006).

4.4.6 Everyday life during the Neolithic

There is currently a basic understanding, then,
of the kinds of structures that people were
living in during the Neolithic. This range of
buildings reflects different temporal scales of
settlement, from permanent houses to shert
lived campsites. Aside from the buildings
themselves, though, what other information
have settlement sites provided about
everyday life? Aspects of subsistence have
been discussed abov&éction 4.). Although
virtually no field systems have been
associated with any houses or buildings
outwith Shetland, much evidence for diet has
been found associated with settlements.
Other activities that might be imagined were
being carried out at settlementg pottery
manufactue, lithic knapping and other craft

2T SOARSY Obctivified Nde tovefed NiBelRhest@me<ss, dza S a

although again direct evidence for this is
limited. It might also be naive to expect to
find evidence for such activities within
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houses; it may have been more appropriate
for thS§Y G2 KIFLWSYy I
houses (Whittle et al 1986, 136) or in
specialist buildings or areas of a settlement.
One such structure has been suggested as a
locus for knapping at Skara Brae, while the
occasional presence of burnt lumps of
LJ2 ( ( $aWIina sett®ments confirms that
potting was carried out in the vicinity of
dwelling structures, if not inside them.

Whittle (2003) has considered what he called
0KS WRFIAf& NRdzyRQZ
activities Neolithic people were carrying dnt
and around settlements. In one sense, these
routines are what most interest
archaeologists, and yet are very difficult to get
to through the archaeological record. For
instance, outside of Orkney, there is virtually
no evidence for sleeping arrangemsnor for

a range of bodily functions, from eating and
drinking (for food, seeSection 4.}, to
sleeping or expelling bodily fluids. Stone bed
spaces have been identified at several Orkney
settlements including Skara Brae and
Barnhouse. These bdike bedsare defined

by orthostats and will have held organic
bedding of some kind. A further model, based
on postmedieval Scottish examples, could
see such as space as being used for sleeping
for a group of individuals, rather than one
person as Childe imagined931). The so

associated with, or near, settlements magt

I NJgiek Qp tréc&sy6ibiicK actiiti)BuY pits may be

one element of this aspect of everyday life.
While a high quantity of organic material was
found within Pit 1, Cowie, this feature was
probably  Mesolithic  (Atkinson  2002);
phosphate analysis of pit file Cowie has not
been repeated at many other sites. Childe
(1931, 18) argued that recesses in the corners
of buildings within Skara Brae may have been
dzZiSR Fa WLINAOOASaAaQs
dismissed by Richards (2005, 123; in contrast,

of drains discovered at Barnhouse led
Richards to suggest that the inhabitants of the
village had a specific concern with disposing
of liquid waste, as well as channelling rain
water (2005). Drains were also found at &ka
Brae and Rinyo. Ultimately, such activities
may have taken place in the woodlands that
surrounded many Neolithic settlements in
mainland Scotland (cf. Whittle 2003).

Activities and movement within buildings may
be possible to identify in instances of
exceptional preservation (e.g. hollows
associated with squatting beside a hearth at
Durrington Walls) but as yet no such evidence
has been found in Scotland. Certainly, where
floor surfaces or evidence survive, houses
seem to have been arranged around §ipats

or hearths. Evidence foin situ burning in
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houses in Orkney seem to have served a
storage or display function; this may though

KIS 0658y Y2NB
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ceremonial focus (or shrine?)for the

occupants of the house. No such furniture has
been identified at any nostone Neolithic
building (or indeed any floor surfaces) in
Scotland although the presence of possible
box beds and furniture in some houses
excavated beneath Durrington Wallenge,
Wiltshire suggests that features are not
impossible to find in timber structures (Parker
Pearson 2007).

Evidence for toilet activities is still rarer. The
usual environmental analysis of the fills of pits
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these buildings may well have been smoky
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likely that smoke would have been able to
dissipate into roof spaces. Both wood and
peat were burned within hearths at Scord of
Brouster (Whittle et al 1986, 133) while there

Aa Ffaz2 | LkRaairoAatAde GKl
within Orkrey houses may have been
associated with heating stones for cooking.
LyiSNBadGAy3Ite:x GKS RA&aO?2

outwith buildings at Barnhouse and Beckton
Farm suggests that some activities based
around fires¢ cooking, storytelling, crafts
may have beencommunal in nature; the
external hearth at Barnhouse for instance was

GAYOS
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very large and on the edge of the settlement
(Richards 2005). Fires within houses may not
have been used for cooking. Without the
presence of lit fires, these buildings are likely
to hawe been dark and cold places for much of
the year, although presumably watertight.
Fires would have served other roles as well;
smoking and preserving food stored in the
roof space, keeping insects at bay, ceremonial
burning and so on.

The subdivision of pace at a range of
buildings¢ from timber halls to the Orkney
houses suggests differential use of space
within these structures, perhaps rooms.
Topping (1997) has argued that such spatial
divisions may have had social or ideological
meaning, although ther may have been more
prosaic reasons for dividing up space (e.g.
animals in the building). In a society where
there probably would have been no clear
divisions between ritual and domestic, houses
may well have been a focus for routine and
ritualised actios, nordomestic activities,
deposition and ceremonial activities, activities
which may have been private. Evidence for
such activities has found at a range of
Neolithic buildings in Scotland. The deposition
of large quantities of grain at both Balbridie
timber hall and Barnhouse house 8 have been
interpreted as either offerings, or indicative of
a grain storage role (and both are huge
buildings). Pollard (1997) and Atkinson (2002)
have both developed ideas of routine and
ritual deposition and activity with a
settlement context; the two may not have
been distinct in the Neolithic. Further
boundaries may have been eroded with the
LIX I OSYSy(d 27F KdzYty
contexts, attested to in various forms at Skara
Brae, Beckton and Raigmore.

4.5 Conclisions

When everyday life in the Neolithic is
considered, there are more questions than
answers. The key outstanding research
guestions can be identified as:
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1 More better-preserved structures
need to be found outside of the
Northern Isles, in order to caect the
current geographical imbalance in the
evidence

1 Within Orkney, the early timber
buildings need to be understood more
fully

1 What range of structures were used
for habitation at different times
during the Neolithic, and how do
these relate to overallpatterns of
land use and subsistence? Can any
patterns relating to social
differentiation be identified in the
domestic arena?

1 There is clearly a regional tradition of
building with stone in areas where
timber was scarce; but can other
regional traditionsbe identified? To
what extent was peat used as a
building material?

1 Can we identify any trends over time
in either the shape and layout or
construction of dwelling structures?

T /1y FTOGAGAGE I NBI a
identified with greater clarity?

1 Can we dentify socially meaningful
and ritualised activities  within
settlements?

4.6 Landscape, Environment, Climate
4.6.1 Climate and Climate Change

Natural climate change is characterised by
infrequent but rapidly initiated, sho#ived
but global or hemispheric excursions

NE PMayeyysciet 3 3p04)Rich pxeaed aning

within normal human experience (deMenocal
2001; Mitchell 2008). Events in prehistory
were centred onc. 6200, 40068800, 2200
2000 and 1006800 BC. The beginning and
end of the Neolithic period are bracketed by
two of these.

Narratives are dangerous because of the
absence of precise temporal correlations, so
that cause and effect, cannot always be
recognised, and because there may have been
delayed responses in some systems.
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Nevertheless the following story, with time
expressed as cal years BC, might be
constructed. The period 5400 to 4000 BC was
1-2°C warmer than present in NW Europe
(Daviset al 2003): temperature fluctuations
within the Neolithic period are from a warm
Yol aStAySQo b 2
from around 5050 BC, more so after 4750 BC
(Hugheset al. 2000; Nesjeet al. 2001; Spurk
et al. 2002; Langdoret al. 2003; Blaauw, van
Geel & van der Plicht 2004; Magny 2004).- Ice
rafting in the northern North Atlantic Ocean
was earlier at 4700 BC (Moresal 2004) than
the same effect off western Ireland at 4350
BC (Bondet al 1997), coincident with
accelerated sedimentation and lowered sea
surface temperatures in the southern Irish Sea
and off Ireland (Keigwin & Boyle 2000;
Scourseet al. 2002; Marret, Scoise & Austin
2004). Thermohaline circulation was possibly
weakened (Broecker 2000; Oppo, McManus &
Cullen 2003; Thornalley, Elderfield & McCave
2009).

The northern hemisphere cooled at 4500 BC
for c. 400 years (Karlen & Larsson 2007),

possibly principy felt in lower winter
temperatures (Daviet al 2003). Increased
frequency and intensity of westerly

meridional winds by 445@400 BC led to
greater storminess around the North Atlantic
Ocean, seen in loess and sasiteet/dune
building around the NorthAtlantic Ocean
(Norenet al 2002; Wilsoret al 2004; Jackson
et al 2005) and erosion in coastal
archaeological stratigraphies (Peeters 2009),
most noticeably after 4008800 BC (Keatinge
& Dickson 1979; Gilbertsagt al 1999; Bjorck

& Clemmensen 2004; ddonget al. 2006;
Melton 2008, 2009). Geomorphological
evidence for increased storminess contrasts,
however, with biological evidence from
western Scotland for quiescence at this time
(Birks & Williams 1983; Andrews, Gilbertson &
Kent 1987; Andrewset al 1987; Russell,
Bonsall & Sutherland 1995; Sugden 1999).

By 4350 BC soils were increasingly arid
(Hugheset al. 2000; Nesjeet al. 2001; Spurk
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et al. 2002; Langdoret al. 2003; Kalis, Merkt
& Wunderlich 2003; Blaauet al. 2004). Ac.
2°C fall in mearuly air temperatures at 4200
BC in northern Scandinavia (Grueldal 2002;
Helama et al 2002) might have lowered
evapotranspiration rates, leading after 4100

9 dzNP LISBG/ 2 Avietier 0 §rQuhdy S coddfidnst S NJ

Temperatures ameliorated after. 41064000
BC (Cheddadet al 1997; Gruddet al 2002;
Karlen & Larsson 2007).

A lull of a few centuries in the rate or intensity
of climatic change is suggested in some data
sets. Relative aridity intensified after 3800 BC
(Hugheset al. 2000; Nesjeet al. 2001; Spurk
et al. 2002;Langdoret al. 2003; Blaauvet al.
2004) as NW European air temperatures
became very warm (Karlen & Larsson 2007).
A fall in air temperatures in northern
Scandinavia at 3700 BC, with a much steeper
fall at 3650 BC (Grudst al2002; Helamaet al
2002) is associated with wetter soils after
3650 BC. Dune building recurred at395G
3700 BC (Gilbertsort al 1999; Bjorck &
Clemmensen 2004).

Atmospheric circulation in the North Atlantic
had weakened by 3400 BC (Boeidal 1997,
2001) and becamstable for a few centuries.
However, around 3208100 BC was a cluster
of dunebuilding events on coasts facing the
northern Atlantic (Caseldinet al 2005; de
Jonget al.2006; Holme=t al 2007). Summer
temperatures in  northern  Scandinavia
continued b fluctuate, falling at 3200 BC and
recovering at 2900 BC (Grudset al 2002),
after which it became very warm (Karlen &
Larsson 2007). Major climatic variations in
the later Neolithic toc. 2200 BC appear fewer
save for wetter soils aftec. 2500 BC andma
increase in dunduilding afterc. 2300 BC.

4.6.2 Knowledge gaps

Some parts of the research community are
making deterministic connections between
climate and cultural change (Baillie 1995;
Mayewski et al. 1996; Bogucki 1998;
Sandweiss, Maasch & Anden 1999;
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Berglund 2003; Brooks 2004; Bonsell al.
2002; Tipping & Tisdall 2004; Gronenborn
2005, 2006; Turnegt al 2005). It is essential
to accept determinist arguments at their face
value and to resist the impulse to reject them
WAY LINRA y @dsedf BeQ donnectibng
between climate and culture in prehistory are
largely only temporal associations. Testable
hypotheses need to be developed that can
identify the physical, ecological, economic and
social mechanisms driving change. Bonstall

al (2002) proposed an expansion in the late
Mesolithic of opportunities for pastoral
farmers as climate became drier but this
change would also have benefited hunter
gatherers, making it hard to see why lifeways
should change. Tipping (in press) and Tipping
& Tisdall (2004) suggested that climate
change led to resource failure for late
Mesolithic foragers, making the adoption of
agriculture more tempting. There is little
evidence so far for this (but there is little
enough evidence for Mesolithic subsistende a
Fftx €S0 t2yS K2¢ Al
GKS aSIQ o6¢l dzo SN
Schulting & Richards 2002; Milnet al 2004;
Hedges 2004; Richards & Schulting 2006) has
been interpreted as a response to climatic
stress in the North Atlantic @an (Tipping in
press; Tipping & Tisdall 2004) but its marked
RAFOKNRYSAGE I ONRaa
Lubell et al 1994) probably makes this
unlikely. Changes in seasonality across
Europe and through time need to be explored
more (Daviset al 2003) because these will
have affected the viability of crops in regions
removed from southwest Asia as well as the
availability of indigenous resources (Parks
2009). It cannot be assumed that preselaty
patterns existed in the Neolithic period.

Almost ro palaeoclimatic dataset used
above relates directly to Scotland, although
each describes changes that will have
impacted on Scotland. It cannot be expected
that the archaeological community in
Scotland should fund climatic reconstructions,
but it can excourage the generation of high
resolution proxy records readily achievable in
Scotland such as reconstructions of summer
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temperature from Pinus sylvestristree ring
data (Grudcet al2002; Helamat al2002).
the Natural

4.6.3 Landscape and

Environmat

Relative sedevel rise was either very slow or
had effectively ceased by the Neolithic period
(Shennan & Horton 2002; Smith, Firth &
Cullingford 2002), making this factor unlikely
to have influenced Neolithic communities in
most areas (Armit 2003; Bes 2005).

Armit (2003) drew attention to the losses of
land available to Neolithic farming
communities through blanket peat spread.
This is probably overstated (Mikt al (2003),
although there are few localities in Scotland
where blanket peat incefdn and spread have
been systematically measured. Blanket peat
inception seems to have occurred in the early
mid Holocene (Robinson 1987; Charman
1992; MacDonalcet al 2006; Tipping 2008)
&l o v Ry clirfiabicS or Weedoderid G A Y 3
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continued to spread in and after the Neolithic
period, but its spread does not seem to have
accelerated within the Neolithic period.

Blanket peat spread need not have confined
human activities (Carter 1998; Tippigg al
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Germany early farming communities were
confined by lowland raised mosses formed on
marine mud as relative sdavel rise
culminated but except for those in
Aberdeenshire on older substrates (Tipping
2007) raised mosses cannot have sigaiftly
constrained human choice in Scotland.

The dominant vegetation cover of Scotland in
the Neolithic period was woodland. Though
present across much of the highlands by the
Neolithic period, blanket peat seems not to
have prevented tree growth in the way it can
now, because it was still thin. das also in
the main continued to live through the shert
lived climatic fluctuations. There is currently
no evidence that ScottishCalluna heaths
developed via Mesolithic anthropogenic
impacts in the ways suggested for English
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uplands (Simmons 1996). THestribution of
major woodland types has been mapped at a
broad scale by Bennett (1989), Tipping (1994)
and Edwards & Whittington (2003).

Rivers respond to landscape change. Analysis
of data in Britain and lIreland has shown
limited evidence for accetated river activity

at c. 4180, 3780 and 3590 BC (Johnstone,
Macklin & Lewin 2006): explanation of these
is that they were climatic in origin.
Disappointingly few catchments in Scotland
have been investigated
(www.aber.ac.uk/rivers/14xbut of these, few
show extensive development of floodplains
within the Neolithic period: an exception is
the Carra Water in Kintyre (Tipping, Carter &
Haggart 1984). But it is clear that some rivers
had floodplains as wideas today by the
Neolithic, such as the Dee (Tipping 2007) and
the Kelvin (Tippingt al 2008), providing the
context for the possible burial of Neolithic
landscapes beneath later alluvium (Howard &
Macklin 1999). Lacustrine sediments can also
reflect lardscape disturbance. The period
40003700 BC shows increased soil erosion
(Edwards & Whittington 2001) but Edwards
(2004) advises caution in interpretation of
this. Loch Olabhat is exceptional in the
Neolithic period in showing such a phase from
c. 3430 B (Edward=t al 2000; Armit 2003;
Mills et al 2003).

4.6.4 Knowledge gaps

It is important to know the pattern of relative
sea level change after its peak @t4500 BC,
to explain coastal settlement distribution
patterns. There are two models, a steady
decline to present sea level (Shennan &
Horton 2002) or a second period arourad
2000 BC of high relative sea level, the Blair
Drummond Shoreline (Smith, Codford &
Firth 2000). New data suggest that this
second event was the more important in
some parts of Scotland such as Orkney
(Dawson & Wickhardones 2007) and Skye
(Selby & Smith 2007), but it is not yet clear
whether relative sea level actually fell
between c. 4500 andc. 2000 BC. As in
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riverine environments there is the potential in
some areas for the burial of Neolithic
archaeological landscapes, particularly in the
Outer Isles, but at most places on mainland
Scotland this is unlikely: for example,eth
Neolithic platform in the upper Forth Valley at
Arnprior (Elliset al 2002) which lies on but is
not overlain by marine sediments.

There is almost no objective evidence from
which to evoke the experience of living in or
moving through a wooded landscape
(Edmonds 1998, 1999; Evans, Pollard & Knight
1999; Austin 2000; Brown 2000; Tipping 2003;
Evans & Hodder 2006). It is challenging to use
palaeoecological techniques in reconstructing
species compositions on spatial scales
comprehended by peopleor the canopy
cover, or the spacing of trees and the extent
of scrubby and thorny tangle. There are no
WF2aaAfAaSRQ fl yRaOI LISa
day analogues. The interplay between
different techniques which inform on
different aspects and scaleg the woodland
environment (Kreuz 2008), applied to the
same landscape (e.g. molluscan assemblages
(Dimbleby & Evans 1974; Davies & Wolski
2001; coleopteran assemblages (Robinson
2000; Whitehouse & Smith 2004); -gite data

on colluvial processes (Dreibriodt al 2009))

will prove invaluable in the future, as might
new palynological modelling approaches (e.qg.
Caseldine & Fyfe 2006; Caseldeteal 2007)
which create the spatial vegetation patterns
that most plausibly explain pollen records. A
related probem is intervisibility in a wooded
landscape, ignored by most (Tilley 1994;
Gaffney, Stancic & Watson 1995; Gibson
2004) and circumvented by others (Cummings
& Whittle 2003), but which is critical in much

archaeological conjecture relating to the
cosmologial and territorial concerns of
ancient people. Knowledge of pollen

recruitment now allows reconstruction in
broad terms of the vegetation cover local to
particular archaeological sites, but it is
currently not possible to reconstruct tree
density. A wayorward might be to explore
the spatial distribution of plant communities
from soil pollen (e.g. Hannort al 2008)
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because soil surfaces have the smallest, most
local pollen recruitment areas, though care in
identifying sealed contexts uncontaminated
by more recent pollen is necessary (Tipping,
Carter & Johnston 1994).

Almost all deposition of alluvial sediments in
Scottish rivers has happened since the
Neolithic period. It therefore follows that in

some environments there is a high probability
of finding buried Neolithic archaeology and it
must be a recommendation that this resource
is explored in any archaeological strategy. It
is, however, equally true that most erosion of
pre-Neolithic fluvial terraces has occurred

since the Neolithic and precautiary
consideration of this in archaeological
research strategies is also necessary.

Localities where the present floodplain seems
to have been the valleffoor in Neolithic
times, such as the Rivers Dee (Tipping 2007)
and Kelvin (Tippingt al 2008), needto be
explored now. The critical interpretative
problem in historical geomorphology remains
the assignation of cause; whether autogenic,
climatic or anthropogenic. @ The current
paradigm, fed by metadataets, is that
climate is the principal driver (Malik,
Johnstone & Lewin 2005) but case studies are
needed that draw on archaeological data and
proxy data for the history of land use. More
case studies are also needed that reconstruct
the appearance of valley floors in the
Neolithic period. As these fars are not yet
known, experimental or phenomenological
descriptions cannot be made upon any
reliable basis, nor it is possible to describe
how people used or negotiated riverine
landscapes (Brown 2000). One model is that
low-gradient rivers would natutly have been
anastomosing systems with many thin
channels threading their way between dense
riparian woods (Brown & Keough 1992): such
reconstructions  have  very  profound
implications for seeing rivers as viable routes
of communication.

4.6.5 Changes iWoodland Cover and
Composition
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More is known about what happened, and
when, to the primary woodland than why.
The possible impact of Mesolithic
communities on these woods is unclear: if
anthropogenic disturbance occurred at all
(Tipping 2004) it was sritan scale, localised,
and was followed by complete tree
regeneration, with perhaps a shift to hazel as
the principal longerm effect (Turner,
Simmons & Innes 1993). At or near the
MesolithicNeolithic  transition there is
evidence in southern and westerScotland
that vegetation was less frequently burnt, the
soOF f f SR WOKI NO2Ff Tl ¢

New paradigms of climate change must affect
any interpretations of vegetation change. In
northern Scotland some populations of pine
declined in the earliest Neolithic period,
almost certainly through climatic impacts,
though what these were is not known (Tipping
et al2008). The elm decline may be another
example: its cause is not yet established and
while disease remains for some workers the
mog plausible reason (Clark & Edwards 2004),
climate deterioration has emerged as
increasingly relevant (Parkeet al 2002;
Edwards 2004). The elm decline no longer
defines for most workers the beginning of the
Neolithic period, because an anthropogenic
cawse for this is not currently widely
supported. Nevertheless, statistical analyses
of all **C dates suggest that the primary
decline in Britain and Ireland began between
43934357 BC, very close to estimates for the
adoption of agriculture. The decline @ed,
with elm trees probably being a rare
component in woodland (Caseldine & Fyfe
2006), at 3478340 BC (Parkest al 2002).
Thec. 1000 year range means that individual
elm declines need to be independently dated.
Reductions in populations of oak trees
o2yvyyvyzyte | O002YL)I ye
landnam indicators but these need not be
anthropogenic because precisely synchronous
YREAFTHQ SoSyia
across north west Europe at 4350 and 3970
BC, and later in the Neolithic pedat 2820
and 2550 BC (Leuschnerral 2002). In parts
of eastern and northern Scotland pine, elm
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and oak populations all died at the same time
at the MesolithieNeolithic transition (Tipping
& McCulloch 2003)and the effect this had on
Mesolithic perceptins of nature (Larsson
2003) needs to be considered.

People may have drawn on woodland
resources without depleting them, with
Rackham (1977) and Taylor (1998) arguing for
Neolithic coppicing. No evidence has yet
come from Scottish sites for woodland
management but the use of split oak planks at
Warren Field, Crathes (Murray, Murray &
Fraser 2009) demonstrates a very high level of
skill in handling timber (see also Evans &
Hodder 2006).

C2tt2oAy3a CALIIIAY3IQa
evidence in Scotland fo mid-Neolithic
woodland regeneration there has been no
discussion from Scottish analyses and few
new data that can add to the picture or test
ideas such as those of Dark & Gent (2001)
concerning declining crop yields with time
through disease. From ltely’ R =
Molloy (2001) noted widespread woodland
regeneration, broadly synchronous from
3600-3200 BC, persisting untl 2500 BC. No
Ot SIFNJ NBlaz2ya o6SNB
Molloy (2001) save that regeneration may
represent agricultural declan through
declining soil fertility. There are few climatic
changes at this time that might have deterred
farming.

4.6.6 Knowledge gaps

Universal explanations are sought for what
might have been highly contingent events,
and it might be advisableotreturn to welt
understood siteby-site interpretations. The
elm decline, for example, was far more
complex than the term implies, and multiple
causes, each compounding the effect of
others may be more realistic interpretations
(Rackham 1980). The chaat fall may have
resulted from different causes depending on
context. Edwards (1988, 1989, 1998) saw this
as possibly representing the cessation of
Mesolithic manipulation of upland woods by
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omddno

fire as farming was adopted; Tipping &
Milburn (2000) found thethe charcoal fall
occurred in many environments and argued
that fires were natural and ceased with the
change to a wetter climate. New ways of
understanding the detailed form of
woodlands and of their management are
needed: the Berglund model of conttagy
changes in tree and netnee pollen implies an
adversarial relation between people and
woods which is wrong.

It is striking how little recent attention has
been given to mieNeolithic woodland
regeneration in Scotland: its potential
significance, wh its hint of agricultural
failure, raises many questions.

ONARST NBGASs 27
4.6.7 Proxy Data on the Earliest
Agricultural Impacts

Purported anthropogenic  impacts on
woodland may need to be fmterpreted
because some landscapes may have been

hQ/ 2y h&ufally 8pen (Fenton 2008), clearings

natural rather than anthropogenic (Brown
1997, 2000) and woods impacted by
deteriorating climate. Theritical observation

3 A BUBtY be Girf theh Réognifioh Sdf fposifive

indicators of land use and not in evidence for
woodland loss, but all pastoral pollen
indicators grow in natural grassland and their
expansion in a pollen record may reflect only
reductions in tree pollen. Microscopic
charcoal alone is not an unambiguous
indicator of human activity.

The least ambiguous indicator of agricultural
activity isAvendTriticum (oat/wheat) pollen,
although Avena fatua is a wild grass.
Hordeumi & LIS ¢ 0 | NI Geeatiiealody)
are ambiguous in what they indicate. Because
elm declines can be of mideolithic age,
cerealtype pollen occurring before the elm
decline need not be significant markers of
SAGKSNI Iy WAy@drarotsSQ
Mesolithic farming: alfinds must in future be
AMS™C dated. Ceredype pollen continues

to be reported, though outwith Scotland,
from contexts immediately prior to. 4400 BC

y
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6hQ/ 2yyStf
Davey 2003).

g az2ttze

Excluding preelm decline examples, &
earliest cereal type pollen record in Scotland
currently known is oAvend Triticumpollen at
Achany Glen 2, Lairg (Smith 1998), fram
4200 BC, but this is from a shallow and slow
growing peat in which chronological precision
is low. In general the elest evidences come
from the islands, on Orkney at 4100 BC and
c. 3950 BC (Bunting 1994, 1996) and950
BC near Skara Brae (de la \tegimertet al
2007), on the Western Isles a 3950 BC
(Mills et al 2003) andc. 3800 BC (Bohncke
1988). Southof the Great Glen on the
mainland, some oat/wheat pollen grains
amongst many barley type grains at Warren
Field, Crathes have a Bayesiefined
maximal agaange 38283700 BC (Tippingt

al 2009), inseparable in age from the cache of
carbonised grains at nearby Balbridie
(Fairweather & Ralston 1993) and within the
age ranges defined by Brown (2007) from
AMS™C dating of carbonised remains. These
finds need not be the earliest even at the sites
where they are recorded because cereal
pollen has very limit¢ dispersal, particularly
in woodland, and there is a very high
likelihood that single pollen grains will be
missed in analyses where the temporal
resolution is poor and the pollen sum is low.

4.6.8 Knowledge gaps

It must be borne in mind that pollegrains
reported as of cereal type are from cultivated
grasses. There have been strong criticisms of
pre-elm decline cereal pollen from the
potential for sample contamination, the
imprecision of identification or incomplete
reporting (e.g. Tipping 1995 2 Yy y Sf f
Bonsallet al 2002; Behre 2007; Brown 2007),
which may have resulted in new finds being
played down (Mackliret al 2000; Tweddle,
Edwards & Fieller 2005), as well as strong
defences (Tinner, Nielsen & Lotter 2007).
Analyses must be more odgous and the
presentation of data much  more
comprehensive. Sediments must be analysed
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adzyao WhLIGAYAEAAY3TQ
samples are scanned well beyond the total for
all other grains (Edwards & MclntosB8B) is
2F dzy OSNIi I Ay @I ftdzS 0S5
@S akKlff FAYRE | LILINE |
grass pollen grains will eventually be
encountered but does success really inform
the debate? Multivariate statistical analyses
of grass pollen grains mighbe useful
(Tweddleet al 2005) although most finds will
be of single grains, impossible to classify by
such techniques. For individual finds, the
medium in which pollen is embedded must be
stated, the key/s used indicated, all size
measurements reported, their preservation
stated because size measurements are
distorted by crumpling, photographs of grains
published, SEM analyses of sculpturing
perhaps standard, sediments directly AMS
dated, and sufficient’C assays obtained to (a)
identify anomalies and (b) apply wiggle
matched and/or Bayesian approaches to
refining chronologies.

Stratigraphic approaches not using pollen
might be pursued. A novel approach to the
introduction of millet Panicum miliaceupnin

central Europe has used a speespecific

lipid biomarker in lge sediments (Jacoét al

2009) but it may be telling that such lipid
analyses suggest the same date of
introduction as conventional plant macrofossil
and pollen analyses. Ultimately, of course,
some workers in the discipline may be

H nin thill, canyfyo8sasamples andtd Fed NBh 9
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an absence of evidence.
4.6.9 The Scale of Neolithic Agriculture

Arable agriculture originated in savannah and
Msc yrandlation across Europe (Colledge,
Conolly & Shennan 2005) probably required
open ground (Bogaard 2004; cf. Edds
1993). It is critical to define the spatial scale
and duration of early Neolithic clearances
(Buckland & Edwards 1984). Vera (2000)
argued that pollen data have seriously under
estimated the amount of open ground in the
earlymid Holocene created natally by large
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herds of wild animal grazers, but this
argument was successfully refuted by Mitchell
OHNnNpL® hQ/ 2yyStft 3
extensive early Neolithic woodland clearance
at some Irish sites, with the extent of
woodland possibly halvedCaseldine & Fyfe
(2006), also in Ireland, suggested from new
Y2RStftAy3 (GSOKyYyAIl dzsSa
created a landscape in which overall at least
12% was open, but the befit suggested that

individual openings were small and not
necessarily intenonal anthropogenic
creations.

Pollen diagrams elsewhere are dominated by
tree pollen for at least three reasons: (a) trees
produce and disperse pollen much more
abundantly than herbs and open spaces are
undoubtedly significantly undegstimated by
pollen analyses; (b) woodland clearance can
lead to greater pollen production in remaining
trees and their greater ease of transport to
pollen sites; (c) many pollen sites are from
large-diameter basins which receive pollen
from enormous distances, making det®mn

of open spaces nearly impossible (Edwards
1979). Tippinget al (2009) modelled pollen
analyses at the early Neolithic timber hall at
Warren Field, suggesting that the hall stood in
a clearing some 2km across containing
scattered trees: this clearedrea would not
be detected in analyses from large diameter
peat basins. There is no evidence for early
Neolithic woodland clearance in Scotland to
have been substantial or extensive. Katisl
(2003) suggested for central Europe that this
might only rdlect the absence of extensive
grazed grassland. In the Northern and
Western Isles, woodland loss within the
Neolithic may have been ne#otal but the
cause of that woodland decline, climatic or
anthropogenic, has not been established, and
woodland gave way to heath (Edwards,
Whittington & Hirons 1995), which is not a
direct product of agricultural activity.

The onsite evidence for agriculture is
considered by Rowan McLaughlin (see also
RowleyConwy 2004; Thomas 2004; Bogaard
& Jones 2007; Jones & RewConwy 2007)
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but wider, landscapscale implications
involve, for example, the idea of shifting

aclfivhtidndor stask@rbum armiR@ta &pldino S R

the apparently evanescent, suggested
transient Neolithic settlement pattern in
England (Edmonds 1999; Thoma$99).

Slash&-burn techniques are usually practised

0 an Snfegtilé soils (ard [thé newd for pédpld ty Q

have resorted to such practices on the
generally fertile soils of nortwest Europe
has been questioned (RowkSonwy 1981,
2003). Bogaard (2002, 2004) teso recently
argued that fields were cultivated for long
periods, and that farmers were sedentary.
Comparable plant analyses need to be
undertaken in Scottish contexts. It should
perhaps be expected in addition that farmers
would know how to amend or iprove the
nutrient status of cultivated soils. Neolithic
SEI YLX S&a-YRRSOWYLNI 33Sy
known (Bakels 1997; Guttmann 2005) with
Guttmann arguing forin situ cultivation of
Mesolithic midden heaps at coastal sites, but
how widespread such pracés were remains
unknown.  The preservation of Neolithic
domestic landscapes on Shetland (e.g. Whittle
1986) need to be revisited with the
application of new scientific approaches.

DNA evidence indicates that all livestock,
including cattle but with the exception,
perhaps, of pig, were introduced into Britain
(Baileyet al 1996; Bollonginaet al 2005). In
southern Scandinavia cattle were introduced
from c. 4000 cal. BC (Price & Nblygaard
2009). There is no evidence yet in Scotland of
wild cattle in Mesolithic contexts. It is
possible that wild mammals were also
introduced by people to, in particular, the
outer isles, and Searle has argued for a
surprising number of species in Ireland (Searle
2008). Stable isotope data indicate that cattle
grazed on grass immediately upon their
introduction whereas aurochsen and red deer
grazed from the woodland floor (Nee
Nygaard, Price & Hede 2005), although the
influence of climate change on nitrogen
cycling may affect these data. The scale of
livestockkeeping ishard to estimate from
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sites. Nor is it simple to compare quantities of
surviving remains between robust species
(cattle) and gracile species (sheep and pig)
especially if dogs have been present on the
site. Gazed grassland is recorded in most
pollen diagrams, though seemingly
insufficient to indicate extensive areas of
pasture (cf. Kaliet al 2003) except in the
areas where climate has induced less wooded
circumstances in northern mainland, and the
Northern and Western Isles. Nedygaardet

al (2005; NoeNygaard & Hede 2006) argued
for the creation of new grassland at the onset
of the Neolithic through climate change, the
collapse of woodland and the slowing of sea
level rise, all of which would be importairt
the climatically more vulnerable
circumstances of Scotland (above). In some
settings, as at Warren Field, cattle and crops
appear to have been segregated (Tippeigl
2009), as they were in traditional shieling
systems and perhaps for similar reasqikalis

& Zimmerman 1988).

4.7 Conclusions: Research Questions

9 Tipping (1994) was critical of the lack
of application of**C dating to Scottish
vegetation histories. Almost all more
recent analyses have dating controls,
though often not enough, and no
Scottish sequence has yet beéfC
dated with wigglematched or
Bayesian precision, which will be
needed if archaeological and
palaeoecological data are to be
compared.

9 Simulation modelling (Bunting &
Middleton 2005), the approach used
by Caseldine & Fyfe (2006), Caseldine
et al (2007) and Tippingt al (2009)
(see also Caseldine, Fyfe & Hjelle
2008), tries to estimate
probabilstically the most likely
distance from a pollen site that trees
of different species grew, contrasting
pollen production and dispersal
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scenarios of tree distribution that are
more likely than others. The future
application d this approach has to be
encouraged.

1 Palaececonomic analyses must be
directed far more explicitly to
excavated and welllated
archaeological sites. Gdfte analyses
must be related to orsite data. Too
many data are from analyses where
human activitts are secondary to
ecological questions and unsuited to
describe human activities. A focused
approach, choosing pollen sites that
describe landscapes at human spatial
and temporal scales, linked as
networks by independent dating,
could test, for examplethe balance
between foraging and farming,
differences in land uses between halls
and houses, the spatial separation of

ritual and routine, sedentism and
mobility, agricultural success and
failure.

More direct dating is needed of excavated
crop remains ad animal bones (Brown 2007,
Price & NoeNygaard 2009). Much more work
is needed to be done towards understanding
the balance of arable and pastoral activities.
The abundance of cattle bone from some
archaeological sites has meant an
interpretative emphas on their significance
in Neolithic society (Edmonds 1999; Ray &
Thomas 2003), but the absence in the
palaeoecological record for large or even
modest expanses of grazed grassland in the
Scottish mainland suggests limited
exploitation of herded animalghis paradox
needs to be explored. New work on using
fungal spore assemblages as indicators of
grazing pressure (Blackford & Innes 2006)
might provide insights, but currently such
approaches cannot distinguish domestic from
wild animals. Other approaches defining
the scale or intensity of agricultural activities
might come  from multdisciplinary
investigations of landscape change, such as at
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Loch Olabhat (Millset al 2003), with the unambiguous indicators of human
caveat that such changes are not intervention.
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5. Material Culture and Use of since Isla Mclnnes puft A 8 KSR KSNJ W{ O
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Resources Archaeological ForumThis section of the
ScARF document will aim to offer a summary
statement of our current state of knowledge.

Artefacts constitute the most abundant

source of information about the way in which 5.1.1 Early Neolithic, to ¢ 3600 BC
people lived their lives and expressed their

material categories; ceramics (Sectio®.1), traditions:

stone (Section 5.2) and organics (Section 5.3).
Because stone and organic remains tend to be
approached by different specialists, in

1 a Breton tradition, featuring Late
Castellic and related pottery, which
appears in the west of Scotland (at

different ways, these two sections are further Achnacreebeag) as part of the
subdivided, as explained in the section Y. NBiliz2ys POt yfiAaoQ
introductions. Neolithisation and

51 c . 1 a North-French tradition, constituting
' eramics one of a variety of regional styles of

¢KS atidRe 2F {O026GfyRQa b3 tkh GROQSEZGERME KLAG 6 &

long history, extending back at least as far as which is known in Britain and Ireland
the 1920s when Callander reviewed what was I & W/ I NR Y pditéyR (The2 6 Q
then known (Callander 1929). Studies of justification for using this term to

specific pottery types were to follow, with a descrbe a tradition that encompasses

somewhat confusing proliferatio of style non-carinated forms as well as

VIEYS&a 6a4dzOK a WOl {020 0&#Anated. ormd Kg Nedplaised Gk NB

by R Ww2 i K Scott 29692alongBvith 6 Sheridan 2007; and note that there is

Wi OKY I ONBS . 26faQ IyR WiyRUt YOL NRPERQAGE Ay 2
(Henshall 1963; 1972). More recently, Scottish terminology, with some still using the

Grooved Ware was considered by Ann 2632f808 WDNRYaizyQ 2
MacSween and Trevor Cowie in 199%nd Lyles Hi £ © 0 SNX & svag@eNJ (i K$
MacSween revisited the dating of Grooved GSNY Wo24f 62NJ . 26f0 L
Ware in 2007, when she also considered the to be discouraged as it leads to

dating of Impressed Ware. The characteristics confusion.)

and dating of Carinated Bowl pottery

6F2NYSNIe&e (y26y a WONRofigind 8fthe BretohlFadiffon li@ iNthe
WDONAY&EZE | AftQ LRGGS Nbihat région of dufsast Brfianst while
NEFSNNBER (2 & W. 25t Que CadnabBBowRtdditionAis/nfoR likef) &o
Sheridan in 2007, building on previous work  have originated in the Norfas de Calais

by Audrey Henshall, who has made a major region of northern France, where excavations
contribution to the understanding of Scottish at FEtaples have produced a close

Neolithic pottery (e.g. Henshall968 1972; comparandum
1983.
The distribution of these two traditions, in
However, with the excef@iy’ 2T LI Y {hdirynifiabfdrsd, does not overlap; the former
study in 1984 (which formed part of a broader s |imited to the west ofScotland, while
assessment of the state of knowledge about  Carinated Bowl pottery use extends over
the Scottish Neolithic), there has been no  much of southern and eastern Scotland, as far
attempt to describe the overall nature and north as Caithness. As will be seen below,
development of Scottish Neolithic pottery K26SOSNE Ay AGa 1 GSN O NJ
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FSNIAEtAAFGAZ2YQ
potters shared dsign ideas. It should also be
noted that there were parts of Scotlargthe
Outer Hebrides (and some of the Inner
Hebrides), northwest Mainland, parts of
western mainland Scotland and the Northern
Islesq where pottery did not begin to be used
until the late 38" or 37" century BC.

Bretonstyle pottery

The Breton tradition is characterised by the
use of thinwalled, finetextured bipartite
bowls (of Late Castellic style) with distinctive
decoration: the example from Achnacreebeag
KIa I
and a fringe of short vertical lines below. Also
present in the simple passage tomb at
Achnacreebeag were sherds of two other pots
of Breton style, more simply decorated with
stab designs. The Breton parentage of this
pottery is very @&ar, with comparanda for
example, from a simple passage tomb at
Vierville, Normandy, a pot which represents
the northward movement, either of the vessel
itself or of the ceramic style, from Normandy
(Cassen201l) ¢ and from the funerary
complex at bcmariaquer in the Morbihan
area of SE Brittany (ibid.). The development
and dating of Late Castellic pottery is
described in Cassest al. 2011, from which it

is clear that the assemblage at Achnacreebeag
dates to between ¢ 4300 BC and ¢ 4000 BC.
Thisis therefore the earliest pottery in Britain
and Ireland, standing at the start of a tradition
of using decorated bipartite bowls in the west
of Scotland and in Ireland: later examples of
this tradition, showing clear stylistic
WLI NBy G 3SQ stlicPoNginsg drel
to be found in the Clyde cairns of SW Scotland

WNJI A hode2thie rarivagol A F

6 S 6 88 yPetiblighal thirseztioning\df shevds froznyha

Achnacreebeag pots (by Gweaillea Hamon,
for Alison Sheridan), and comparison with
Breton Late Castellic pottery, has
unfortunately  proved inconclusive in
determining whether the former had been
actual imports to Scotland; the fabric is so fine
that there are too few lithic inclusions to
allow a considmation of origins on that basis.
However, further work on examining local
clays may help in this enquiry. It seems likely,
however, that it was th&know-how to make
this pottery, rather than the pots themselves,
which moved from Brittany to Scotland. This
will have been a totally new technology in late
5" millennium Scotland, and the skill with
which the Achnacreebeag assemblage had
been made means that it can only have been
made by a skilled and experienced potter/s.

It should be noted that the objectienthat
have been raised to the idea of a Breton
ceramic tradition having been introduced to
Scotland (Whittleet al. 2011, 808ff) are based
on a misunderstanding of the ceramic
sequence in Scotland, with the later versions
of this pottery type (e.g. aBeacharra) being
aadzySR G2 0S 0dKS
Achnacreebeag pots. This is an error (as
explained in Sheridan 2012), and in any case
no plausible alternative explanation for the
appearance of an entire ceramic tradition has
been offered.

The Carinate®owl tradition

This tradition features the use dafarinated
anduncarinatedvessel forms, all undecorated

[ (saves for/ the occasional use of decorative

finger fluting). Sheridan has made a

(where Jack Scott tared them W. S OK | Ndigfinction between the earliest manifestation

.26f4Q0 YR AY
Ireland (where Humphrey Case called them
Yo Lffelrfidzy o026t aqQy
term developmentof this particular ceramic
style has been traced by Sheridat995
2003), where its persistence in Ireland to
around the 3€' century BC can beaced

0 KS 02 dzdihis deganiio téaditiory, whiclk she haL2cslledk 2 F
WONI RAGAZ2YEFE [/ FNAYFGSR . 2
/ laadS subsbguent ddeveldpBents, 2 yaled NJ
WY2RAFASR 02NJ RS@St 2LISRO
note the inportance of using capital letters to
distinguish between the tradition and the
@Saast F2NXYOOD WENIRAGAZY
markedly consistent (in fabric, form and
finish) over a wide area in Britain and Ireland,
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GKSNBI & WY2RAFASR /. Qups, arfdalgodarge N&kad j@&rs/ With a deep
variatiofy a4 GKS LINRPOSaa 2 Toellied Ssbapedl piefieh With il theSgets, i 2
changes, in different ways, at different rates, surfaces have been carefully smoothed, and in
in different areas. some cases the exteriorafid sometimes
interior) have been polished to a low to
medium sheen, or even burnished to a high
sheen. Lithic inclusions are sparse, often less
than 3% in density, and often feature the use
of crushed granitic stone, with tiny mica
platelets giving the gtiace a slight glitter.
Widespread technical details of manufacture
include the marked thinning of the neck just
above the carination, which is particularly
prevalent on the wide shallow bowls; while
this weakened the vesse with many pots
having brokenat this point¢ it nevertheless
helped in achieving the desired vessel shape.
Once more, the widespread occurrence of this
feature points strongly to CB pottery having
Figure 55 Large Carinated Bowl pot from been introduced by potters who shared the

Knocknab, Glenluce, Dumfries & Galloway. Photo: ~ S&me ceramic tradition.
Alison Sheridan

L A~ 3 hlle hav Il YRNEB & I S

‘Pcl:_ NI RMUWWI'I'US.S R 2 ot Q L] d‘égLé hat j)atgod%ﬁs%ad a special,
carinated bowls ni a variety of_3|zes _and ceremonlalfunctlon, the evidence does not

shapes mostly (but no_t exclusively) fine substantiate such a view. There is abundant
textured, a”f?' mostly j[hmrvalled. So_me are evidence for the use of some carinated (and a
extremely thin¢ as thin as 4_mm In some few uncarinated) bowls for cooking, but they
casesC and the who_le tradition 'S.the product would also have been used for serving, and
of skiled potters with over a millennium of larger vessels for storage. This pottery has

(Ee;xpter|ertlcz_t|_n mf"t‘kmg pottery. A.‘S ;V |tr][| thg been found in the full range of contexts, from
reton tradition, 1t appearance In scotland, o gomestic  to funerary and other

probably during the 39 century BC, monuments
represents a wholly alien technology, and the '

S:](i” With Whicgthti)s potte:y Wzs made shc:jws The subsequent development of this tradition
that it was made by people who were used to is, as indicated above, a story oégional

rpaking, Apot'Eery, a[]d who  followed _ diversification, with. a process of style drlﬁ
O2y@Syir2ya Ay UKS WNB&&H&%m& maﬁ9£f&ﬁ

pot construction as well as in the shapes to be times, in different areas. In nortbast
made. Scotland, as Henshall had observed as long
ago as 1983, a regional style emerged early
on, featuring the incresed use of fingertip

The carinated forms range from broad,

shallow bowls to deegpellied bowls; oneof quting and of rippleburnishing; the addition
the latter, from Auchategan, Argyll and Bute, s and th ddltlon § ew forms,

Aa 2F Otlaaro a)\@ﬁréfa' Lgéz ) 9 %%%‘Q SR 52
GKAES 2GKSNE 62df R NS{\I GoR g 1, 4K %YU L1

Chassedichelsberg , a§semblages from in the developed Carinated Bowl pottery of
northern France Carinations are generally northern Irelyy R 6AYy sKEG /1 as OF
gentle, and in some cases theotp are $ Hill ware: Case1961), and this is no

profiled. The uncarlna'ted f(_)rms comprise coincidence, as there are documented links
generally roughly hemispherical bowls and
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between NE Scotland and NE Ireland, via the
Great Glen (e.g. in the use of porcellanite
axeheads from Co. Antrim). The early date at
gKAOK (GKAaA
the assemblage from the €0 f £ SR
Balbridie, Aberdeenshire: Hdui within a
generation or so of the nesk RSy G A OI €
Warren Field, Crathes, just across the River
Dee, its assemblage is of NECB pottery,
GKSNEIFa GKI I @
I FNAYFGSR . 246f Qo
includes sherds from two sply carinated
bowls with decoration on theicollars these
constitute the beginnings of what was to
become the Unstan Bowl, and it is assumed
that this represented innovation in pot design.

hiKSNJ NBIAZ2YI f
/[ I NR Y (SR ery idcufleQa gederali
coarsening and thickening of the vessels, the
occasional addition of lugs, and shape
deviation from theearliest carinated forms

In the west and southivest of Scotland, a
fusion of the Breton and Carinated Bowl

YaietsS RNAFIQ 200dc2NNBR Aa
YK IA fe€eft atténipt to use Bayesian modelling to

BSNEAZ2Y A

context radiocarbon dated to ¢ 3668500 BC
and this provides a reasonable estimate of the
date of this pottey.

characterise the dating of modified Carinated
Bl potfer® in [Sotland has been made by
Whittle et al. (2011), but this has failed to

take into account that defining an end to this

I NI § pr&eéss isAdifficultWsoiNterhid fkapliyohst
¢ K S tendlnbtatdNSEn&R AbBuptly; dnstehd, ave kal S

trace a gradual process of style drift as

conventions change and as new design ideas

are adopted, through local innovation and
through links with other areas. For this reason
the use of Bayean modelling is flawed. (See
Sheridan 2012).

27 WRS@PSt 2LISR
The spread of pottery using to the Outer
Hebrides and the Northern Isles

It was this fusion of Carinated Bowl and
Breton-origin pottery that spread to the Outer
Hebrides, parts of western Scotland and
north-west Scotland, probably during the late

AYRAOI 4GSR

traditions can be seen, with decorated 38" or 37" century BC. Jack Scott (1966) has
bipartite bowls occurring along  with GSNYSR (KAA LIRGGSNE
RS@St2LISR /. F2NXa& (2and@ayipled dai beisé&en frpnd dtds Ul as
Y. SI OKI NNJ Q 0 NI} RA (A 2y Northtgnh (Bikhpsork étdal. 200671 Calahaist
variability. Into this mix was added the use of  (Ashmore forthcoming), Eilean Domhnuill
deep baggy Ilugged bowls; as argued (Amit 2003) and various chamber tombs

Wyl So

elsewhere (e.g. Sheridan 200#)is may well
represent the adoption of a souttvest
English style of pottery (formerly known as
Wl SYO0 dzNE
interactions within the Irish Sea area from the
¢ 37" century. Some sharing of styles between
NECB pottery and that foanin W and SW
Scotland is clear from the distinctive pots
F2NYSNIe (y2s6y I a
LJ- NI w 220FK SW@ | )@ thezel Hsde (ong,
vertical necks, heavy, hooked rims and
shallow bellies, and are decorated with
vertical lines of either ripple burnish or
incision. Examples have been found at
Culduthe] near hverness, in a domestic
context;in the passage tomb achnacreein
the Clyde tomb at Nether Largie in the
Kilmartin Glen; and in Clyde tombs iBute.
The example at Culduthel comes from a
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(Henshall 1972). The repertoire includes both
undecorated and highly decorated vessel
forms, in a variety of shapes. The former

2 | NP Q> -sdutk Iy {idcludelisinple yh2aNdat&d bowls, bowls with

flanged rims and deep lugged jars (with their
W1 S$Y0 dzNE 68 8 &y
and the latter include large ridged jars and
Unstan Bowls; a type of vessel shared with

W1 OK@rkneyNa & nartastieds Scotland,Rand &

almost certainly adopted in the Hebrides
thanks to contacts with Orkney and/or the
north-east mainland. Decoration is almost
exclusively by incision. The dating of this
WYl SONARSIY bS2ftA0KAO
much to be desired, with the existing dates
suggesting an implausibly long currency from
around the 37 century (or everpossibly late

38" century) until the early third millennium.

L2 0G0 SNEQ

L2 G G
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Improvement of the dating is a key research
priority.

As far as the earliest Neolithic pottery in
Orkney is concerned, this too contains an
undecorated and a decorated component,
with Unstan Bwls possibly being present
from the beginning. Close ceramic links with
the north-east mainland are in evidence, and
it may be that the farming communities who
pioneered farming in Orkney came from the
north-east Mainland. The widespread use of
0KS GGAFF y! 2 NBQ
impression of consistency among the pottery
associated with Unstan Ware, and should be
avoided. Key assemblages for understanding
the early development of pottery include the

Knap of Howar (Ritchie 1983) and Pool
(Hunter 200).

The earliest pottery in Shetland consists of a
handful of very small, undecorated, slightly
coarse sherds from West Voe. While these are
too small to be diagnostic, they are most likely
to resemble the plainware component of the
ceramic tradition of he Hebrides and western
mainland.

5.1.2 Middle Neolithic developments

Some idea of the regionallyiverse ceramic
developments has already been presented in
Theme 3. Essentially, in eastern, scetst
and southwest Scotland we are dealing with
the evolution of the Carinated Bowl tradition,
with Impressed Ware beginning tbe used
possibly as early as ¢ 3600 BC and becoming
the dominant tradition thereafter, until the
adoption of Grooved Ware from Orkney
around 3000 BC. Regional and chronological
variation in the Impressed Ware tradition can
be traced, with clear links betvem the variant
seen in southwest Scotland and its congeners
in north-east Ireland (Sheridan 1995), and
with a southern Scottisimorthern English
style clearly evident. Vessels featuring very
narrow flat bases are one characteristic of this
style, and someots that have clear affinities
gAGK 9y3IfAaK WwWCSy3alas
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Fd aSg@gSNJ ¢ arisa o6So3o0

Highland and Overhailes, East Lothian).

In Orkney, details of the development of plain
and decorated nofGGrooved Ware pottery still
need to be clarified. It appears that there may
well have been some chronological overlap
with the use of Grooved Ware but the
duration of this is unclear, partly because of
the radiocarbon calibration plateau between
3400;3100 cal BC.

2 T ¥ S N Shétlandl k adpe®s| thatk af dnsular style

featuring fine and coarse, undecorated,
mostly hemispherical vessels emerged during
the second half of the fourth millennium

(Sheridan 2012).

51.3 Late
Grooved Ware

Neolithic  developments:

The key development is the emergenoé
Grooved Ware, a phenomenon that occurred

in Orkney, with the Pool ceramic sequence
offering the key to its origins (MacSween
1992, 1999, 2007). As indicated above, the
precise date of its emergence remains a little
obscure, but Schulting et al. (201®jave
concluded that it was very probably in use by
3200 BC. Its emergence seems to be related
to the social dynamics of Late Neolithic
communities in Orkney, where a system of
competitive conspicuous consumption
operated. The key features of Orcadian
Grooved Ware have been defined by
MacSween and Cowie (1999) and Sheridan
(1999), and the very close similarities
between some Grooved Ware from Orkney
and farflung Grooved Ware from southern
England have long been recognisethdeed,

in the original use of tf
ware.

That Grooved Ware in different parts of
Britain and Ireland followed different (and
sometimes convergent) trajectories is clear,
but many more higlguality dates are
required in order to define the nature of these _
frajedidhie@in dethildS 0SSy F2dzyR

0 SN/ WAy 22 Q
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51.4 Conclusions and

guestions

outstanding

**Text to follow**

5.2 Stone

As indicated in the introduction to thiteme,
research into stone artefacts (and other uses
of stone) has tended to be undertaken in
different ways by different spediats, with
some focusing on small, knapped lithics,
others on axeheads and similar objects, some
on coarse stone tools, etc. With knapped
small lithics, the emphasis has tended to be
on identifying the chéaine opératoire and
working tradition for the varias kinds of
stone used, while stone axehead studies
until the advent of Projet JADEOn Alpine
axeheads; have been dominated by issues of
provenancing the raw material. Relatively
little usewear analysis has been undertaken
in order to establish how vaus kinds of
stone artefact had been used. The study of
stone used in building houses and monuments
has not received much attention until
recently, when Colin Richards has sought to
identify the quarry areas used for the stones
in the Ring of Brodgar an@alanais stone
circles.

For these reasons, this section is divided into
several suksections dealing with the different
kinds of stone artefact, as follows:

5.2.1 small knapped tools (such as
scrapers and blades)

5.2.2 axeheads (plus adze headd an
chisels)

532s00F f f SR WwWO2I
(e.g. querns)

pdHdn WALISOALF T Q
maceheads and carved stone
balls¢ although this is not to
deny that some axeheads

NBE S

definitely fell within thew & LIS OA | € Qﬂ

category)
5.2.5 stone as used for personal
ornamentation
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b NI S Fl

5.2.6 stone used as a building
material, and for interior fittings

p®PHDPT WYAA
haematite and ochre)

5.2.1 Smalknappedtools

The study of small stone tools has much to tell
us about the nature of Neolithic society, by
revealing patterns of raw material
procurement, traditions of working, and the
networks of exchange over which materials
and finished objects travield. Much of this
work is best undertaken in close collaboration
with geologist colleagues, but the research
questions that it can address can only be
answered by integrating the results of lithic
analysis within broader models of (and
approaches to) Nedhic society and its
material culture.

Neolithic Raw Materials

A large number of lithic raw materials were
exploited during the Scottish Neolithic, and in
recent time research has shown that raw
materials traditionally associated with the
Mesolithic werealso used in the Neolithic.
Staffin  baked mudstone and Rhum
bloodstone, for example, were not only used
in the Mesolithic, but through the Neolithic
and well into the Bronze Age.

The following types of stone raw materials
were widely used in the ScottisNeolithic,
some more widely than others:

for implements of all kinds
W CtAyid oO2laidlftz
directly imported and beach derived on

a U @abtérn dbasR)takd Norkshire flint);

i Chert;

OibAz afddciite; |
91 Arran pitchstone;

‘ﬂ Rhumbloodstone;
Staffin baked mudstone;
Lewisian mylonite;

and for axes

T Cumbrian tuff;

1 Porcellanite;

a0SttlyS2dzaqQ ai

. dZOK | y
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1 Creag na Caillich hornfels;

North Roe felsite;

9 Various Aberdeenshire axwad materials
(Groups XXXII and XXXIII).

=

These materials all inform on Scottish
Neolithic territoriality, and they may be
grouped in several ways. Some, for example,
were used for everyday smaller tools (the
fAadQa FANARID asSgsSy
others were used mainly for the production of
axeK Sl Ra o00GKS fAradoa €1
also section 5.2.2). In considering the general
territorial structure of Scottish Neolithic
societies, the above raw materials may also be
grouped according to their inclusion in various
exchange networkswhere some appear to
have been used locally without being
exchanged at all (eg, quartz and chert); others
were exchanged within relatively small
territories (eg, baked mudstone, bloodstone
and myloniteg possibly also coastal flint and
Buchan Ridge flint);whereas some were
exchanged over extensive distances (eg,
pitchstone, Antrim flint and Yorkshire flint).
The way these raw materials were exchanged
obviously also reveals how much, and possibly
in which way, they were regarded, thereby
informing us about beliefs and ideology

Extraction

In ScotlandNeaolithic extraction sites relating
to different raw materials have been
investigated, such as: several groups of chert
quarry pits from the Scottish Borders and
South Lanarkshire (some probably dating to
the Mesolithic period, others to the
Neolithig; a worked gartz vein from Lewis
(Cnoc Dubh); a hornfels quarry in Perthshire
(Creag na Caillich); a complex of flint quarry
pits in Aberdeenshire (Den of Bodham and
Skelmuir); and the massive felsite quarry
complex in North Roe, Shetland. Some raw
materials were prohbly largely procured
from pebble deposits along the Scottish coast
(eg bloodstone), some from exposed coastal
veins (eg pitchstone), whereas the
procurement of other raw materials are as yet
unexplored (eg mylonite). The procurement of
WA Y LJ2 NI S R @als, Nitchs as YWbrksiSre
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N3 MPAers (e, aqgqraliqna Sghemas, SRl

flint and porcellanite, have been discussed in
a number of English and Northern Irish
papers.

The analysis of procurement sites allows a
number of questions to be discussed, such as
technical matters (eg, were the raw materials
hammered out of the bedrock, was fie

setting used, scafolding, etc.); organizational

QX

organization of the variols processual steps,

£18) ang igeglogigd %attﬁ-(vﬁ?&wkﬁtt‘hg 588

procurement sites ritualized to a
known from ethnographic cases).

gree, as

Key Issues

The analysis of ScottisNeolithic territorial
structures and exchange networks ought to
focus on a number of specific topics, tasks and
guestions. They include:

Lithic and stone quarrigsthis pont is
obviously of importance to the definition and
understanding of exchange networks, as the
guarries form one end of chains of exchange.
At present, practically no Scottish lithic and
stone quarries have been analysed and
published.

Figure 56. Felsite workshop within theNeolithic
quarry complex at Midfield, North Roe, Shetland.
A scatter of knapping debris is seen within a circle
of boulders ¢ large pieces of waste to one side,
finer waste to the other. Probably a workshop fo
the combined production of felsite axeheads and
Shetland knives (photo: T.B. Ballin).
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Production of distribution map&imple plots,
contour maps, Thiessen polygons, -fafl
curves, etc.) to define the geographical extent
of territorial units, as well as the character of
the associated exchange networks (eg, did the
exchange involve any form of redistribution?).
This oght to involve the production of
catalogues and databases of assemblages
which include artefacts in bloodstone, etc.,
the way the distribution of Arran pitchstone
hasrecentlybeenanalysed Ballin2011).

Some individual raw materials are very poorly
understood, which clearly affects the
interpretation of the exchange between
various regions. Most notably, a banded form
of rock found in practically all latéeolithic

and Bronze Age assemblages along the
Lewisian westoast has been defined as
practicaly every possible fingrained meta
sedimentary rock; by geologists (I which

has as a consequence that the associated
exchange network would either link the
Lewisian wesD2 | &G A 0GK GKI G
coast (if it is mylonite) or with the Isle of Skye
(if it is baked mudstone, as recently
suggested). The solution is to consult
geologists as to how this particular
conundrum may be resolve@nd to seek to
locate the actualsources/outcrops/quarries
on the ground If the raw material is Lewisian
mylonite (as onemight expect, if one applied
hOOFYQa whki2Nbz GKS
within a limited part of the faultzone running
along the Lewisian eastern seaboard.

In addition to informing us on Neolithic
territoriality and exchange networks, stone
raw materials may carry information on
ideology in general. Ethnographic sources
suggest that practically all lithic raw materials
were associated with nofunctional (for
example totemic) values. This topic ought to
be explored by analysis of how differentara
materials were used for different tool forms,
or how they were used in different
associations or contexts (domestic, burial,
ritual). Where particular raw materials were
used for specific tools, but not for others, it
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5 2Pa¥KicBIEly thelagies technioy neads furtiiep

should be asked whether thisould have a
functional explanation (it is, for example, the
GNRGSNRAE OASe GKIG GKS
in pitchstone ¢ despite the fact that
pitchstone was mainly exchanged throughout
Scotland in the Early Neolithic was due to
the brittleness of the raw ntarial), and it is
well-known that crushed quartz (despite the
fact that it was not treasured enough to be
exchanged) was used to cover certain burial
and ritual monuments.

Traditions of working, and range of artefacts
produced

There appear to be diffences in the way raw
materials (and particularly flint) were worked
during the Neolithic, as opposed to during the
Mesolithic. This includes the introduction in
the Early Neolithic period of invasive retouch,
and in the Late Neolithic period (Impressed
Ware and Grooved Ware periods) of highly
diagnostic Levalloiike technique.

Unt gnd pifgcialgnyasivg retpyich allowed the
production of a series of new artefact forms,
such as sophisticated projectile points and
cutting implements, whereas it is thougtitat
the Levalloidike technique may have allowed
broad flakes for chisedhaped and oblique
arrowheads, discoid knives, and slender
blades for cutting implements, scrapers, etc.
to be produced from the same parent cores.

investigation, and it is suggested that a
chronologically unmixed, statistically suitable
Late Neolithic flint assemblage be selected for
refitting. This should allow a standardized
operational schemato be produced for this
approach, shedding light on the steps
involved and the blank types produced.

The range of small lithic artefacts includes
leaf and lozengeshaped (EN) as well as
chiselshaped and oblique (LN) arrowheads
(which contrast with Meglithic microlithic

armature9; plancconvex and scal#aked

knives with extensive invasive retouch;
polished axeheads and knives (blade and
discoidal forms); finely serrated pieces and

t



ScARF Neolithic Panel Report

saws; strikea-lights; scrapers and piercers; as
well as many simpr forms, such as notched,
denticulated and edgeetouched pieces. It is
generally thought that burins disappeared at
the MesolithiecNeolithic transition, but dating
late burins more precisely to investigate
whether burins may also form part of the
toolkit in the earliest part of the Early
Neolithic period should be attempted.

Due to the flaking properties and varying
toughness/brittleness of the raw materials
used in the Neolithic, some tool types have a
special affinity for, or avoid certain raw
materid types. It is, as stated above, likely
that the brittleness of pitchstone is the reason
why no serrated pieces are known in this
material.

The distribution patterns and assemblage
compositions of, for example, pitchstone and
Yorkshire flint indicate that some raw
materials may have been perceived
differently, and subsequently used differently,
in different parts of Scotland. Pitchstone may
have been perceived in emblematic terms on
the source island, Arran, defining people there
Fd WiK2aS ORYINAS
while on the immediate mainland, it may have
been an important exchange object , tying
together a number of kinshipelated groups.
Further afield, where pieces are usually found
in ones and twos rather than whole
assemblages, they maype highly valued
exotica

Yorkshire flint, which in the Late Neolithic
dominates southern Scotland completely, may
have been perceived here mainly in functional
terms, while further afield, where

assemblages may contain as much as 50%

Yorkshire flint, itmay have gained in value
due to its exotic character. It should be noted,
however, that (as shown on Orkney) where
central sites in a territory may contain 50%
Yorkshire flint, more peripheral sites may
contain none at all.

The distribution patterns, angerceptions, of
Early Neolithic pitchstone and Late Neolithic
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Yorkshire flint suggest that important changes
took place around the Early/Late Neolithic
transition with the former probably
representing a tribal society, organisation, and
belief system, andhe latter one of budding
chiefdoms

Exchange/movement of lithic materials and/or
finished artefacts

Depending on whether the raw materials
were perceived mainly in a functional or in a
stylistic light (i.e., as a means of group
identification or differentation), they were
exchanged, either within smaller geographical
areas or territories, or across large areas,
possibly across numerous territories.

czftft2geAy3a [ 1 NJQa
the raw material exchange of the Scottish
Neolithic may be summarized in the following
manner:

1 technocomplexes; quartz, chert

9 inter-regional social networks ¢

pitchstone, Yorkshire flint; Antrim flint
1 social territories ¢chaked mudstone,

LY ROK & ildodstoie, mylonite

9 local sources of importance pebble

flint, Buchan Ridge flint,
agate/chalcedony, chalcedonic silica,
quartzite

9 local ad hoc supplements¢ jasper,
basalt/dolerite

In the north, the west and the Highland zone
quartz was used throughout prehistory, but
probably not exchanged to any great extent.
Chert dominated southern Scotland in the
early Neolithic, but continued to be used to a
lesser extent through the Late Neolithic
period. This raw material was probably
exchanged very little either, but used near the
ubiquitous outcrops.

Arran pitchstone was exploited throughout

prehistory on Arran itself (and probably in
southern Argyll and Bute), but on the
mainland the exchange of pitchstone is mainly
associated with the first half of the Early

OMPT p UL
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Neaolithic, followed by a trickle into Impressed
Ware times.The importation of Yorkshire flint
may have started as early as 3600 BC
(Greenbrae hoard), and went on to dominate
raw material use completely through the Late
Neolithic period, and dropped to a trickle in
the early Bronze Age. The dating of the Antrim
flint exchange is less certain, but the
Auchenhoan and Portpatrick caches suggest
dates in the middle and later Neolithic. The
importation of Antrim flint, probably from 37
century BC if not earlier, is fairly certain.
However, the understanding of the
as®ciations and context of Antrim flint in
Scotland would definitely benefit from more
attention.

Extensive exploitation of Buchan Ridge flint in
Aberdeenshire is associated by virtue of the
technological attributes of its manipulation
(widespread use of halloislike technique)
with the later Neolithic. Work on these finds is
presently ongoing. The remaining raw
materials known from Scottish Neolithic
contexts generally appear to have been used
throughout prehistory, but all these raw
materials are in needf more attention to
increase our understanding of their general
use, distribution and exchange patterns, as
well as of how they were perceived in
prehistory society.

Research questions:

w How strong is the contrast between
Neolithic and Mesolithic ithic traditions:
and is it possible to identify a process of
acculturation or mutual influence
between them? To what extent does the
structure of technologies compare to the
possible North French progenitors for the
earliest Neolithic in Scotland? It mighe
one thing to copy a lithic type, but to

change the whole structure is very
different.
w How and when did reduction

techniques changeduring the Neolithic?
Debate still exists about the timing of the
appearance, for example, of bipolar
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techniques. Our understanding of core
technologies, percussive techniques etc,
are limited in terms of understanding
both spatial and temporal variation; not
least in terms of considering this across
the range of materials exploited.

w hNBI y A ak (rkdhgtion 2
sequence across spacehow was the
chain of events from procurement to
deposition structured across the Scottish
landscape? Can we identify any large
scale artefact production, akin to the
specialist Middle and Late Neolithic flint
artefact praduction on the Yorkshire
Wolds?

w «hrdnidogy can definitive
typologies for formal stone tools be
generated for the Scottish Neolithic,
establishing a clear technical vocabulary
and a sense of changes over time? To
what extent does typology allow u®
identify links to other areas within or
without Scotland? What is the date of the
Campbeltown hoard of Antrim flint axe
heads and flakes? This will require a
review of the current dating evidence of
a) the same type of flint axeead
elsewhere and b) He same reduction
pattern for flake production in Ireland

W Cdzy OliA2YyY 6KI G
wear and/or residue analysis haveo
understanding the use of stone tools
during the Neolithic? These practices have
revolutionised our understanding of ste
tools (cf. Van Gijin, for example) and
preliminary work in Scotland (Finlayson,
Hardy, Barton, Warren) shows promise
albeit mainly on Mesolithic sites. How
does function change over time? Where?
Why? How does this relate to other
evidence for the naturef the landscape

and the function of sites¢ e.g.
palaeoenvironmental and plant
macrofossil evidence etc.

W 5 S:lHawaakhdiwhy were stone

tools deposited in the ground in the

T 0 K

Oz2yin
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bS2ft AGKAOK | NHdztofex AF 6S OFyQld FyasSN
GKAAZ 6S OF yQimang 63 A yWoikzby Roy Riiclie (the IPC Reporter for
the other questions we are asking... This  Scotland) on the stone extraction sites on

in turn is clearly related to: Creag na Calillich, near Killifferth & Kinross
(MacKie1972 Ritchie & Scottl988 and at
w Hows tlok aftifides to flaked the Beorgs of Uyea in Shetlan@Ritchie D68;
stone reflect on attitudes to stone more 1992) paved the way for subsequent
generally? investigation of these source areas. The
former site was excavated by Mark Edmonds
W 2 KIFG A& (KS aé daNIDod bahalf af KNatiodat IMGsgumd £ A y i
as used for many of the Late Nehbic Scotland, in 1989 (Edmones al. 1992), and
ripple-flaked oblique arrowheads? the Beorgs of Uyea and othéelsite sources
in Sketland are currently the subject of field
5.2.2 Axeheads (plus adzheads and research by Torben Ballin, Gabriel Cooney and
chisels) Will Megarry (Ballin2011, Cooneyet al. in
prep.).

It has been estimated that around 4000
ground stone axdieads¢ and a far smaller
number of adzeheads and chiselg have
been found in Scotland, of which only around
130 are of flint (and those include examples
where grinding is limited to the blade area).
There being no known ground stone axe
heads of Mesolithic date in Scotland, and very
few indeed that have been found in pest
Neolithic contexts, it is, therefore, aswed
that the vast majority of these date to the
Neolithic.

Most of the research on axeeads and
related objects has been focused on

I RRNBaaAy3d GKS 1jdzSadaz
2 NA 3 7\.)f FUSKQ2 FY R uKS Nl'i%ure5% I§r0jet j:!ide- INgEih?c%p%ow‘b
provenancingresearch that extend$ack to

the earliest stages of this field of study in the

1930s (with the work of the Petrology ~ Since 2006, Projet JADE ¢ a major
Committee of the South Western Group of  international research project, led by Dr
Museums & Art Galleries: followed by the  Pierre Pétrequin (CNRS and formerly of the
G2N] 2F GKS [/ 2dzyOat T 2UiversiyiofiBesancony hegyeveligignisegl 38 Q &

i2yS
27

Implement Petrology CommitteeRC)¢ now our understanding of the ¢ 30 akeads of
continuing its existence as the independent ~ Alpine rock (i.e. jadeitite, eclogite and
Implement Petrology Group (IPG): omphacitite) in Scotland; see boxed text.
http://implementpetrology.org). Much of This project has focused not only on the (ron

this provenancing was by petrological thin destructive) sourcing of the raw material, but
sectioning and the publication, in 1988, of the @IS0 onaxe-head shape on thechronologyof
Lt/ Qa f AadAy3 -dedtfied LISHIRENE YRES & [ Apipey axbead, on the
specimens from Scotland (and the rest of  biography of individual axeneads, on
Britain: Clough & Cummins 1988) marked a  CONtexts of depositionand on thesocial and

watershed in our understandin of the ideological significanceof these very special
movement of material. axeheads across the whole of Europe
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(Pétrequinet al. 2008 2012 (with extensive
bibliography); Sheridaet al.2011; 2012).

The sourcing diint axe-headshas been more

problematc, although morphology has
2FFSNBER OfdzsSaz gAGK
O2 Y RA (i A 2 yHeadsT (i yother flirE S
objects) from Auchenhoan, near

Campbeltown, pointing strongly towardSo.
Antrim as the source area (Saville 1999), while
the presence of a handfuof distinctively
AKFLISRZ
W{SIHYSKREHREAS oS3 I
Johnston 1997) unequivocally point towards
Yorkshire(as does the slightly earlier flint axe
head found, together with a necklace of
Whitby jet and amBNJ 0 SIF Rax | {
Cruden, Aberdeenshire: Kenwortly977 cf.
Manby 1979 on Yorkshire flint axbead
typology). The recent dating of human
NEYlIAya |aaz20Al G§SR
the eponymous site (Gibsor2011) has
confirmed that this particular object type
belongs within the period 3300;3000 BC.
Scottish flint seems only to have been used
for a handful of flint axéeads, and the flint
mines on the Buchan Ridge will not have been
used for making axbeads, as the nodules are
unsuitable for this purpose.

: Sheridan 1992; Saville 20xx; Pailler 20xx)

The source of the exquisite, often marbled
flint used to make a distinctive kind of flint
axeheadc the All-Over-Polishedvariety ¢ is
unknown, although it is of the same kind as is
found in Jutland, Denmark, and there has
been much speculation in the past as to
whether these are axeheads imported from
Denmark. (Essentially, the Danish axeheads
dating to ¢ 3600 B€ have broader side facets
and none has the glassy polish as seerthen
finest British examples and so, unless the
latter represent material specially made for
export, a Danish origin seems unlikely.) The
markedly east coast distribution of AOP flint
axeheads, extending as far as Folsetter in
Orkney (where a slightly atygal example was
found), suggests that wherever the source
wasg; and the bed of flint runs under the
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g Al

North Sea from Denmark to eastern England

the axeheads had travelled by sea, along the
coast. Research by Yvan Pailler on similarly
shaped (but in many ca&s less highly
polished) flint axeheads in Englang t A ( G & Q
WK DHzFK2 S {RES 199 T HaiSkaOhesstéad

that the large, highly polished examplese a

subset of a larger production.

The result of all thgprovenancingstudies is
that it is clearthat a considerable number of

g1 A&l SRS RE 23 Jltaliedds Folth8 in Scotland come from

préfefiradl solircés@iYRY®2 yivSNY Wl ES  F I (
avoided since it has overtones of modern

industrial production. Of these, the best
represented in Scotlan@ Great Langdale in
CUMBNRENFSFISIRBTO X6 YV | YS R WD NE dzLJ
IPC scheme) had been extracted and
exchanged in the form of axeeads from the

very beginning of the Neolithic (Edmonds

2011 Indeedjz3tRfe Sid SeviderRd H@am |
Dumfries & Galloway) that some people may

have travelled acrosshe Solway Firth and

acquired roughouts, as well as finished
axeheads.

The axeheads acquired from this source over
the course of the fourth (and early third?)

YAT t SYyyAdzy O2 YLINR &S 02
examples (many with characteristically

faceted sides) and darger, distinctively

shaped, probably spectgurpose implement,

WGKS [/ dzYoNRLY [/ fdzoQ (GKS RI

to be clarified, but is assumed to fall within

the second half of the % millennium
(Edmonds 2011). There is a very good chance
that the expbitation of this greenistgrey

rock, obtained by means of a perilous climb

up a steep mountain, had been motivated by
0KS RSAANB (G2 NBLINERAzOS
experience of Alpine jadeitite exploitation
(Pétrequinet al.2008and see boxed text).

G

The same desire may have lain behind the
exploitation of stone from other mountainous
2N 20 KSNBAAS Wi A YCeydg f Q
na Caillich the source otalcsilicate hornfels
(Group XXIYand Tievebulliagh and Brockley

(on Rathlin Island), CAntrim (the sources of

a2 (
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porcellanite (Group IX)Research by the Irish
Stone Axe Project (Cooney & Mand#99
has revealed that this stone was used for over
half of all the ¢ 22,000 axeeads found in
Ireland. The Scottish distribution of
porcellanite axeneads from these two
sources in nortkeast Ireland

(Error! Reference source not founawverlaps

ith that of Great Langdale axeeads but, as
Jack Scott pointedut, the latter predominate

in Dumfries & Galloway while the former are
more common furtherto the north, thereby
reflecting the predominant patterns of inter
area contact during the Neolithic. The
presence of a few porcellanite roughouts in
Scotland (Sheridatt986 might indicate that
some people were travelling to the source,
rather than acqiring finished axeheads from
contacts in Co. Antrim. The distribution of
porcellanite  axeheads (Sheridan 1986;
Sheridanet al. 1992)also reflects patterns of
contacts and movements within Scotland,
travelling northwards up the Atlantic facade
and rorth-eastwards, up the Great Glen, to
Aberdeenshire. There are even two examples
from Shetland, and these could have arrived
Fa LI NL 2F GKS
bS2ft AGKAOQ (2
during the 38' or 37" century BC. The Athtic
movement included one porcellanite axe
head Figure58) that was found, still set in its
haft of rosaceous wood, at Shulishader on the
Isle of Lewis, (Sheridan 1992). The haft has
been radiocarbordated to 4470+95 BP (OxA
3537, 349QH pmn OF f o I G
using OxCal 4.1).

Figure58: Neolithic axe, with Antrim porcellanite
axehead, from Shulishader, Lewis, © NMS
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The source onCreag na Caillickdoes not
seem to have bee as intensively used as
Great Langdale or the porcellanite sources;
fewer than 40 axdéeads (plus at least two
cushion macéheads) are known to have been
made of this material, and the overall
distribution is curiously scattered, with one
example being fond as far south as
Buckinghamshire. Dating evidence is sparse,
but a Middle to Late Neolithic date is
suggested by the radiocarbon dates (Edmonds
et al. 1992) and by the fact that it had been
used to make cushion madeads.

The axeheads and distinctiyamlished knives
of Shetland made using the visualltriking
riebeckite (and other) felsite, are remarkable
in several respects. As pointed out by Roy
Ritchie (1992), the axeeads include many
that exceed 140 mm in size, even though
there will have beenvery few trees on
Shetland. This is in stark contrast to the
situation on Orkney, where the atwads
tend to be diminutive. Only a handful of
objects made of Shetland felsite left Shetland,
and in one case, a knife that had been thought

4802y RERE O8 FBI VRENER/Y S WRTF YRR 66
{ KSGt Iy RFOBING Navescbnie FrémierwickO®Belldbel y R

having previously been migad. A

particularly valuable piece of evidence

relating to the chronology of felsite
exploitation has just been obtained for the

/| 2 LSYKI 3Sy bl GA2ect, f Ydz&a S S
Farming on the Edgethis is a radiocarbon

gate> of 4580f35 BRI (IUEHDI7, 350Q

ommn OFf ./ +& w X OFfAO0N.
from Maloideae species charcoal associated

with a hoard of felsite axeheads and knives

found in a knoll at Modesty, Shetland;

fragments of steatite vessels were also found

(Kinghorn 1895. The field investigation

planned by Coonet al. (in pres9 should

provide additional dating evidence.

A few other sources of stone were

preferentially used in Scotland (see Ritchie &

Scott 1988 for details), but only to a small
SEGSYyid® hiKSNIheadizyhavBP dzLJIS R €
been made usinglocally-available stone
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(including, in sora cases, river cobbles); it
should be relatively easy to establish a rough
estimate of the percentage of Scottish axe
heads made from such material.

Overall, the information already available
indicates that axéneads from various sources
were being exchaged around Scotland, some
from a very early stage during the Neolithic
(e.g. at Carzield, Dumfries & Galloway:
Sheridan 2007%, when the establishment of
networks of contacts between farming
communities was an important way of
maintaining community sustaability. The
g NA2dza Y2RSta 27
exchange developed in the 1970s (Clough &
Cummins 1979) are now regarded as having
taken insufficient cognisance of the social
value of these objects, as well as any
utilitarian value. A particular imance of this is
the Alpine axeheads of jadeitite and other
Alpine rocks. These do not seem to have been
WSEOKI y3ISQ AGSYa
context, but instead are more likely to have
been brought over by the immigrant farming
groups from northen France, as treasured
(and supernaturalhcharged) heirlooms, at
some time between 4000 and 3800 BC
(Sheridan 2007; Pétrequiet al. 2009. That
some axeheads of other rocks had also been
accorded a special social value is suggested by
the large or therwise distinctive Cumbrian
clubs, the AlOverPolished (AOP) flint
examples, and the Yorkshire flint, and the
Shetland felsite types. As the work Pfojet
JADHhas shown, it would be limiting to regard
these simply as symbols of power, although
they could indeed have had that role. Their
significance may well have extended beyond
that and one other aspect that reflects upon
their importance is the fact that copies of a
type were made in different kinds of stone.
{SBENIt AYAGEGA2YyELISHF
Alpine axehead form are known from
Scotland  (especially in  Aberdeenshire:
Sheridan et al. 2011), and there is one
instance known where &eameraxe-head of

flint was copied inLangdaletuff. It is clear
that much remains to be discovered@li the
social significance of these objects.
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The outstanding research questions facing
stone axe studies are as follows:

w ¢tKS OKNRyz2f238
distribution needs to be clarified further for
0KS WLINBEFTSNNBRQ &a2dz2NOSaxz
currency of distinctive types of axeead (such

as the Cumbrian club) needs to be placed on a

firmer footing.

27

W a2NB aLISOATAOIfte&:
flint axeheads¢ the only type otherthan
jadeitite axeheads to have received a glassy

W R 2pdlighc addinvBere Wekeyth8ymadé?S i O ® U

w 2 K héals seem to haved beeh
f20FrGSR a dzyl aa20AFiSR W
patterns in deposition practices be discerned?

w 2 K G 1A yiorn&tbn HeRRA (A 2
gleaned from updating the IPG records for

g A U K Astpne axeheaddJn $dotdakd forlingténce LoWA & K

collating information about examples (and
fragments thereof) from excavations since
19887

w ¢CKSNE A& | LI2AAAOACT )
of axe and adze heads through the study of
patterns of damage, curation and-tese that
could suggest how long individual examples
had been used before discard? Do dneads

of a particular rock decline in length with
distance from source i.e. indicating thathey
were kept for longer (and thus +gharpened
more) than others made from more local
rocks? (Roy Ritchie argued that this is not the
case with porcellanite axeheads.)

W | 26 G6ARSALINBIR ¢ a
imitating specific axéead types in other
kinds of stone?
0KS W5dzNNRAy3AG2y
w | 26 R2S& 2dzNJ dzy RS
use, as based on the study of stone dveads,
compare with the picture obtained from
studying other kinds of Scottish Neolithic

resource use?
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W | 2 éheadskyoivn a2et
actually either fakes (of which numbers are
known to have been made during the "9
century) or recent ethnographic manuports?
The work for Projet JADEtogether with a
recent case where a Shetland implement in a
museum in England had been confused with a
Polnesian example collected by Captain
Cook, highlights the need for those who study
and curate stone axbeads to develop their
knowledge of material from elsewhere in the
world and of fakes.

5.2.3 Coarse Stone Artefacts from the
Neolithic

¢KS GSNXY wO2I NmS
archaeological discussion as a blanket
description for what is really a wide and
disparate range of tools and objects. Many
potential functions are represented including
butchering tools, grain processors, crafbls

of all types, agricultural implements and
sculpted pieces. Widely different types of rock
were selected and some artefacts were
deliberately shaped prior to use whilst others,
particularly the cobble tools, were used for
jobs which left distinctive askspecific wear
traces. These artefacts had many and varied
roles to play in prehistoric lifeways and for
this reason they must be a valuable
component of any research framework.

Most work on stone tools in Scotland has
been confined to recording thepresence in
excavation reports; even that is patchy with
no recognised terminology and little
discussion of context. Scholarly attention has
been paid to individual tool types such as
flaked stone bars and ard points from the
Northern Isles with attempt$o classify them
by shape and to date their use (Rees 1979,
Rees 1986a, Rees 1986b, Hedges 1986). With
the exception of a recent work of synthesis
from the Northern Isles (Clarke 2006 and see
below) stone tools have never had a role in
regional or nationh discussions of material
culture.
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{(iN&t8re &ané & velopment of the repertoire of
stone artefacts over time

Research into use of stone tools eolithic
Scotland is heavily biased towards the
Northern Isles and this is because of the
number of researclled excavations,
particularly since the 1980s in Orkney, that
have produced large assemblages of stone
tools from all prehistoric periods. These
factors allowed research into the use of stone
tools from theNeolithicto the end of the Iron
Age which demonsated how changes in the
composition of stone tool assemblages
occurred at specific points (Clarke 2006). For
example, in Orkney, cobble tools dominated
EarlyNeolithicassemblages whilst flake tools

402 y @d 2 Ngravel r@ngeof gokble dogl dyres 5 v

were more common in Later Neolithic
contexts. Various types of ground stone tools
were also in use. In contrast, at the same
period in Shetland agricultural stone tools
such as flaked stone bars and ard points were
dominant but these did not appear in Orkney
until afterthe Grooved Ware occupation.

We therefore have clear differences between
the material cultures of these two island
groups during theNeolithic that have never
been addressed; particularly because the
emphasis of research on Grooved Ware sites
has,inm® @ASs> &a1S6SR |
of the Neolithic Recent work on St Kilda has
demonstrated the presence of flaked stone
bars and other stone tools which are
dateable, by comparison with assemblages
from the Northern Isles, at least to the Bronze
Age aml possibly earlier (Fleming 2005a and
b). This offers a tantalising glimpse of
maritime communication routes from the
Neolithiconwards.

Elsewhere in Scotland we have very little

detail about the use of coarse stone tools. The
assemblages are mostly composed of various
types of cobble tools and quern stones but we

do not know how their use may have changed

or developed through time.

Recemn excavations of EarlMeolithiccontexts
in Ayrshire indicate the presence of some

NOKI S
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types of coarse stone tool within Early
Neolithicdeposits that were also in use during
the Late Mesolithic elsewhere in Scotland
(Clarke 2008). This raises the questiorjust
how far into the Neolithic these Mesolithic
processing strategies continued.

Raw materials and manufacture

A very wide range of raw materials was used
for stone tools across Scotland and this
reflects the diversity of the local geologies
(Clarke 206). The issue of just where the rock
came from and how it was collected has
barely been addressed in the literature. A
cobble source for many of the tools would
suggest local access to beach or river gravels.
At a more organised level specific quarries of
sandstone have been recorded in Shetland
(Calder 1956, 356) and on St Kilda prehistoric
guarrying of dolerite was investigated by
excavation (Fleming and Edmonds 1999). Also
in Shetland evidence for shale quarrying has
been identified near Sumburgh (Tum&998,
32). These were most likely raw material
sources for flaked stone bars and probably
some other tool types. There is no clear dating
evidence to indicate whether these quarries
were used in theNeolithicor Bronze Age and
there is as yet no demonsited link between
these extraction areas and the tools found on
occupation sites. What is apparent is that
around the end of theNeolithic and the
beginning of the Bronze Age there appear to
be different choices made in the use of stone
accompanied by some changes in
manufacturing methods and a range of new
tool types in Orkney and Shetland (Clarke
2006).

Manufacturing was not just confined to the
flaking of a blank to shape. For other stone
tools grinding was significant, particularly in
Orkney.

Use

Thaugh functional terms are given to most
prehistoric tools, in reality we cannot say for
certain just what exactly they were used for.
In order to investigate the myriad functions of
these stone tools, particularly the cobble
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tools, we need to reproduce thwear traces
experimentally and until now there has been
no sustainable programme of such work in
Scotland. Skaill knives have been assessed for
their practicability in butchering (Clarke 1989)
and the characteristic wear traces on stone
ard points were ingstigated to determine
their function (Rees 1979) but these are
isolated instances.

Analysis of wear traces through experimental
reproduction is, if done properly, a lengthy
scientific process. Key questions need to be
formulated before designing the pgopamme
and in order to do this we first need to know
the range of stone tools present and how they
have been deposited; this information is
clearly lacking not only in thBleolithic but
across the span of prehistory in Scotland

Key Issues

Not much is kawn about the use of coarse
stone tools across mainland Scotland and the
Inner and Outer Hebrides and we need to
know what we have got before we can take
full advantage of their potential. A nationwide
synthesis of coarse stone tools from the
Mesolithic tothe end of the Iron Age would
provide a valuable corpus of information from
existing collections. With this method we can
2POSNI L) GKS o02dzyRI NRSa
{ & & - 8ase are points at which there are
significant changes in the production and use
of coarse stone toolse.g. Late Mesolithic/
EarlyNeolithic EarlyNeolithid Late Neolithig
Late Neolithid Early Bronze Age. There is a
too much focus on Grooved Ware at the
expense of the rest of the Scottidteolithicg
research excavations directecbwards the
Neolithic of Shetland, Caithness and St Kilda
would illuminate the Neolithic of northern
Scotland. A programme of experimental
archaeology at postgraduate level could
attempt to address the range of craft and
processing activities that involveatese stone
tools.

2 -
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524 { LISOALI f Q aiuz2ys
carved stone balls and maceheads)

This category covers a variety of Middle to
Late Neolithic objects, such as mdueads
and carved stone balls, which were not
workaday utilitarian artefacts andhay have
had a special, ceremonial, significance in
Neolithic society (e.g. as symbols of power).
Also included in this category is a variety of
odd-shaped stone objects from Late Neolithic
Orkney, mostly but not exclusively from Skara
Brae, whose functio and significance are
uncertain; and finally the figurine found
recently at the Links of Noltland is congidé
here, along with it€omparanda

Maceheads

This class of artefact is united by having a
perforation, often neatly paralletided,
indicating that it was designed to be mounted
on a haft. (A handle of willow from Skara Brae

has been suggested as a macehead haft.

Another common feature is that manyahe
been made from visually striking types of
rock, usually glacial erratics (cf. Fenton 1988
on the choice of stone for Early Bronze Age
battle-axe heads). Several types have been
defined (principally by Fiona Roe, who
proposed a Britaitwide typology in1979.
The principal types arevoid, pestleshaped
and cushion maceheads with a knobbed,
slightly oval macehead from Skara Brae
constituting a kind of hybrid between
maceheads and carved stone balls .

Within the ovoid classis a subgroup of

decorgded maceheads, of flint or other
aAf A0S2dza
Y OSKSI RaQT
maceheads comprise some examples with
straight/A a K aARSa

t 826t 84Q0 FyR
OF2NNSNI &
nomenclature has been dropped since it is
clear that many examples found in Orkney are
waisted).
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@  Ovoid Macehead
W Moesmore Group
A Fiint Nodule
O Thames Pestie
@ Orkney Pestie
W Lond over 800"

Figure59: Distribution of maceheads (RoEQ68

Cushiontype maceheadswhich are often of
green or greenish stone. These were first
studied systematically by Gibson (1944), who
pointed out that several are of virtually
identical size and shape. However, they are
made of various materials, including calc
silicate hornfels frmm Creag na Caillich (as
confirmed by thirsectioning of the example
from Knock, Lewis, for instance), which
suggests that they were not all made in the
same location.

Macehead distribution in Scotland is uneven
(Figure59), with a marked concentration of all

of the main types of macehead in Orkney (but
none of Maesmawr type), a smaller but

402y SI -tybe/ 2 6 yheverthelessHmportadt Ellis@eMNid Shetland, a
pesfldéshapedi K S scatter around ke northern, western and

south-western coasts and islands of Scotland,

6 F2 N SNI &ndl & ZdrY repredentstiorNdny e  rich
) 2 U KSNE agriduliufal lovideids Ofinéfleast #hd Jouira
W@yt §aut Badas Scotlakd\(Roe 1967; 1968; 1979; Simpson

& Ransom 1992). The knobbed example from
Skara Brae is ithout parallel in the rest of
Neolithic Britain and Ireland.
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Most of these maceheads are likely to have
been made using cobbles collected from
glacial deposits or riverbeds. The flint/flilike
Maesmawrtype maceheads may well be an
exception, and everthough an unfinished
example was found in the River Tay, the
source of the raw material is unknown.

By analogy with battleaxe heads, where
experimental replication by Malcolm Fenton
(1984) has revealed how long each stage in
the manufacturing process wddihave taken.
The most timeconsuming part of machead
manufacture would have been the boring of
the perforation, which may well have been
done using a wooden drill bit, with plenty of
sand and water. The most labour
consumptive type of macehead is the
Maesmawr type, where not only would the
drilling of the hole have been a risky business
(as siliceous stone is prone to breakage during
perforation), but the decoration would have
involved much  painstaking  grinding,
particularly in the production of theokenge

AKI ISR WySGg2Nl Q RSarady 2y 2yS

Such macédeads were probably made by
specialists; they are are scattered widely (but
thinly) around Britain and Ireland, and include
the famous spiratlecorated example from
one of the passage tombs undéhe largest
mound at Knowth, Co, Meath. (The fact that
the spiral design on the Knowth macehead is
more similar to spirals found in Scotland than
those found in Ireland has led to speculation
that that macehead may have been made in
Britain, possibly eve Scotland, even though
the stone had probably not come from
Scotland: Sheridan 2004.) Also possibly made
by a small number of specialist stoneworkers
are the cushion maceheads.

The function of these objects has been
debated (Roe 1966; 1968; 1977). Inadng all
could have been weapons, as they would have
been effective in delivering blunt force
trauma. However, in  addition (or
alternatively), they were probably weapons of
social exclusion, owned only by the elite, to
judge from the care and time expended
their manufacture. Microwear analysis is
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unlikely to be able to demonstrate whether
any had been used for both (or indeed either)
purpose. That some had featured in Late
Neolithic ceremonies is indicated by the high
incidence of macéeads that have ben
deliberately broken across their middle, found
on the strip of land separating the Lochs of
Stenness and Harray between the Stones of
Stenness and the Ring of Bookan. This ritual

breakage finds echoes in thepotlatch
ceremonies of northwest America and
Canada, where valuable objects were

ceremonially broken, to dedicate them to
otherworldly forces and to show off the
R2Yy2NERQ 6SIfGK | yR
Neolithic Orkney, we seem to be dealing with
a ranked society that was engaged in acts of
conspicuous consumption in its monument
building (Schultingt al. 2010), it seems likely
that maceheads were also part of the
W@2 O 0dzf | NB 27T
competitive displays. Indeed, this might partly
account for their diversity of shape asnkang
markers.
2N 020K SYRao
CAYR O2yGSEGa AyOfdzRS
Ness of Brodgar; the settlements at Skara
NI S= I Ny K2dza Sz
chamber tombs, including Taversoe Tuick,
Orkney and Tormore, Arran . At Tormore, the
macehead will have repesented secondary
use of the monuments; it may well have been
deposited at the same time as a Grooved
Ware bowl, around 3002900 BC (Henshall
1972, 305).

The available dating evidence from Britain and
Ireland suggests that madead use
(including the ge of antler macdeadsg see
section x) probably began during the Middle
Neolithic, at some time between 3300 BC and
2900 BQ; the precise dating being subject to
a plateau in the radiocarbon calibration curve
¢ and continued into the Late Neolithic,
encanpassing the period when Grooved
Ware use became widespread (from around
3000 BC). It should also be pointed out that
pestle maceheads had a second period of use
during the Early Bronze Age, as shown by one
example found in a cache of objects (including

LJ2 6 S NI

SaissSvyQz

¢c2F0Qa
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a V-perforated button of albertite) deposited
on the outside of Isbister chamber tomb,
Orkney (Simpson & Ramson 1992, no. 7), and
another, miniature, example, found in a
OKAf RQa 3INI OS
Doune, Perthshire (McLaren 2004). While the
Isbister example might represent the
collection and reuse of an ancient object, the
Doune miniature could have been made
during the Early Bronze Age.

That ovoid and pestle madeeads (along with
antler maceheads) were the earliest types to
be used is suggsted by the presence of one
of each type in the large passage tomb mound
at Knowth in the Boyne Valley, with the
Maesmawrtype example in the eastern tomb
and a fragment of a pestishaped macéead

in the western tomb. Recent radiocarbon
dating of cremagd bone at Knowth will shed
new light on the probable date of both maee
heads (Schultingt al. forthcoming). The fact
that maceheads also featured in miniature
form, as pendants, in several Irish passage
tombs including Tara also suggests that they
were in use between 3300 BC and 2900 BC.
The presence of both a pestle and a cushion
macehead at Barnhouse (Clarke 2005, fig.
14.2) is consistent with this date range; recent
Bayesian modelling of the C14 dates
(Schultinget al. 2010, 345) suggests a start
date 0f3300r 3110 cal B@nd an end date of

€ 2900 cal B@r the use of Barnhouse

As for the dating of cushion matwads more
generally, the current dating evidence for the
Ness of Brodgar offers a somewhat broad
overall bracket of ¢ 3100 BE 2300 BCbut
this may well become narrowed as more
phases of activity are dated. Cushion mace
heads found with cremated bone in southern
England, at Stonehenge, Wiltshire and at
Dorchesteron-Thames, Oxfordshire (in
F3a20AF0GA2Y GAGK 02YS
to date to the early third millennium BC.

The knobbed macehead found at Skara Brae,
is dated to between 3100 BC and 2600 BC. A
pestle macehead, and a small fragment of a
cushion macehead, were also found at that
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site; the former is an old find, with no
provenance details, while the latter was from
a late context (the uppermost midden).

Ff2y3aARE mhan odtdtanding teSearéhS duestibng

concerning the contexts and use maceheads
are:

W | | ¢espedaly ofRHe émd y 3

of the Neolithic use of maebeads, anaf

specific suktypesc be refined?

w 2 KSNBZ FYR 2y -6KIFG ac
heads made? More specifically, where

were Maesmawr macteads made, and

where was the flint/flintlike stone
obtained?
w LG &aSSvya tA1Ste GKI

maceheads took mce (as suggested, for
example, by the scatter of finds along the
western seaboard of Scotland). Can this
be substantiated on petrological grounds,
and if so, can the direction and extent of
movement be traced? In particular, can
movement be traced from @ney, where
many maceheads seem to have been
made and used?

w 2 SNB (GKS Yy2¢6GK YIOS
from (or via) Scotland?
W 2SNB |ye dzAaSR la ¢St

microwear analysis confirm this?
Carved stone balls

These internationally esteemed and objsdf

Scottish prehistory have been the subject of
much speculation. Mathematicians have
claimed that they represent Platonic solids
and many other disparate functions having
been suggested (e.g. as throwing weapons,

ref). The fact that they are frequently
RSAONAROSR Fa WYeadSNmR2dzaQ
t A332G0 RSOt FNBR W¢KSANI dz

and thus emphasised the need for them to be

stulipdS gaBANIundeistgbd 0 aghindlS tHeA | St @
background of what we now know about Late

Neolithic Scotland (cf. EDmonds 1992).

Over 400 examples of these balls are known,
with over 90% having been found in notth
east Scotland, where most are likely to have
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been made. The map of recovery emphasises
the absolute dominance of Aberdeenshire
finds (although it should be noted that, dng

the 19" century when much antiquarian
collecting occurred, an Aberdeenshire
provenance seems to have been desirable, so
it may be that a few balls found elsewhere
have acquired this as a provenance). The rest
of the distribution shows as a smaller
concentration within Orkney (where the
variety of styles is the broadest), plus a thin
scatter around the coast of Scotland, and into
northern England and northast Ireland. One
ball has even been found in Norway, but this
must have been a Viking period finken to
Norway as a curio or amulet. Notwithstanding
the obvious difference in the densest
concentration of finds, the distribution maps
for carved stone balls and mateads share
features in common, (the thin scatter around
the Scottish coast and begd) attesting to a
network of contacts operating in Late
Neolithic Scotland.

Most of these balls are around 70 mm in
diameter, and some; including the famous
ball from Towie, Aberdeenshiré-igure60) ¢
have been decorated with spiral and/or other
designs that clearly reference Irish (and
h NOFRAF YO LI aal 3s 02
descriptions and excellent drawings can be
found in Dorothy M&lB K lcdrpus@\arshall
1977), which lists the number of balls with
four knobs, six knobs, etc.. By far the
commonest type is the-8nob variety, which
would have been the simplest to lay out.
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Figure60: Carved ball from Towd, Aberdeenshire
©NMS

As with maceheads, the makers of carved
stone balls sought out stones that are visually
and/or texturally striking, likely to have come
from glacial deposits and/or river beds.
Experimental replication (by David Jones) has
suggested that the makers would have
selected cobbles that were not too different
in size and shape from the desired final
product. The shaping and decoration would
have taken at least 50 hours, and an estimate
of well over 100 hours can be suggested for
the highlyskilled manufacture of the Towie
ball, with its finelypecked/incised, intricate
decoration.

R AR L ST

Maesmawrtype macehead (with which it
shares the use of a spiral desigmot all
carved stone balls were equally skilfully made,
and there are examples that show design
FldzZ §ax 6A0GK 1y20a
pattern. A few appear to be unfinished.

The most plausible explanation of the
function of these balls is thathey were
symbols of power rather like the orb in the
historical symbols of regal power, showing off
the status of their owner; some, like the
Towie ball, bear symbolicallignificant
symbols that explicitly evoke decoration also
deployed in elaborate paage tombs. Like
YI OSKSIFRasx (KS& YI &
weapons; and indeed they could have been
mounted as maceheads, with lashing passing
through the spaces between the knobs.
Alternatively, like the ethnohistoridolas of

W3 lj dz§ S

gStft
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South America, which they semble, they
could have been throwing weapons, or used
at close range, on a short leash. Again, like
maceheads, they would have inflicted blunt
force trauma if applied to a skull (or any other
part of a body). Carved stone balls make sense
when seen as onef a suite of fancy weapons
used as symbols of power, operating in a
society where competitive elite display was an

AYLER NI F y i A LSO 27T
SaGSSYQe ¢KS FIO4 GKI
manufacture lay outside Orkney, in

Aberdeenshire, remids us that Orkney was
not the sole centre for innovation during the
Late Neolithic: to some extent we are dealing

fourth millennium BC. The presence of carved

stone balls at Skara Brae suggests a date
bracket for its use between 3100 and 2600

BC.

The key outstanding research questions
relating to carved stone balls can be
suggested as follows:

0 K&  Yhawads thelefolbeMl currdngy?
WWKeB ex&ctiyAdd $heylibdgh to2b€ usédk S A NJ
and did they continue to be used
throughout the Late Neolithic?
W 52Sa GKS RIGAy3 2
balls permit the suggestion that they

l.:.l

GAGK NBIA2ylf OSy({iNBa 2 FcolldT Fhavk A prgvidedA ythe (i HeSignR S & A 3y

of symbols of power. Furthermore, their inspiration for the Scottish carved stone

overall distribution attests to the widespread balls?

nature of contacts at this time. They may also W I N3 GKSNB |yeé airidy

serve as a reminder of how significant trauma on human skulls of the period that

Aberdeenshire may have been in the course could have been caused by a blow from a

of developments nationally at this period, and carved stone ball (as opposed to a mace

how relatively little is known of this head or club)?

significance. w aA3dKGi YAONRSSI N SEI
any usewear traces?

Their dating to the centuries aund 3000 BC

(i.e. the Middle to Late Neolithic)at least for Variouslyshaped carved stone artefacts

their manufactureq is suggested by the fact

that beads resembling miniature-i&obbed

stone balls have been found at Knowth, in the

tomb under the main mound (Sheridan, in

press); like the nmmiature macehead

pendants, these show that personal jewellery

gla NBAYTF2NOAYy3a GKS AyaSPh 2ta 2%

L2 SN) YSaalr3sSQ |yz2y3a GKS 0dKS

recent dating of deposits inside the main

mound will shed light on the specific date

(Schultinget al. forthcoming). (Note also that

several Irish passage tombs contain smooth

versions of carved stone balls; these may

O2yadAiddziS +y LNRAK @I NAI ISR a2y

oFtftQ ARSIZ YR AYRSSR 0dKS

source of inspiration for using the ball shape).

Another pointer towards thec 3000 BC date
for manufacture is the fact that the spiral and
other designs on some balls so closely evoke
iKS O2YLX SEZ WLX I adGAO0
of the Boyne Valley, which will have been
created during the last few cguries of the
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Figure 61 Carved stone objects, Skara Brae
©NMS

Macei}eegjﬁancmarved Ftogl%balls 50@1 djarttpl NI O

Sroader range of carve Stoné objects
that belong to the late fourth and/or early
third millennia BC. The other, variously
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shaped objects have all been found in
Grooved Wareassociated contexts in Orkney
(or as stray finds there), and these include the
famous objects from Skara Brae: the hand
grenadeshaped item [igure 61) and the
three-pointed object Figure 62). Similar
objects have been found in the Maes Howe
type passage tomb at Quoyness and the Ness
27F
further type of object that falls within the
same conceptual grouping, in the form of
roughly rectangular, solid, polished blocks of
visuallyattractive stone .

Skara Brae

Figure 620 Three pointed object,
©NMS

In every case these @@rts can be considered
as fancy weapons, which could have been
carried in a fist (rather like the spiked
WYSIFYyASaQ 27

blocks), mounted as a mace. Like the carved
stone balls andmaceheads, these could all
have delivered a painful, indeed lethal, blow.
These seem to have been the products of a
society where authority could be enforced
through violent means, if necessary, and
where the elite competed with each other in
having novelshapes of weapons. Again, an
analogy can be drawn with the ethnohistoric
record of North America, where weaponry
(including tomahawks and maces) shows a
wide variety in design.

Among the odeshaped stone objects from
Skara Brae and elsewhere are some cluhi
could, theoretically, have had a more prosaic
function. These include the knobbed spike
from Skara Brae, with a parallel from Rinyo
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42YS yviEirod
else, in some cases (e.g. the Ness of Brodgar

while this could indeed have been one of the
fancy weapons, it could also have been used
as a fish gaff, a seal club oo tespatch
animals, since a blow to the skull would fell a
cow or ox instantly. A cattle skull from Skara
Brae has a roughly circular hole between the
eyes that could, theoretically, have been
caused by a blow from this kind of object.

. NRBR3IFNI WwiSyYLXt S O2 YSidiiSlyE the réléivaly thidNEaRdt@ISaker |

like object could have been just that. The star
shaped object that is covered under section
5.2.7 could equally be regarded in this
category ¢ i.e. as a utilitarian object which,
because of its unusual shape, has tended to
be lumped in with the more obvious fancy
weapons.

Research questions relating to these objects
are:

w 2 KFG Aa GKS 2@SNI f 1
WFI yOe oS|I LRofrauseKistsh 2 2 SN
w | 26 YAIKG 2yS GSftf

had been a utilitarian item agpposed to

a symbol of power? (There may be a false
dichotomy here, since innovation in
design need not be restricted to prestige
items.). Enhanced miciwear study?

w 2 KIFG Aa GKS
currency of use of these objects?

tS|de grkneygafﬁ ?rahdwwn frorB 2 NJ

w 52 lye Kdz¥Yly afid
that could have been caused by these

objects? And might useear analysis

shed any new light on their use?

2 S NI

The figurine from the Links of Noltland
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Figure 63; Links of Noltland figurine©Historic
Scotland

This small anthropomorphic figurind=igure
63), only 41 x 31 x 12 mm, was found in 2009
at the Late Neolithic settlement at the Links of
Noltland on Westray (Goring 2011) and has
since become internationally known as the
WhNJ] ySe +h8p//deénchistoric-6
scotland.gov.uk/orkneyenus.pd), or the
W2 S GNI @&
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Westray Wife,
replicated in popular biscuit form by local
bakers WFM Brown, and also in Warholesque
artwork by a local artist.

Probally made from a beach cobble, it has
been shaped so as to depict a figuyeither
human or divine; with a round head, angular
eyebrows and rectangular nose. The body
appears to be wearing a cloak; two circular
hollows at the shoulder have been suggested
to be breasts, although an alternative
interpretation as garment fasteners (e.g. the
heads of large pins) is possible. To judge from
the recentlyobtained radiocarbon dates from
the Links of Noltland (Moore & Wilson 2011,
38¢9), the figure may well date 29002600
BC.

This has been hailed as the earliest
representation of the human form in
Scotland, and it is of particular significance
0S0IdzaS GKS WS&BSoNRg
pecked into a structural stone at the Holm of
Papa Westray South chamber tomteanby
(Davidson & Henshall 1989, plate 24), and on
GKS OKFf1 WRNHzraQ
(Longworth 1995), suggesting that it had a
particular significance in Late Neolithic
cosmology. This is what has given rise to the
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idea that the figure may depicta deity,
perhaps an ancestor. How the object was
used, remains a mystery.

It is not, however, the only such object to
have been found in Late Neolithic Orkney; a
second figurine, in baked clay, was found at
the Links of Noltland in 2010, and one or two
other possible examples are known. The
discovery, in 2011, of a segmented, baked clay
anthropomorphic phallus at Ness of Brodgar
hints at wvariability in Late Neolithic
representational objects.

The key research question to be answered is:
2 K Isignificarice ofi &iS

figurine? Was it a sacred object, used in
rituals? Or might it have had a more

2 ?rgsglbfunctlom even perhaps as a toy?

¢tKS O2yiGSEGdz 0
flnds at the Links of Noltland needs to be
probed to investigate whetherhiese can
shed light on its function.

5.2.5 Stone used for personal
ornamentation
Beyond Orkney there is relatively little

evidence for the use of jewellery or dress
accessories, of any materials, in Neolithic
Scotland. However, stongin the form ofjet,

cannel coal and oil shatedoes feature in the

visually striking, s®@F £ £t SR WY2y a i SNJ
the Early to Middle Neolithic, and in the belt

sliders of the Middle Neolithic; and there are

Ffa2 + FS¢ adz2yS oSl Ra

0SI RAQ®
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Figure64: Necklace of jet and amber beads, and
associated flint axehead, from Greenbrae,
Cruden, Aberdeenshire. © NMS

WYa 2y aisS Nk ar§d, &val @eads up to
115 mm long (in the case of a cannel coal
example from Watch Hill, Skene,umfries
and Galloway). Some have collared ends. They
are of a type of jewellery that is widespread in
Early to Middle Neolithic Britain, with
examples known as far away as Devon; in
Scotland the distribution extends as far north
as Greenbrae, near Peterheya
Aberdeenshire, where an entire necklace was
found in 1812 Figure 64; Kenworthy 1977).
The 12 beads here are of hard Whitby jet, and
the necklace had also included four beads of
amber, representing pieces that had been
collected from the shore¢ probably in
Yorkshire ¢ and simply perforated. The
necklace was accompanied by a flint axehead,
and the whole assemblage is likely to have
been imported fromYorkshire. The objects
are reported to have been found in a mound,
and it is possible that this had been a grave
for a significant individual. Jet may well have
been believed to have magical properties, as a
stone that is warm, that floats, that can be
bumnt and that is electrostatic (Sheridan and
Davis 2002). One relatively recent find is a
bead from a house at Pitlethie Road,
Leuchars, Fife, and its publication (Sheridan
2007) reviews the finds from Britairg
although two others have since been found in
England.

Beads and other ornaments made from
materials other than jet are likely to have
been made in Scotland, using locaailable
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jet substitutes, such as oil shale and cannel
coal in order to emulate the jet ones.

The date of these beads has beewiewed by
Sheridan (2007), who suggests that while they
do not belong to the earliest Neolithic, a
currency within the 38¢35" or 34" century

BC seems possible. The question of the lower
end of this date range is a matter for debate,
hinging upon the currency of the specific type
of bladepolished flint axéhead (as found at
Greenbrae) in Yorkshire.

ti§
0S|

known whether the use dPY 2 y & (1 S NJ
aQ g$pacifid Sy RS NI

not
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Figure 65. Belt sliders from (top) BkyeQand
(bottom) Beacharra, Argyll & ButeONMS

Belt sliders(Figure650 = f A1 S WwWY2yaudSN
were prestigious possessions, again made of

jet and substitute jedike materials. They are

at AakKdte fFGSNI GKIYy WY2ya
Middle Neolithic date and with a currency

within the 330@2900 BC bracket. The

distribution map Figure66) shows that these

are widely distributed in Britain, with a
concentration in Yorkshire, the source of the

jet; within Scotland, there is a bias towards

0KS &a2dziKz gAUGK GKS |ffS3
having been challenged (Clarlet al. 1985,

238). Again, emulation of jet examples in local
YIGSNARAFf&a (221 LIl OST gAlG

of cannel coal or shale, waithe example
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from the Clyde cairn at Beacharra is of Whitby
jet.

A Late Neolithidbead of lead ore, found in
Quanterness

passage tomb, should be

mentioned here. Needless to say, the use of

Figure66: Distribution map of belt sliders ©NMS

These have tended to be found in funerary
contexts, where (in English findspots) they are
associated with singlgraves (under round or

oval barrows, and/or within a ring ditch) of
individual adult men. At Beacharra, the
presence of the slider indicates secondary use

2F Iy I f NBoldckameeytdnaNA $ 4 O

Miscellaneous stone beadthese include five
black sbne beads from Skara Brae, which
Childe had assumed to be jet but which have
been shown, by XRF analysis by Mary Davis, to
be made of a stone other than jet (probably of
Orcadian origin). A few other stone beads
were found at Skara Brae.
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this material does not imply any knowledge of
metal during the Late Neolithic; instead, we
should see it as the use of an attractive,
locally availale stone, distinguished, and
possibly lent liminal power, by its weight.

There may be one or two other stone beads
from Neolithic contexts in Scotland and it
would be useful to undertake a thorough
search. The globular jet bead found in a
chamber tomb atCairnholy is not Neolithic,

but instead relates to an Early Bronze Age
secondary reuse of the monument.

Outstanding research questions

WwWSTFAYSYSyild 2F (GKS
0SFrRaQ ¢2ddZ R 0S5
reliable AMS dates for the contexts of
any such beads found in the future,
and by paying attention to any dates
that are acquired for the specific type
of edgepolished axehead that
accompanied the Greenbrae beads.
LG ¢62dzZ R 0S dzAaSTFdzA G2
jdzSaitAaz2y 2F 6KSGKSNI (K
had inceed been found there; this is a

matter of  trawling through

antiquarian documentation (since this

is a very old find), although it is quite

possible that no relevant information

exists.
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5.2.6 Stone as wused as a building

Figure67Y

Stone was used to construct monuments over
large parts ofNeolithic Scotland, and in the
Northern Isles, where wood was scarce, it was
used extensively in the consttion of houses
and their internal fittings; which is why Skara

NI S KIFa adz2NWAGSR | a
preserved settlement Kigure 67). (In the
Western Isles, where wood was equally
scarce, stone does not feature in domestic
architecture as prominently, but this is
probably because greater use was made of
turf there, and ado the stone may not have
been as easy to work as the tabular Orkney
flagstone.)

Figure68: The Lesser Wall of Brodgar revealed to
its full surviving height ©ORCA

The skill of theNeolithic stoneworkers is

obvious from the Nesef Brodgar, which has

produced some of the most accomplished
examples of drystone wall construction in the
whole of prehistoric Europe. The aesthetic
and ideological significance of stone is clear
from examples such as the arrangement of
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flags to form adesign similar to that seen on

Unstan bowl collars at Unstan chamber tomb
(and elsewhere in OrkneyFigure69): verily

i K G2Y0 g a dziEds Rhe |

S
0Sai2NAQ

by

Ly G SNR 2 aSkars Bra® WK 2 dzd S Q

Figure69: Unstan chambered tomk®check

Until recently, however, relatively little
attention was paid in Scotland, to the
sourcing of structural stone, to its working, or
to the reasons behind the use of specific types
S e sodrce of the stone use create
the Ring of Brodgar in Orkney, and the
Calanais monuments ohewis, has directed
attention to questions of stone quarrying and
movement, while work by Lekky Shepherd
(2000) on the decoration of structural stone
and internal fittings at Skara Brae has led the
way in exploring how stone could be used to
express identy.

Figure70: Eday Manse IA 2

This work continues in the current research by
Antonia Thomas, who is reviewing all
decorated stone inNeolithic Orkney and in
particular the adornment of stone not just
by incisingdesigns kit also by painting at
Ness of Brodgar. Other adornment of stone
takes the form of the designg; some
relatively simple, others complex found on
Maes Howetype passage tombs in Orkney .

~
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Figure71: Pierowall stone henshabook

CdzNII KSNXY2NBX W2KY
reconstruction and collapsing of a chamber
tomb has explored issues of the architectural
and engineering aspects of building in stone
(following his earlier work on the construction
of the Point of Cott (Bder 1997) and on the
construction of chamber tombs in general
(Barber 1992), and it has also shown what
happens when a structure collapses. This has
provided invaluable insights into the
movement of chamber tomb deposits as a
result of structural collapse

Figure72: Brodgar stone
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Other aspects of stone use have, however,
received relatively little attention, and in the
light of recent research by others such as
Richard Bradley, David Trevarthen, and
Emmanuel Mens on monumentin Scotland
and elsewhere, the following research
guestions could usefully be addressed:

b NB %N%%hat%ﬁehﬁv&@c&o%rﬂgkafe or

other properties of stone a factor in
the selection of particular stones for
use, and their specific positioning, in
monument construction? The use of
quartz, for example, may well have
had particular significance, especially
given its later use in some recumbent
stone circles, and given the practice of
ritually smashing quartz. The
importance of colour selection has
been highlig( G SR 06& wA OKI NR
work on the Chalcolithic or Early
Bronze Age Clava cairns (Bradley

2000).
1 Can the chéaine opératoire of
monument construction be

reconstructed, using the principles of
WAHA NI dzl £ NBEFAGOGAYAQ
striking effect by Emmanuel Mens in

his examination of the construction of
Carnac in Brittany? If so, how were
outcrops exploited, and was there any
significance in the choice of which

face of the rock (i.e. quarried, vs
weathered) was used in a particular
position in a monument?

1 Continuing the research of Colin
Richards, how far was stone moved in
order to create specific monuments?
Is there any pattermig in its use by
monument type? Was the stone
brought from various locations as

WiNROGdzI SQ FTNBY RATFSNR

i Can particular traditions in the
architectural use of stone be
identified (other than the fine use of
Orkney flagstone in Orkney)?

5.27 Miscellaneous uses of stone
This category encompasses the types of stone,
and types of use, that are not covered within
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the previous categories. The evidence is
dominated by Lat&eolithicOrcadian finds.

Figure73: Used piee of pumice from Skara Brae
©NMS

There is evidence, from the Northern and

Western Isles (e.g. at Skara Brae, the Links of

Noltland and Ness of Brodgar on Orkney, at
Eilean Domhnuill, Loch Olabhat, North Uist
and at Northton, Harris), thatpumice
(produced by volcanic eruptions probably in
Iceland and washed ashore in Orkney and the
Western Isles) was collected from the shore
and used as an abrasive (e.g. for smoothing
and sharpening bone objects, such as the
large fine pins as found at Skara Brae) during
the Neolithic Figure73).

It has not been found on sites lying over 10
km from the coast, however, suggesting that
its use was opportunistic rather than

systematic. The pumice is datable to specific
eruptions ty means of the tephra it contains;
Peter Ditchfield, at the Oxford Laboratory for
Art and Archaeology, is currently researching
this matter, and samples from Northton have
been taken for this purpose.

Figure 74: Painted slab disovered in Structure
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Eight under excavation at the Ness of Brodgar
©ORCA

Ochre (hydrated iron oxide, limonite) was
used as a colourant in LaMeolithicOrkney¢
where it is readily found as a loose, earthy
stone ¢ and the spectacular recent discovery
of painted stones at Ness of Brodgar
demonstrate one of the uses of this
substance, which produces yellow and brown
colours. Small containers of stone,
whalebone, fired clay and limpet shell, used
for grinding small spherical lumps of ochre
(which must have been mixed with some kind
of binder, possibly fish oil or blubberare
known for example from Skara Brae, where
| KAt RS RS&ONXRO6 SR FigureS Y

75andFigure77).

Figure75: Ochre grindersSkara Bra®NMS

Haematite (the mineral form of iron oxide) is

also known to have been used in Late
NeolithicOrkney, with lumps and traces being
found, for example, at Skara Brae and
Crossiecrown and, most spectacularly, as
painted pigment on stones at Ness of Brodgar
(Figure74).
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Figure76: Haematite Skara Bra®NMS

This mineralFigure76), which occurs as solid
nodular lumps, probably had two functions:
firstly, as a producer of red and rdmown
pigment (as indicated by the Ness of Brodgar
painted stones, and demonstrated
experimentally by Arlene Isbister (Isbister
2000)); and secondly, as a polisher for hides
(although this function has not been
demonstrated, and the many cattle astragaloi
found with rubwear at Orcadian Late
Neolithic sites may have additionally, or
alternatively, served that purpose). Haematite
could have been used in two ways to create
pigment: it could have been powdered and
mixed with water (as seems to have been the
OF 84S F2NJ SEIFYLX Sz gAd
L322 6§ Q T NP YinHglré7R.J NI S

Figure77: Whalebone 'paint pot' for ochre ©NMS

many lumps of haematitecould have been

produced by pulling a nodule along a carved

groove, to fill the groove with pigment. That

other substances in addition to oeh and

haematite had been used in Latdeolithic

Orkney to produce pigments is suggested by

DS2NES tSGNARSQa 20aSNBI G

masses of red and white pigments at Skara
NF}S> +tf2y3a gA0GK W avYlff

which had apparently been partiglirubbed

R2gy Q XB67RT0ONA S

Figure 78. Crerellated flagstone, Skara Brae
©NMS

The other stones included in this section come
dzy RSNJ G KS YR&IGIBNE ZhogeB YW Q
function is uncertain, and comprise:
i. astarshaped plaque of shale or shale
like stone from Skara Bra&igure79),
which could have been used as a kind of
K théplin, Brstofing Bramhding ¥d:h A Y U
similar object is knowrfrom Taversoe
Tuick, Rousay and
ii. ii) a sizeable slab of sandy flagstone
with a deliberately crenellated upper
edge Figure78), again from Skara Brae
(with a parallel from Ness of Brodgar
and one other Orcadian site).
There is an echo, in the design of these
stones, of the devices used in the recent past
elsewhere in the world for scutching flax,
although in theabsence ofevidence for flax
cultivation in Late Neolithic Orknglthough
evidence does exist elsewhere in the UK,
including Balbridie, Aberdeenshire), this
cannot be put forward as a strong suggestion.
In theory these slabs could have been used
for threshing ceeals, but other uses are
possible, and indeed these need not have

Lf GSNYFGAGSE &S Laohad PRen tilitagign) 98ieets-v(&fy spme of pe ng

has shown that the distinctive facesgen on
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may have had a utilitarian function.)

National Museums of Scotland

L

Figure 79: Star shaped plaque o$hale or shale
like stone, Skara Brae. ©ONMS

The research questions surrounding all the
stone covered in this section are as follows:

1 Is the use of colouring agents in
Neolithic Scotland limited to Late
Neolithic Orkney? Researchers need
to check for traes of pigment in
artefacts and structures (and indeed
on bones).Restraint is required in the
initial cleaning of artefacts as
recovered from the ground.

1 What use was made of pigments,
other than to decorate structural
stones?

1 What was used instead of puoe as
an abrasive in inland sites? Was it
sandstone or sand? Microwear
analysis of artefacts might be able to
shed light on this.

1 What was the function of the
WYeadSNE 202S004aQK
stones had been used for threshing,
how would this work?
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Despite the fact thatNeolithic people will
have relied on organic materials for all aspects
of their life ¢ from clothing to tools,
containers, ornaments, structures and fittings,
boats etc ¢ organic artefacts (and organic
remains in gearal) inNeolithic Scotland are,
for most of the country, very rare indeed due
to the adverse preservation conditions. In
many areas, the record consists solely of
fragments of charcoal from hearths or burnt
structural timber. However, one important
excepton is the sandy parts of Orkney, from
where several sizeable assemblages of
artefacts of bone, antler and marine mammal
ivory (plus small assemblages of wood and
plant material artefacts) have been excavated
(e.g. at Skara Brae and the Links of Noltland:
Clarke 1976:1989. Bone and antler objects
have also been found iNeolithic contexts in
the sandy areas of the Hebrides (e.g. at
Northton on Harris: Simpsoet al. 2006) and

in both of these archipelagos, bone will have
been used as a substitute for wood, which
would have been in short supply. Well
preserved organic remains were also
encountered in the waterlogged levels of the
Neolithic crannoglike settlement at Hean
Domhnuill, Loch Olabhat, N. Uist (Ar2ii04),
but because of the cost of retrieving and
conserving such findshese were leftin situ
for the benefit of future generations.

{ O2 { fNegfitRi€aiganic artefacts will be
dealt with in three pars: bone, antler and
marine ivory (5.3.1)¢ and shell will be
included with these, even though technically
it is inorganic; wood and other plant material
(5.3.2); and textiles and animal skins (5.3.3).
53.;. Bo

ane antigaripedyopqnd shel

Tt]Te recordior the use of these materials is

wholly skewed towards LatdeolithicOrkney,

where large assemblages have been
excavated at Skara Brae and the Links of
Noltland, and smaller assemblages at Pool,
¢c2FGQa bSaaz wiyezszs Yyl L]
Brodgar inter alig). Small assemblages are

also known from elsewhere in Scotland,

-
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mainly in the Hebrides and notably at
Northton, where a crown antler mace head
had been found (Simpscet al. 2006, 74, fig.
2.34.15). This object will be considered
further below.

Sone idea of the amount of material found at
the Orcadian sites is provided by Andrew

C2E2yQ&a R200G2N}t NBasSI
online from Glasgow University:
http://theses.gla.ac.uk/1157/  into the

assemblage »xavated at Skara Brae by
Gordon Childe in the 1920s and 1930: this
comprised some 6270 individual items.
Several thousand more were excavated by
David Clarke during his 1932 and 1977
excavationgClarke in prep.)

The Skara Brae material and the other
Scottish Neolithic assemblages demonstrate
that bone, antler, marine ivory and shell were
used extensively, skilfully, and in a varied
manner: as with other resources, Neolithic
people were well versed in making the best
use of the materials available tdvém. (For

example, many piercing tools were made
using cattle and sheep metapodials, whose
solid exterior could easily be shaped into
strong points.) In the case of Orkney and the
Hebrides, the shortage of wood meant that
some objects that are likely to kia been

made of wood elsewhere (e.g. cups and
containers) were made of whale bone, or of
other materials. Bone and antler would
AYRSSR KI @S 0SSy WiKS

Table3: INSERT CAPTION

As regards the procurement of the raw
materials, bones from cattle, sheep anchet
domestic species would have been available
through normal slaughtering for food. Antler
appears to have been both collected as shed
antler and obtained through butchery; nen
shed antler and deer bone could have been
obtained by hunting (although it habeen
sugdiested thawn Grdasian Ndolithic dder werfe S
introduced by man to the islands and were
probably a semdomesticated species; and
see Sharples 2000 on the special role of deer
AY hNOFRAFY bS2ftAGKAO
would have been obtained throdighunting.
Bones and ivory from marine creatures would
probably have been obtained in an
opportunistic manner, as they became
stranded or embayed; there is no evidence for
the deliberate sedorne hunting of such
creatures. The use of walrus ivory, kilenale
tooth ivory and sperm whale tooth ivory is
attested. Fish would, however, have been
obtained through fishing, and the large size of
some of the Neolithic fish at Skara Brae
suggests deejvater longline  fishing.
Shellfish/shells would have been gatkd
from the shore. The working of these
materials on site is attested by the abundant
evidence for beadand pendant manufacture
at both Skara Brae and the Links of Noltland.

The range of objects made of these materials,
at Skara Brae and the Links oflfNond, can be
summarised as follows (and see Figs Por
edarhpies)A O 2 F

Object Domestic Antler | Deer | . 2 | N| Marine | Whale- Fish Sea | Other
mammal bone | tusk ivory bone bone | shell
bone

Sructural (eg X

roofing)

Sa@pula shovel X

Mattock X

Adze X

Adze sleeve/ X walrusos

other socket/haft penis

Sice/knife/chisel X

Pick X

Whistle X
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Polisher/ X
smoother

Jatulae

x| X<

Fabricators (for
working lithics)

Container (cup, bowl
etc)

Awl/borer/point

Bird bone

Needle

pin

X Bird bone

XX | XX

Bead

Dom.
animal
tooth

Pendant X X

X X

WYRAOSQ X

other/indet X

X

Clearly, then, bone and the other materials
played an important part in several aspects of
everyday life, providing the raw material for
tools, containers, structures and items of
personal adornmen(including the large pins,
used to fasten garments, some of which have
perforations or bulbs to help prevent them
from slipping). Regarding the latter,
containers made from scallop shellike their
counterparts in bone and stone were used
as dishes fogrinding ochre, a colourant. The
huge number of beads found at Skara Brae
contrasts markedly with Grooved Ware
contexts outside of Orkney, where beads are
extremely rare.

¢KS
indeed it had been used as a ceremonial
object, rather than as a hammer (for which
there is no clear evidence)represents a type
of object that is widespread in Middle to Late
Neolithic Britain. Initially reviewed by Derek
Simpson in 1996 (and found to comprise 58
examples from Britain, most {3 coming from
the Thames and its tributaries), this class of
objects was subjected to a radiocarbon dating
programme during the early 2000s (Loveday
et al. 2007) and found to date mostly to
between 3300 and 2900BC; the Northton
example was not directly dated, but had come
from the same general level as the bulk
sample of animal bone that produced a C14
date of 4411+79 BP (3360 y dpn Ol f
BM-705).

The principal outstanding research question
is:

79

I To what extent is the evidence from
the Northern and Western isles
atypical, visxvis the use of these
resources in Neolithic Scotland? Is it
right to assume that marine resources
would not have been used inland, and
that in areas rich in wood, some
object types (e.g. containers) would
have been made of wood.

In order to answer this question, there needs
to be excavation of welpreserved organic
material, and this cannot generally be planned
(although the waterlogged levels at Eilean
Domhnuill, Loch OlabhatNorth Uist) might

Fydt SNI WYl OS cKfS I R Qhedr Nihyt lighe Bdi thél 2sé of these

materials in the Hebrides.

Other research questions are more specific,
and include:

1 What is the full range of species used
in LateNeolithicOrkney? A recent re
examination of some of the Skara
Brae jewellery suggests that the range
may be wider than previously
suspected.

5.3.2 Wood and other plant material

Artefacts (other than the burnt or decayed

. I rentails offstridetural wood, or wood used in

fires) of these materials are much rarer than
those d bone, antler and ivory, and in some
cases they exist only in the form of
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impressions left in pots (and in daub), or as
skeuomorphs (in pottery). However, the few

wooden artefacts that do survive include two

of major national (and indeed international)

importance, namely: i) a flatbow of yew from

Rotten Bottom, Dumfriesshire (Fig. Xx,y;
Sheridan 1992; 2007) and ii) an axe haft, of
rosaceous wood, from Shulishader, Lewis

(Figure80; Sheridan 1992). Both were found

in peat and had probably originally been

deposited in pools; their waterlogging has
preserved the wood. Both are on display in
the National Museum of Scotland

-
AiT

Figure80: The Shulishader axe. Drawing by Helen
Jackson for NMS

The Rotten Bottom bow, radiocarbon dated to
5040+100 BP (4040 c nn Ol f .-l
3540), is the oldest bow in Britain and Ireland
and belongs, formally, to th&arly Neolithic.
Skilfully made from a single stave of yew, it
now measures 1.36 m but would originally
have measured 1.74 m, having broken in use,
at full draw, almost certainly during a deer
hunt. Its estimated drawveight of 35 Ibs
oOmp dy c 1 (@1 ch)2aNdw lindiaatgse
that it had been designed as a hunting bow,
for use at very close range (1% m). It was
found near the end of an upland valley in the
hills above Moffat, in a position which would
have been ideal for hunting deer (since the
animds, having been driven along the valley
towards the precipice, would have wheeled
round at this point). Having broken, this
precious possession could not have been
mended, although its string would have been

95

removed for reuse. It had probably been
imported to Scotland since yew did not grow
in Scotland at this period (except perhaps for
one or two tiny areas in the south); it is most
likely to have come from Cumbria, across the
Solway Firth, but an alternative is Ireland. The
early farming communities iScotland were in
contact with both of these areas, importing
axe-heads of tuff and porcellanite, and Antrim
flint. Even though the bow was found in a
hunting context, it is most likely to have been
the possession of a farmer, given these links
and the ea®@ bS2ftAGKAO T NIYSNE
would have included exploiting wild
resources.

G H X hE!
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radiocarbon dated to 2392042 cal BC
(Barrysbrook, Co. Offaly: Murray 2004).

Neolithicarrow shafts are also extremely rare
in Britain; one example, from Fgyi
Aberdeenshire (fig. x; Anderson 1876), is of
viburnum and has a leahaped arrowhead
still in sity along with traces of the mastic
used to fix it in position. It may be that, as
with other EarlyNeolithic examples found in
the Somerset Levels, birclati tar had been
used to fix the arrowhead in position (Aveling
& Heron 1998); only analysis can demonstrate
whether this is indeed the case.

Figure82: Leafshaped arrowhead with traces of
shaft of viburnum, from Blackhillock, Fyvie,

Aberdeenshire. Photo: Marischal Museun®©

University of Aberdeen

The Shulishader axe haft, which was found
Figure81: The Rotten Bottom bow, shown with with its imported Antrim porcellanite axe
its brpken Iim_b at Ithe_bottom of the illustration head in position, represents an equally rare
Drawing: Marion O'Neil for NMS. artefact type in Britain and Ireland. It has
Yew is the best wood for making bows, being been radi@arbon dated to 4470195 BP
strong yet supple. This object shows that the (349 omn  OF £ . $B53M éndis” T h E!
early Neolithic inhabitants of Britain had a thus of Middle Neolithic date. It had been
sophisticated knowledge of the properties of deposited complete but peadigging had
different woods and used these to their best removed its butt part; its extant length is 480
effect. Furthermore, the smallnumber of mm and it will have been made from a piece
knots in the Rotten Bottom bow indicates that of round woodat least 160 mm in diameter.
the growth of its parent branch had probably Of the rosaceous woods, it is most likely to

been managedBows are extremely rare in have been made from hawthorn. Most of its
Neolithic Britain and Ireland, with only two surface is covered with adze facets, which
others known (namely Meare Heath and may have been left deliberately as a
Ashcott Heath, Somerset, both di@carbon decorative feature. The haft swells towards
dated to ¢ 36093100 BC. The earliest bow in the top, but ha an unexplained deep square
Ireland postdates the Neolithic being cut where the back of the axeead would

have sat, thereby weakening the haft a
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