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5.2-;:mpl e·= -For cha;-r-ed plant ,-eaiai ns Nere taken ·;~;-om both the 
Iron Age and Romano-British phases of the site. Part of the 
object of the sampling programme was to see if there was any 
change between the phases, but gre3ter emphasis was placed on the 
!J-on Age as there is generally less charred mateJ~ial studied from 
this period. A further objective was to see if there were any 
differences in the material between the small enclosures within 
the main Iron Age enclosure. Differences between these enclosures 
might perhaps have been related to differences in activities 
carried out within these enclosures. As is usual on prehistoric 
sites~ the numbe~s of items recovered in most of the samples were 
so law that, with a few exceptions, it was not possible to say 
whethar any differences cb3erved.we~e real or not. A number of 
the samples, particularly the RGmano-British ones~ contained no 
charred plant remains at all, other than a few fragment3 of wood 
ch2rcoal (Llnidentified). The difference between which samples 
contained cha1-r2d plant remains and which did not did seem to be 
real, however, and appeal-s to rafl2ct a concentration o·f activity 
in or1e area of the Iron Age site~ as discussed below. 

The cereal retnains consisted of spelt <Triticum spelta) ,a 
possible club wheat grain (Triticum cf aestivo-compactum) and 
six-raw hulled b6rley 
by its obtuse angled 

(Horde~m vulgare). The Epelt was identified 
and strcngiy veined glume bases (the bases 

o·F the protective enclosing chaff parts). Only a few glume bases 
wera well-preservEd enoLtgh to be identified, the rest had to be 

the 28me!-- / spe.l t <Tr-iticum d i cacc:_tm/spel ted 
ind2terminate category. 
be er1tirely ruled out, 

The presenca of emmer cannot, therefore, 
although there is nc direct evidence for 

ita The barley was identified as the six-row type from one rachis 
fragmen± and from one grain which was well-preserved enouqh to 
shc•!rJ the E\S';/mtT:eb-ic 't~·Jist. · chc,t-acteristic of t:-;e lateral flor-f?t.:=. 
of six--row barley. l"his evidence do~s not exclude the presence 
also of two-row barley, but the si]<-row variety is the kind 
generally known ~rom prehistoric and Roman sites in Britain. 

!"lan'l o·~ 

tot:-, di :::tu.r-!Jed 
ns·ttle (i.J~-tica 

the nc.n·-culti\.:::tted species pt-E·s2r1t aJ-2 plants of. 
2.nd 3T·:~blE· habit-::..t:5~ A fE~r--1 1 5uch a·s sJ~inging 

dicica) ~ elder (Sambucus nigra) and henbane 
(!-1·;/.::.c··:/amus nige!···J, do not ;,;:t-ow as C!,..Cip ~~.;eeds ar1d pl,..efer nitl·-ogen·­
rlch habitats and disturbed gr·ound. ~!awthorn (Crataegus cf. 
monogy·na) rnay have been growing eithei,.. as clumps Gf scrub or 

· l · d ·R n· · p~,,-s. \ co. i kerush PD=·=l b y ~ ~3 ne qes \ o ~1 nscn ~ - ccmm.. ...J 

<Eleocharis palustris/uniglumis) is a wet ground plant. It 
appears in more of the samples than any of the other non­
cultivated plants 2nd may have grown in the waterlogged enclosure 
itches. All c1f these plants could have been growing around the 
te in the diEt~rbed habitats provided by human occupation, .and 

t1e surt-oLt!lding grass and scrub. Some Llndoubtedly were introduced 
to the site as wee~5 in t~E cereal3 . 

. . 1 f?-.~-~: TC:l t_~_el·lc'l~ it~. 'r,:.t,~,-- ;1,~.·-=_;_'~,~~~:,: ~;- 2~h =·h~~ :n~;- ::m~~:~'-l~~~m~e~ ~ l ~~:i~g pr- ~;, ~~ 
~ -- and being d!3pcscd o~, at lEa~t in tha Ircn hqE 
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phase. This a~ea appears to be the no~thwest side of the main hut 
cir·cle in the area of featL1re 487. Othe~ fea~ures contain a thin 
scatter of charred remains, but ths distinction between featu~es 
in3ide and outside the main enclosure ditch 1s clear-cut. No 

(except a few fragments of wood charcoal) 
thE d:i. tch itsel-f or ou.t·:::.i de the in.:'?..lf1 r·ec:o'·/ered f t-om 

enclosure ditch, 
t1ardly surpriaingw 

except for hearth 553. 1n1~ distributicn is 
as one would expect the cereal remains to 
pattern of domestic rubbish - if the cereals re·~lect the dispcsal 

remains themselves were domestic rubbish. 
The pattarn of distribution and general paucity af remains 

suggests the small scale processing of cerEals for immediate 
domestic use. Glume wheats such as spelt neea ~o be parched 
pounded 
t-emG\'i ng 

to rsl e.:?.:,:.e 
the ~·Jas.te 

the grainD 
product 

and the most effective wa.y 
the and ~'\leeds - lS 

and 
of 
by 

winnowing ~o remove the lighter chaff ar1d weed seeds 
sieving to remova the denser chaff items (suc~t as glume 
spikelet fcrks), sm&ll der1se weed seeds and small tail 

.::;..nd then 
bas.e·:-5 and 

When this grain processing is done en a large scale, it generates 
a large smoLint of the cha·Ff/weed by-product which may be stored 
and used as tinder (Hillman~ 1984a). If the processing is do~e on 
Q small scale from day to day, the chaff may go straight tack 
into the hearth or oven used for parching <Hillman, 1984b). Both 
chaff and grains may also become charred as a ~esult of accidents 
dL!ring parching. The numbers of items in these samples are~ in 
the main, toe low to attempt to recag~ise whether they originate 
from chaff by-products or prin1e grain products (a minor amount of 
mixing netween crop-proces~ing products 1s ir1evitable>~ FeaturE 
498/4~ a burial with burning in the feature~ contained mair1ly 
emmer/spelt chaff, perhaps used to start the fire. but the tot21 
amount of chaff present is small. A sample from the nearby 
weste!-n house enclosure ditch contained mainly grain (chiefly 
barley) and weeds. These depGsits tnay simply represent twc 
separ2ts incidsnts cJf r:~bbish disposal. fhe one feature which did 
contain subst2nti6l ainDIJnts of charred plant remains (487)appears 
to be a mixee deposit" A quarter of t~e items in this sample are 

with some (mai~ly pr·i. me 
Cl!aF.f. ~lore th~n half c·~ ~he ~ample was compcsed 1Jf weed 

pre·si~:.·t. 

de;-i '/?ci 

i1ave bec:c~e charred at the same ti1n2. 
al~~ccg~ i~ could all 

There is little detectable differenc2 between the Iro~ Age 
material and the Romano-British material 2xcept that there is 
less over-all from the Romano-British phase. The charred remains 
are still cpnfined to within the ~ain EnclosurE ditch. There is 
no visible concentration of remains wi-thin the er1clasure area~ 

but tt~ere are prcbably not enc~gh s~mpl~s from this phase within 
the e~1closu1-e area to datect a concentration if one e~iste~. 
~lowever, mast oi the Rcmanc-British samples come frcm the ma1n 
enclosu!-e ditch and features outside it - a fact which cculd also 

-fror;·; the 
1. a:~. er- fJ e:·r-- 1 c1d. 

I:-. i_::, nGt oo~~·:::i.t:.l;? to d.-::·t:::i·-·Ttlf>::? ;·;,..o;;, the Dls.nt if 



of crops~ ·rhe pr·eEance of csi-eals on 
an indication of arable agriculture. 

the site is net necess6rily 
In theory 2 'producer· site 

~,-.. ,~oul c.! b1.? 
pi'"·cce:::.;sj_ ng 
p!-oducti on, 

expectEd to have the remains o;= the types of crop­
activities which are performed at the site 

such as the straw 1-amains from the thres~ing 

1 981) • 
these products al-e often not found even 
clearly arable farm sites because the circumsta~ces under 
these productE are likely to be expGsed to fire and 

and 

~~Jhich 

t h •.. -......... ~ 
preserved by charring are relatively rare. There is no assemblage 

Northmaor identifiable as any of the types of p!-oducts th.:?,t 
would be only at a 'producer and thet-e the 
8'./i de!-, cr.:::: rest·::~ 

An attempt has been made to rec~nstruct the economy of Iron 
terraca sites by plotting the percentages of 
chaff on triangle scattergJ-ams and noting 

grains 7 

hc+J the:· 
assemblages cluster (Jones~ 

contrasts the we~d-dominated 

s1tes which he interprets as 

In 
as3emblages cf two first te~race 

'cansumer' sites (Smith's field and 
Claydon Pike) with the more grain-dominated assemblages of two 
sites on the second tErrace which he interprets as 'producer' 
site5. (A·=:.hville and !"1ount F2.rm).. His ap-gu..ment (pos.3ibly a 
contentious one) is that prime grains are more likely to become 
charred at the sit2 of production~ If this theory is correct1 
~nen Northmoor, which is on the first terrace, ought to be 
roughly comparEble to Smith's field and Claydon Pike. In {act, 
thi?.: t:J·-i.=.ngle ·::.::.catte!~;;..-.2m (fig~ /) fc.J,.... the IrDn Age sample·3 at 
Ncrthmoor does net compare very convincingly with either pair of 
gravel tErrace sitesa ~n1s SLtgge5~s that perhaps it would be more 
usefLtl to wo~k f~0m the empirical evidence and to concentrate Gn 
determining which types of charrad remair1s we can expect to find 
on Eites wher9 the s~bsistencg base can be dedLlced by independent 

Only wher1 we have data from more sites to work with will 
it be pr·actical tc try to detarmi~e the s~tbsi::.::tence base from t~e 
charrEd plant remains alone. 

T..:o sum~ the relative scarcity and distribut1on of charred 
it2ms ~uggests cereal use and p~ccsssing on a small 

dc!mt::::-=:tic s.c.3J.e. 
ruboish g~nerated 
ch.-c:;_r-J,...2'j 

J-, •"J r· ~.: 1: :~J 1:! s t 

The depositional ·:::.ugges.t·s 
(whj_ch may ~lso have incl~ded grains 

t~at the 
e.cci dent.l·/ 

procassJ was bei~~ dispo5ed of Dn 

of tha central rourf,·,~,· 1·~=~op~.~r~t-p--'~~-,c,·b 0a~.~ly near 
~·Jel"-E taking pl.3.C2. _,_ ~ EtCti··/ity 

~-..fi!E!,.... '~ 

mi!;tht 
\,eve can·tinu2d into the later period, but there are t~o few 
samples to be abl2 to say. It is not possible to tell f~om the 
charred plant remains whether the crops were grcwn at the site or 
whether this was strictly a 'consumer' site. 
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TABLE A 
IF:OI'--~ AGE SA! ... iPLES 

553 4:37 4'78/ 495/ 410 42!5/ 425/ 

CEREALS 
Triticum dicoccum/ 

spelta t-achi·:;;a·:=. 
·r. dicoc=um/spelta 

spikelet forks 
T. dicoccum/spelta 

glume bases 
T. spelta glume bases 
T. cf spelta grains 
Triticum sp. grains 
Hor-deum vulgare 

rachises 
Hordeum sp~ rachises 
Hordeum hulled grains 
Hordeum indet. grains 
Cereal indet. grains 
Cere~l/Large Gramineae 

culm nodes + bases 

tlJEEDS 
Si l ene s.p ~ 
Mantia fcnt~na ssp. 

chondt-osperma 
ChenopcJdi um sp .. 
Chenopodiacaae indet. 
Medicago/Melilatus 
Tt-ifolium ·;;pp. 
(/ic.i.a \-:f hir .. suta. 
l..ii c:i a/La.th'lrus 

1 

2 

46 
'7 

10 

1 
1 
8 
18 

1 

1 

.. "7 
0-.. ) 

39 

56 

82 

~ 
I 

14 .,. ·-· 
1 

1 4 

1 
1 4 

4 

1 

1 6 

.,. ... ) 

6 

1 

1 

1 

6 

1 
1 

1 

1 

2 
4 

Large Legume indet~ 1 
Rosaceae thorns 1 
?Rosaceae frLtit 1 
PolygcnLtm avicLtlal-e agg. 
i='" pE·J.-':::.i C2u-i .Ol 

F'" CDrl\/Gl \:ul LiS 

HyoSC\/a:nus. r: i gel­
Veronica hederifolia 
E~tphrasia/Odontites 

c-F L-smi um sp. 
Gal i L~m ~PP ~ 
Sarnbucu;; n.i. ;;;:!~a 
Cit·- 31 um/Cat- dLiUs 

Ccrnpositae indEt. 
Eleoch~ris palustris/-

uniglumis 

G:-amineae indet. 

2 

1 

r ____ .__ 

.. ~: :L.' ;_ ~- ·-' 

' " ·:: 
·-' 

b l 
1 
·~ 
~:.:. 

.:: 
1 
1 .. ·, ·._. 

1 
i 

1 

10 
1 
~ 
~· i 1 
- b _:;, 1 



CEREALS 

Triticum dicoccum/ 
spelta spikelet forks 

T. diccccum/spelta 
glume b.:::..=:.es 

1 

Triticum sp. grains 1 
HordeLtm hLtlled grains 
Hordeum indet. grains 
Cereal indet~ grains 

WEEDS 

Ur-tica. dicica 
Galium sp. 
Eleocharis palu~tris/ 

Unl•:;JlUmlS 

i 

Tl~BLE B 
IRON AGE SAt·1PLES 

:29/ 124/ .124/ 124/ 
~~J 1 2 · .• ) 

1 ,., 

"' 
i 

1 1 1 

1 

1 

166 125/ 125/ 

2 
1 2 
1 2 

1 
3 i 

1 

7 
i 



TABLE C 
I F~DN fiGE S~1t~JPLES 

496/ 496,/ 
N end 

CEREI'\LS 
Triticum dicoccum/ 

spelta rachises 1 
T. dicoc~um/spelta 

spikelet forks 
T dicoccum/spelta 

1 

glume bases 6 
T. spelta/aestivum s.l. 

!;n-ains 1 
Tr· i ti cum sp.. gr ,:;ins 
Hordeum hulled grains 
!~ordeum indetd grai~s 8 
Cer23l indet~ grains 14 

Stellaria media type 1 
Chenopodium sp .. 
Trifolium spp. 
Vi ci a/Lathr·us-
Potent i ll a sp. 
cf Crat2equs s~J. 

F~o-;saceae thot-ns 
Polygonum persicaria 
P. J.apathifoliu.m,/ 

nodosum 
Gal i um ::.=-p. 

2 
6 

1 

2 

CompositaE ind2t. 1 
Eleocharis palLt~tri3/ 

uni,:;flumi::5 1 
Gramineae indet~ 
Ignota. 

1 
1 

2 
i 

2 

"7 . ..,:. 
"' 1 3/ -~ 

~ ,_, i 7 

~ 
~ 

4 1 3/ 1 5 1 / 1 '7•7 ..:...: / 1 40; 
2 4th 2 .::.. 

i 

1 1 

L 1 1 

< "·' L -~-

i 

1 

1 

1 l 

' i. '· 



TABLE D 
ROt·1ANC1--f;E IT ISH EAi"lF'LES 

CEREALS 
Tritict1m dicoccum/spelta 

spikelet forks 
T. dicoccum/spelta 

glume bas2s 
T. cf <.esti vo-compactum 
Tr1t1cum sp. grains 
Hordeum hulled grains 
Hordeum indet. grains 
Cereal indst. grains 

~1JEEDS 

Chenopodi urn sp. 
Medicago/Melilotus/ 

~~-·.E l ··r 
1 r 1 i o ... 1 ,_,m 

c·F Trifolium sp. 
Polygonum cf persicaria 
ur-tica dioicd 
Galium cf aparine 
Ga.l i um =-P ~ 
Eleocharis palustris/ 

uniglumis 
A .... /ena sp ~ 
Large Gramineae indet. 

131/2 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
8 

.3 

1 
1 
1 

2 

1.34/.'-:;: 

i 
1 

13Et/ 1 4i1./,L:i/2 412/4 

7 
1 
1 

4 1 

' • 

i 

i 

1 

' '· 



'o 0 - 1 ==~&~e~~s in one li~~e of seCiment 

0 
0 
0 

1.1- 5 

5.1-10 

10.1-25 

0 25.1+ 

I007o 

Triangular diagram showing the relative 

proportions of cereals, chaff and weeds. 

Each circle represents one sample. 
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