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INTRODUCfiON 

In the twenty years since Alan Saville's (1984) review of the Iron Age in Gloucestershire much has 
happened in Iron-Age archaeology, both in the region and beyond.1 Saville's paper marked an 
important point in Iron-Age studies in Gloucestershire and was matched by an increasing level of 
research both regionally and nationally. The mid 1980s saw a number of discussions of the Iron 
Age in the county, including those by Cunliffe (1984b) and Darvill (1987), whilst reviews were 
conducted for Avon (Burrow 1987) and Somerset (Cunliffe 1982) . At the same time significant 
advances and developments in British Iron-Age studies as a whole had a direct impact on how the 
period was viewed in the region. Richard Hingley's (1984) examination of the Iron-Age landscapes 
of Oxfordshire suggested a division between more integrated unenclosed communities in the 
Upper Thames Valley and isolated enclosure communities on the Cotswold uplands, arguing for 
very different social systems in the two areas. In contrast, Barry Cunliffe' s model ( 1984a; 1991 ), 
based on his work at Danebury, Hampshire, suggested a hierarchical Iron-Age society centred on 
hillforts directly influencing how hillforts and social organisation in the Cotswolds have been 
understood (Darvill1987; Saville 1984). Together these studies have set the agenda for how the 1st 
millennium BC in the region is regarded and their influence can be felt in more recent syntheses 
(e.g. Clarke 1993). 

Since 1984, however, our perception of Iron-Age societies has been radically altered. In 
particular, the role of hillforts as central places at the top of a hierarchical settlement pattern has 
been substantially challenged (Hill 1996). Despite developments in Iron-Age studies in and 
beyond the region, Saville's paper remains one of the few detailed reviews of the period for the 
county. Considering the past influence of such models on interpretation of the Iron Age in the 
county, it seems timely to review the new Iron-Age material now available and suggest to what 
extent long-held models of Iron-Age society in the region, such as those proposed by Saville 
(1984), Darvill (1987) and Marshall (1978), can now be reviewed or challenged. This review is 
based on a fuller discussion (Moore forthcoming) of the Iron Age in the wider region of the 
Severn-Cotswolds. It incorporates some information from sites beyond the county boundary in an 
attempt to avoid some of the dangers in conducting county-based surveys of prehistoric material 
(see Bradley 1988). 

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE SINCE 1984 

One of the most significant developments in archaeology since 1984 has been the implementation 
of Planning Policy Guidance note (PPG) 16. Although rescue archaeology took place prior to this 
date, it has only been since 1990 that such work has become a widespread pre-requisite of the 
planning process, leading to a marked increase in archaeological investigations and subsequent 
information. Figure 1 shows the number of archaeological investigations, including excavations, 
evaluations and geophysical surveys, producing Iron-Age material in the Severn-Cotswolds (Moore 
forthcoming). There has been a dramatic increase in Iron-Age sites examined since 1990, most as a 
result of PPG 16, with significant numbers in Gloucestershire. Subsequently, there is a range of 
new information on Iron-Age sites, although much of this work remains unpublished or is only 
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Fig. 1: Number of Iron Age sites investigated (by decade) from the Severn-Cotswolds. 

available in interim reports. To this material can be added publication of many investigations in 
adjoining counties which have important implications for our understanding of the Iron Age in 
Gloucestershire, for example Groundwell West near Swindon (Walker et al. 2001 ), Thorn well Farm 
near Chepstow (Hughes 1996), and various sites in southern Worcestershire (e.g. Edwards and 
Hurst 2000; Napthan et al. 1997). In addition to the wealth of new material provided by 
developer-funded archaeology a number of significant research projects have since come to 
fruition . These include the important excavations at Frocester (Price 2000), the first volume 
from Crickley Hill (Dixon 1994) and Conderton Camp (Thomas 2005). Recent reviews of the 
period in Warwickshire (e.g. Hingley 1989; 1996), Oxfordshire (Miles 1997) and the Welsh 
Marches (D. Jackson 1999; Wigley 2002) also allow the region to be placed in a wider context 
It should however be noted that at the present time more Iron-Age sites and information are 
coming to light. For many such sites only interim statements are currently available and questions 
over chronology and interpretation will undoubtedly change or require revision. Discussion of 
these sites therefore must be regarded as provisionaL However, the incorporation of this 
information remains important, particularly as much of it may significantly alter our perceptions 
of Iron-Age societies. 

One of the major impacts of PPG 16 on the archaeology of the 1st millennium BC has been to 
shift the geographic focus of archaeological investigation. Throughout the 20th century Iron-Age 
archaeology in the region was predominantly focused on hillforts, reflecting a wider perception of 
these as the focus of Iron-Age settlement and social organisation. Although this resulted in 
substantial research on these monuments (e.g. Champion 1976; Dixon 1976; 1994; Dunning 
1976; Hencken 1938) there was far less investigation of lowland sites and is reflected in Saville's 
limited discussion (1984, 149) of non-hillfort settlement Since 1990 the development of many 
areas of lowland Gloucestershire, for example around the city of Gloucester, and gravel extraction 
in the Upper Thames Valley have led to increased archaeological investigation in these areas. As a 
result we have a far better knowledge of non-hillfort settlement than in 1984. 
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CHRONOLOGY 

Traditionally the Iron Age has been divided in to three phases: early, middle and late (Cunliffe 
1991; Saville 1984). Recent reassessment of the chronological evidence suggests this model may 
not be entirely appropriate for the region and should be slightly revised (Moore forthcoming). 
However, the chronology of the 1st millennium BC is far from straightforward and in many 
instances variations in the adoption and use of material culture and settlement patterns alongside 
landscape differences mean that chronological boundaries are likely to vary from region to region 
and even site to site. 

Determining the transition from the Bronze Age to the Iron Age is more difficult than might 
first appear to be the case. Recent reviews suggest the late Bronze Age ended c.800 BC with an 
'earliest' Iron Age from 800 to 600 BC (Needham in press) although in terms of settlement 
architecture in the region there are seemingly many similarities between the two periods. Plain 
ware pottery at sites like Shorncote and, further south, Potterne (Wiltshire) suggests that those sites 
end around 9th-8th centuries BC (Lawson 2000; Morris 1994a) although late Bronze-Age/early 
Iron-Age finger-impressed pottery may have had a longer period of use than is often suggested, 
possibly even as late as the 5th century BC (Moore forthcoming). Whilst dating of metalwork 
(Needham in press) may provide more refinement and a clearer end to the Bronze Age, such dates 
may be less helpful in dating changes in settlement patterns. It is not the place of this paper to 
discuss the detailed arguments involved in these chronological debates and for this reason the 
settlement and landscape evidence of the late Bronze Age and early Iron Age will be discussed in 
relatively broad terms with possible areas of transition and change outlined. 

The dating of the transition from the early to the later Iron Age is also in need of modification. 
Assessment of radiocarbon dates associated with pottery of 'middle Iron-Age' form from the 
Severn-Cotswolds indicates the traditional date of c.400-450 BC for the transition may be too 
early and that a date around the mid 4th century BC is more realistic (Moore in press a) . Limited 
dating evidence suggests other aspects of settlement and material culture also changed in this 
period with the appearance of the smaller enclosed settlements, storage pits and new settlement 
types. To this we might also add the emergence of new hilltop enclosures and the apparent decline 
of earlier hillforts. All mark a potentially widespread change in society around the 4th century BC. 
This modification of the chronology reflects a redefining of the beginning of the middle Iron Age 
in other parts of southern Britain (e.g. Cunliffe 1995) . 

The period from the 4th century BC to the 1st century AD is referred to here as the 'later' Iron 
Age rather than the middle Iron Age, identifying the 'late' Iron Age only as a specific, cultural 
element of the 1st centuries BC and AD. The reason for this is the continued use of middle Iron
Age handmade pottery forms into the late 1st century AD in many areas of the county and the 
limited presence of traditionally late Iron-Age attributes, such as imports. For many communities 
in the county, the transition from 'middle Iron-Age' ways of life to a 'late Age' may not have been 
particularly apparent (and is therefore difficult to recognise archaeologically) with only certain 
communities/groups obtaining and using late Iron-Age material. The late Iron Age therefore was in 
many ways a cultural phenomenon restricted to only a selection of communities as much as a 
chronological shift. 
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SETILEMENT PATIERNS AND LANDSCAPES 

The Late Bronze Age and the Earlier Iron Age (c.10th-4th century BC) (Fig. 2) 

In general, the earlier 1st millennium BC is harder to recognise archaeologically than the later Iron 
Age. Recent investigations in advance of the upgrading of the A419/417 road, for example, 
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Fig. 2: Late Bronze-Age and early Iron-Age sites mentioned in the text. 
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produced no early Iron-Age or late Bronze-Age finds despite uncovering evidence of a number of 
later Iron-Age sites (Mudd et al. 1999). The reasons for this are likely to be varied, not least 
the nature of earlier 1st-millennium BC archaeology which appears to be made up of more 
ephemeral, less artefact-rich settlements, that are less susceptible to detection through traditional 
archaeological approaches (see Moore in press a). Additional problems are raised by the 
potentially long use of pottery types in the late Bronze Age-early Iron Age and difficulty in defining 
distinctly early Iron-Age material on some sites. The plateau in the radiocarbon calibration curve in 
this period creates further problems and entails that dates from early 1st-millennium BC sites are 
often relatively broad, spanning many centuries and making definition of occupation periods 
difficult, as was the case at Hucclecote discussed below. 

Until relatively recently our understanding of non-hillfort settlement evidence in the county 
was extremely poor. However, a number of recent excavations have produced sites of early 
1st-millennium BC date and, whilst we still do not have a great corpus, some observations can be 
made. The Upper Thames Valley has seen the greatest amount of excavation with large-scale 
stripping for gravel extraction enabling unenclosed settlements and late Bronze-Age/early Iron-Age 
landscapes to be examined. Unenclosed settlements of early Iron-Age date exist around Lechlade at 
Roughground Farm (Fig. 2, no. 3; Alien et al. 1993), Butler's Field (Fig. 2, no. 4; Boyle et al. 1998), 
Sherborne House (Bateman et al. 2003) and the Loders (Fig. 2, no. 5; Darvill et al. 1986), in many 
cases associated with pit alignments and ditches. These sites comprise single roundhouses (most 
commonly post-built) in landscapes of field systems (Fig. 3). This contrasts with the large spread of 
unenclosed late Bronze-Age roundhouses revealed at Shorncote (Fig. 2, no. 1; Hearne and Adam 
1999; Hearne and Heaton 1994) . Shorncote comprises around 26 houses representing either 
periodically shifting households, with only four or five houses contemporary (Hearne and Adam 
1999, 70), or a larger 'village' like agglomeration. If the latter is the case, there may be a divergence 
between larger agglomerations of households in the late Bronze Age (before c.BOO BC) and smaller 
settlements in the early Iron Age, potentially representing a shift from communal settlements to 
smaller (household scale?) settlements in the early Iron Age. 

In a number of areas the early Iron-Age landscapes of the Upper Thames Valley appear to have 
been divided up by pit alignments, with examples excavated at Ashton Keynes/Shorncote (Hey 
2000) and around Lechlade at Butler's Field (Boyle et al. 1998), Memorial Hall (Thomas and 
Holbrook 1998) and Roughground Farm (Alien et al. 1993). In some cases these pit alignments 
and other land boundaries combined to form larger landscape divisions, cutting off spurs in the 
river (Boyle et al. 1998). A similar use of pit alignments to divide up the gravel terraces and 
floodplains and delineate river bends has been noted both in the Upper Severn and north Avon 
Valleys (Wigley in press; Hingley 1996). Evidence from the Thames Valley suggests that in a 
number of cases linears were formed by ditches on higher ground and pit alignments in low-lying 
areas. One possibility is that pit alignments were used to define territories on the floodplains, 
where ditches were less necessary, perhaps allowing cattle to pass through common pasture and 
being intentionally designed to retain water (Rylatt and Bevan in press) . Overall, the picture is of a 
highly structured landscape in the Thames Valley in the early 1st millennium BC (Yates 1999). 

In the Severn Valley, excavation at Hucclecote has revealed post-built roundhouses in an 
unenclosed settlement, with radiocarbon dates ranging between the 8th and 4th centuries cal. BC 
(Fig. 2, no. 2; Thomas et al 2003, 30). In addition, there are fragmentary hints of early Iron-Age 
occupation at Frocester (Fig. 2, no. 6; Moore in press a; Price 2000), Saintbridge (Fig. 2, no. 7; 
Darvill and Timby 1986), Gloucester (Dunning 1933) and Dumbleton (Coleman and Hancocks 
forthcoming; Coleman et al. 2003). In the late Bronze Age it seems many areas of the valley were 
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Fig. 3: Late Bronze-Age and early Iron-Age roundhouses from Gloucestershire. A: Roughground Farm 
(after Alien et al. 1993}; B: Butler's Field (after Boyle et al. 1998}; C: Shorncote (after Hearne and Adam 1999}; 
D: Hucclecote (after Thomas et al. 2003}; E: Crickley Hill (after Dixon 1973}. 
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divided up by long linear ditches with an example from Frocester stretching for hundreds of metres 
across the gravel terraces (Price 2000 and pers. comm.); similar examples are known from south 
Worcestershire at ·Beckford (Britnell 1974) and Wyre Piddle (Napthan et al. 1997). Alongside evi
dence of increased alluvium in the Warwickshire Avon between 1300 and 600 BC (Shotton 1978) 
and maximum terrace clearance around Tewkesbury between 1200 and 800 BC (Brown 1982, 
102), the impression is of a relatively intensively farmed, predominantly pastoral, Severn Valley by 
the end of the Bronze Age. 

Although the evidence is limited, it seems likely that settlement in these landscapes was 
similar to that at Hucclecote and those in the Upper Thames Valley; predominantly unenclosed, 
post-built roundhouses located on the gravel terraces. Elsewhere in the Severn Valley, a late 
Bronze-Age burnt mound and early Iron-Age pottery have been recorded at Sandy Lane, Charlton 
Kings (Fig. 2, no. 8; Elsdon 1994; Leah and Young 2001 ). Such features have been suggested 
elsewhere as feasting areas or sweat huts (Barfield and Hodder 1987) and examples in the Thames 
Valley have been shown to be associated with unenclosed settlements (Brassier 2001). Sandy Lane 
may represent a similar situation. 

On the western side of the Severn our understanding of the early Iron Age is poorer. 
Excavations just beyond the county at Thornwell Farm (Hughes 1996) revealed early Iron-Age 
post-built roundhouses in an apparently unenclosed settlement, potentially suggesting a similar 
emphasis on unenclosed settlement here too. Further south, rectangular late Bronze-Age houses 
have been uncovered on the Gwent Levels at Redcliff (Bell et al. 2000). At Welshbury earthworks 
beneath the rampart have been suggested as representing a later Bronze-Age field system, possibly 
indicating the early 1st-millennium BC use of these landscapes (Fig. 2, no. 9; McOmish and Smith 
1996). These investigations stress not the lack of earlier 1st-millennium BC land use in this area 
but the variety and complexity of evidence that awaits discovery. 

Our knowledge of late Bronze-Age and early Iron-Age settlement on the Cotswolds still relies 
primarily on hilltop sites with limited knowledge of non-hillfort settlement. The large enclosures 
at Norbury (Fig. 2, no. 10; Saville 1983) and Bathampton (Wainwright 1967) are suggested as late 
Bronze Age or earliest Iron Age (Cunliffe 1991; Saville 1983) . To this group might be added the 
large enclosure at Nottingham Hill, which has produced late Bronze-Age metalwork (Fig. 2, no. 17; 
Hall and Gingell 1974), and Little Solsbury (Salisbury), which has produced finger-impressed 
pottery (Falconer and Adams Bryan 1935). The smaller enclosure at King's Weston, Bristol (Fig. 2, 
no. 11; Rahtz 1956), is of early Iron-Age date, and the associated, undated cross dyke, enclosing a 
larger area, may represent an earlier phase, similar to early 1st-millennium BC cross dykes in the 
Welsh Marches (Wigley 2002) . The large enclosures have been suggested as storage centres and the 
rectilinear structures from Norbury may be granaries. However, these buildings can be compared 
to domestic rectangular structures at Crickley suggesting some sites may have also had significant 
occupation (Moore 2003) . There has been some suggestion that these enclosures developed from 
late Bronze-Age unenclosed settlements, for instance at Bathampton (Marshall 1978; Wainwright 
1967), but the evidence is inconclusive. 

Probably contemporary with these larger enclosures were smaller hilltop sites, with potential 
examples beneath Stow-on-the-Wold (Fig. 2, no. 12; Parry 1999a), which has produced middle
late Bronze-Age ramparts, and Malmesbury (Wiltshire), where a radiocarbon date from the 
ramparts suggests a late Bronze-Age or early Iron-Age date. 2 Further investigation is clearly required 
but the possibility of more smaller hilltop enclosures in the county, similar to that at Rams Hill in 
Berkshire (Needham and Ambers 1994 ), should be considered. 
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Other early settlement on the Cotswolds consists of possibly unenclosed sites at Stables 
Quarry and Kings Beeches (Gray and Brewer 1904; RCHME 1976, 107). The Park at Guiting Power 
has also produced a radiocarbon date which may imply an early Iron-Age date (Marshall 1995) 
although other dating evidence suggests a later Iron-Age date. An ill-defined late Bronze-Age 
or early Iron-Age enclosure at Moreton-in-Marsh (Fig. 2, no. 19; Cotswold Archaeology 2004; 
see fig 10 in Darvill this volume) represents the only early enclosed settlement in the county and 
has some similarities with later Bronze-Age enclosures at Reading Business Park (Moore and 
Jennings 1992), examples from Dorset (Barrett et al. 1991, 209) and the early Iron-Age enclosure at 
Groundwell (Walker et al. 2001 ). Recent excavations of an apparently unenclosed early-middle 
Iron-Age settlement at Bourton-on-the-Water (Fig. 2, no. 13; Barber and Leah 1998; Nichols 1999; 
Piper and Catchpole 1996) in contrast emphasise the unenclosed nature of most non-hillfort 
settlement in the region. The location of the Bourton site reflects those in the Thames and Severn 
Valleys, situated on a gravel terrace above the floodplain of the river Windrush. 

Around the 8th-6th century BC a number of small hillforts appeared with pottery similar to 
Cunliffe's All Canning Cross style (Cunliffe 1991; Elsdon 1994) although the chronological 
sequence is far from clear-cut. These include the enclosures at Shenberrow (Fig. 2, no. 18; Fell 
1961), Cleeve Cloud, Crickley Hill (Fig. 2, no. 14; Dixon 1994) and Leckhampton (Fig. 2, no. 15; 
Champion 1976). More recently, early Iron-Age pottery has been recorded outside the ramparts at 
Burhill (Fig. 2, no. 16; Marshall 1989), indicating extramural settlement or an unenclosed 
settlement prior to the hillfort. The traditional model of larger, late Bronze-Age enclosures replaced 
by smaller, early Iron-Age hillforts still fits much of the evidence but assuming from similarity 
of morphology that many of the unexcavated hillforts are of the same date (Darvill 1987, 128) 
may be too simplistic. Examination of hillforts in Hampshire (e.g. Cunliffe 2000) and Berkshire 
(e.g. Gosden and Lock 1998) has indicated the variation and complex histories of these 
monuments and reinforces the notion that no simple model should be applied. Clearly, a similar 
campaign of investigation through geophysical surveys and limited excavation is required for the 
hillforts of the Cotswolds. 

Early Iron-Age Society 
To summarise, the evidence of earlier 1st-millennium BC settlement patterns in the county 
suggests non-hillfort settlement was predominantly unenclosed with generally little evidence for 
the kind of enclosed sites seen to the south at Groundwell West (Walker et al. 2001) and 
Longbridge Deverill (Hawkes 1994) . There appear to have been a variety of hilltop enclosures with 
possibly the smaller sites dating to the early Iron Age. 

We need to be cautious however as investigation strategies may have heavily influenced our 
knowledge of this period and in particular under-represented earlier 1st-millennium BC settlement. 
The suggestion that the Cotswolds themselves were not densely settled in the early Iron Age 
(Saville 1979) might be supported by current evidence but it more likely reflects a poverty of recent 
data as archaeological investigation has concentrated on the lowlands. Similarly, the lack of 
evidence for dense early Iron-Age settlement in the Severn Valley might imply some form of 
nucleation to hilltop sites in this period but evidence from the Thames Valley and recent 
discoveries at Hucclecote cautions against such an interpretation. It seems more likely that early 
Iron-Age settlement merely remains undetected. However, the evidence from some excavations of 
a lack of settlement (and possibly exploitation) on the heavy clay soils in the early Iron Age, after 
use in the Bronze Age as seen at Tewkesbury (Walker et al. 2004 ), should not be overlooked. 
The possibility that there was a short-lived nucleation of settlement to hillforts, like Crickley Hill, 
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in the early Iron Age, increasingly being postulated elsewhere (Haselgrove and Pope in press), 
should be explored. Current chronologies of the early 1st millennium BC clearly need to be refined 
in order to do this. 

The Later Iron Age (4th century BC-lst century AD) (Fig. 4) 

Through excavation, cropmarks and fieldwalking we now have a picture of a densely settled region 
in the later Iron Age. Small, household-sized enclosures (less than 1 ha in area) , usually rectilinear 
in shape, became increasingly common and are found throughout the region, particularly on the 
north Cotswolds and in the Severn Valley (Fig. 5; e.g. Marshall2001 ). A number of such enclosures 
have seen investigation most extensively at Frocester (Fig. 4, no. 1; Price 2000), Birdlip (Fig. 4, no. 
2; Parry 1998a), Guiting Power (Fig. 4, no. 3; Saville 1979), The Bowsings (Fig. 4, no. 4; Marshall 
1995) and Preston (Fig. 4, no. 9; Mudd et al. 1999), whilst other forms of enclosure are known 
from Highgate and Ermin Farm (Fig. 4, no. 32; ibid.). Dating evidence from these sites and 
comparison with similar enclosures in southern Worcestershire (Moore in press a) suggest they 
appeared from the 4th century BC onward with many occupied into the 1st century AD, some such 
as Frocester continuing into the Roman period. In some areas these enclosures appear to form 
distinct clusters, for example near Birdlip and in the Temple Guiting area, stressing that many of 
them were part of larger communities or that they occasionally shifted across the landscape 
(Moore forthcoming) rather than the isolated communities envisaged by Hingley (1984). 

The evidence from the Upper Thames Valley also indicates a densely settled and intensively 
farmed landscape predominantly comprising unenclosed settlements known from cropmarks 
(Hingley and Miles 1984). Excavated examples include Cleveland Farm, Ashton Keynes (Coe et al. 
1991); Warrens Field-Claydon Pike (Fig. 4, no. 7; Anon. 2005; Hingley and Miles 1984); Stubbs 
Farm, Kempsford (Cromarty et al. n.d.); and Thornhill Farm, Fairford (Fig. 4, no. 8; Jennings et al. 
2004; Palmer and Hey 1989). Even on these unenclosed sites there appears to have been an 
emphasis on bounding the household community with large, visibly impressive enclosure ditches 
around a number of houses, for example at Claydon Pike and Thornhill Farm (Alien et al. 1984; 
Anon. 2005; Hingley and Miles 1984) (Fig. GB and A) . Excavations and cropmarks around Preston 
have also revealed segmented boundary ditches associated with a polygonal enclosure dating to 
the 4th-2nd centuries BC, one of which forms a long boundary feature possibly using Bronze-Age 
barrows as landscape markers (Mudd et al. 1999, 40) . These segmented ditches appear peculiar to 
the region and seem to form enclosures further south at Shorncote (Brassier et al. 2002) (Fig. 6D) 
and around Lechlade (Bateman et al. 2003; Boyle et al. 1998). The role of these ditches is unclear, 
some replacing earlier pit alignments, and they may mark changing agricultural needs but also 
reflect the increasing emphasis on enclosure in the later Iron Age. 

Our knowledge of settlement patterns in the Severn Valley has developed considerably since 
1984 through widespread but small-scale investigations. This is particularly true to the north of the 
county around Bredon Hill, with later Iron-Age pottery and features recorded at Dumbleton 
(Coleman and Hancocks forthcoming; Coleman et al. 2003; Marshall 1990b; Saville 1984), 
Alstone (Cox 1985), Wormington Grange, Stanton (Marshall 1990b ), and Aston Somerville (Brett 
and Coleman 2000). Elsewhere, agglomerated settlements of smaller enclosures and trackways 
exist at Hailes-Stanway, which has yielded later Iron-Age pottery (Clifford 1944; Webster and 
Hobley 1964), and dense clusters of probably later Iron-Age enclosures exist at Broadway 
(Worcestershire) (Moore forthcoming; Smith 1946). Alongside cropmark evidence and excava
tions elsewhere in this area (e.g. Dinn and Evans 1990; Webster and Hobley 1964) the evidence 
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Fig. 4: Later Iron-Age sites mentioned in the text. 

indicates a densely occupied landscape by the later Iron Age and a picture of enclosures integrated 
into complex field systems made up of field boundaries, trackways and pit alignments. 

Settlement further south in the Severn Valley may have been similar but the evidence is not 
as widespread. Frocester (Price 2000) indicates the type of settlement which may have been 
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Fig. 5: Later Iron-Age enclosures known from excavation and cropmarks. 
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Fig. 6: Later Iron Age 'enclosed' roundhouses. A: Thomhill (after Jennings et al. 2004); B: Claydon Pike (after 
Alien et al. 1984); C: Salmonsbury (after Dunning 1976); D: Shomcote 1997-8 (after Brossler et al. 2002); 
E: Claydon Pike (after Alien et al. 1984) . 

common; a single ditched enclosure later embellished with multiple ditches, possibly representing 
the increasing status of the inhabitants. Other possible Iron-Age enclosures exist at Longford near 
Gloucester (Moore forthcoming) with examples of roundhouses within smaller enclosures at 
Abbeymead (Fig. 4, no. 11; Atkin 1987) and a less well defined spreading, later Iron-Age, 
settlement at Gilder's Paddock (Fig. 4, no. 10; Parry 1999b ). The overall impression is that later 
Iron-Age occupation was as dense in this area as that around Bredon Hill. 

From the 4th/3rd century BC we also see expansion into areas of the landscape that had 
previously been under utilised. Throughout the region the wet marshy landscapes of the Avon, 
Gwent and Somerset Levels saw increasing activity in the later Iron Age with evidence of more 
permanent settlement not seen previously. Excavations at Hall en (Fig. 4, no. 12; Gardiner et al. 2002) 
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have revealed an unenclosed, probably permanently occupied, but short-lived, settlement in the 
Avon Levels dating to the 3rd/2nd century BC, matching the appearance of the lake villages at 
Glastonbury and Meare in the Somerset Levels (Coles 1987; Coles and Minnit 1995). It seems likely 
that the Avon Levels were utilised in early periods, with evidence for example of late Bronze-Age 
trackways from the Somerset, Gwent and Avon Levels, but that occupation was predominantly 
seasonal (Bell et al. 2000; Gardiner et al. 2002, 22; Locock 2001). The reasons for an expansion into 
these previously marginal areas in the later Iron Age are not entirely clear but it almost undoubtedly 
marks a population increase and possibly the development of specialised, industrial or farming 
communities as seen at Glastonbury (Coles and Minnit 1995) . 

Our knowledge of other later Iron-Age settlement in the Bristol area is limited. Excavations 
have revealed a conjoined enclosure at Cribb's Causeway apparently located in a field system 
(Fig. 4, no. 13; King 1998) which may indicate the types of settlement that existed in this area. In 
form it appears somewhat similar to sites like Abbeymead and may represent an agglomeration of 
enclosures fulfilling a variety of functions but a lack of publication makes it difficult to comment 
further. Elsewhere, possible evidence for later Iron-Age activity has been found in the form of 
residual pottery at Inns Court (R. Jackson 1999) and Lawrence Weston (Fig. 4, no. 20; Boore 1999) 
with stray finds from elsewhere in the city (Portway-Dobson 1933; Tratman 1946) but with little 
indication of the nature of occupation in these areas. 

The later Iron Age also sees the appearance of new hilltop enclosures after some of the early 
sites are abandoned, some possibly violently. Crickley Hill was abandoned by the 5th century BC 
after a final act of destruction (Dixon 1994, 107, 220) with Leckhampton also seemingly finally 
burnt. Around the 4th century BC new hilltop sites emerged at Uley Bury (Fig. 4, no. 14; Saville 
1983), Bredon Hill (Hencken 1938) and Conderton, possibly in the 5th or 4th century BC 
(Thomas 2005). It seems likely that a number of other elaborate hillforts were also occupied at this 
time, including Painswick (Fig. 4, no. 17) and Beckbury. Stray pottery finds from Oxenton Hill 
indicate later, and possibly some early, Iron-Age activity (Fig. 4, no. 16; Watson 2002). In general, 
few hillforts seem to display evidence of the continuity from the early to later Iron Age seen at 
some sites in Wessex, possibly implying a major realignment of social systems around this time. In 
southern Gloucestershire, hillforts occupied in this period occur at Stokeleigh (Fig. 4, no. 18; 
Haldane 1975) and Blaise Castle (Fig. 4, no. 19; Rahtz and Clevedon-Brown 1959) although little 
can be said about the nature of occupation. Of the many hillforts known on the west side of the 
Severn in the Forest of Dean few have seen investigation although excavation at Lydney indicates 
occupation in the later Iron Age (Fig. 4, no. 15; Wheeler and Wheeler 1932) . Earthwork survey at 
Welshbury (McOmish and Smith 1996) suggests some affinity with the smaller, elaborate later 
Iron-Age enclosures to the west in Wales. This may indicate a somewhat different social 
organisation in this area with smaller communities placing greater emphasis on defining their 
social space in elaborate enclosures. 

Later Iron-Age Society 
The belief that hillforts acted as the top of a settlement and social hierarchy in the middle Iron Age 
(Saville 1984, 147) has been widely critiqued elsewhere in Britain (e.g. Hill 1996) . The evidence 
from Gloucestershire is in many ways too patchy to lend much to the debate. However, Elaine 
Morris's (1994b) assessment of the distribution of Malvern pottery in the region suggests there was 
no distinction between hillfort and non-hillforts in the amounts of decorated wares consumed. 
This may imply there was no social distinction between these communities, thereby possibly 
concurring with Hill's argument (1996) that Wessex hillforts have less evidence for social and 
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economic differences or occupation by elites than non-hillfort settlements. The evidence from Uley 
Bury may support this; there the smaller enclosures inside the hillfort might suggest it performed a 
similar role to the larger unenclosed settlement as an agglomeration of settlement. On Bredon Hill 
it appears at least two 'hillforts' were contemporary with one another and with the field systems in 
the valley but there is no evidence that they controlled or dominated the lowland communities. 
The size and features of Conderton Camp suggest that some communities in the smaller hilltop 
enclosures were not vastly different from those in the valley, such as Frocester, and were not 
necessarily of any higher status. The evidence from excavated hillforts in the county suggests that 
they served a variety of functions varying from site to site and over time and generalisations about 
these monuments are unhelpful. 

A major change in the nature of settlement and landscape organisation between the earlier 
and later Iron Ages appears to be marked by the increasing 'enclosure' of smaller communities. 
The appearance of enclosures across the landscape suggests that household-sized communities felt 
the need from the 4th century BC onward to demarcate their social space more overtly. This is seen 
not just at widespread small, enclosed settlements but also at sites like Claydon Pike where 
roundhouses are increasingly demarcated by large enclosure ditches. The size of ditches 
encompassing particular houses, such as the example from Claydon Pike (Fig. GB), implies 
these are unlikely to be for drainage alone. The lack of such ditches at other houses near by and 
around early Iron Age houses in the Thames Valley suggests these ditches are as much about 
demarcating social space as about functional considerations. In addition, the presence of smaller 
enclosures within the hillfort at Uley Bury not only signifies dense settlement (Saville 1984, 147) 
but also the need to define social spaces even within these larger enclosures. Evidence from 
Frocester also indicates that later Iron-Age communities were placing more emphasis on defining 
their place in the landscape. Around the 4th century BC the enclosure was built over a junction 
between late Bronze-Age and early Iron-Age land boundaries. This appears to represent an existing 
community, which may have been unenclosed, marking itself more prominently in the landscape 
and perhaps making a more overt claim to the land by positioning itself on this important node in 
the earlier field system (Moore in press a) . 

The increasing emphasis on defining household communities may relate to an increasing 
population in the later Iron Age and the subsequent need to mark landownership and boundaries 
more overtly than was required previously. With increasing population and possibly the 
emergence of larger social units, there was a greater need for communities to mark their 
permanence, sense of place and ownership of the landscape. Hingley ( 1984) has claimed in his 
assessment of Iron-Age Oxfordshire that the development of enclosure boundaries around sites on 
the Cotswolds marked their social and economic isolation from each other. The picture from 
much of the Cotswolds and the Severn Valley in contrast suggests in these areas many enclosures 
clustered in large communities integrated into wider field systems (Moore forthcoming). Far from 
being isolated, these communities were probably part of an intensively settled and heavily 
negotiated landscape and part of much wider social networks and communities. 

The Late Iron Age: Land of the Dobunni? (1st century BC-lst century AD) 

It seems increasingly clear that the division between the Middle and Late Iron Age cannot be 
defined as a clear-cut boundary. The continued use of essentially 'middle Iron-Age', handmade 
pottery forms as late as the 1st century AD suggests there was not a widespread, single 
chronological or cultural shift. 3 In many cases only certain communities adopted, or had access to, 
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late Iron-Age wheel-thrown wares or imported material. In some cases the lack of chronological 
refinement caused by these pottery forms may suggest that some sites argued as being 'middle Iron 
Age' continued into the 1st century AD (Moore in press b) but merely do not have late Iron-Age 
pottery. In addition, the presence of late Iron-Age pottery forms (previously frequently referred to 
as 'Belgic') does not just indicate late Iron-Age activity but signifies the adoption or consumption 
of new food stuffs and new eating habits, as platters and cups appear, marking a radical change 
from 'middle' Iron-Age ways of life. There is also increasing evidence that early Severn Valley wares 
were in use prior to the conquest (Timby 1990; 1999a and b) with important implications for the 
dating of a number of late Iron-Age sites. These changes in pottery therefore should be considered 
as marking changes in eating habits, food consumption, exchange systems and social relations as 
much as reflecting a new chronological phase. 

The late Iron Age sees major changes in settlement patterns. There appears to be a general 
abandonment of hillforts between the 2nd and 1st century BC, with Conderton Camp, for 
example, abandoned in the 2nd century and little evidence for late Iron-Age activity at Uley Bury. 
In some instances this may merely denote a lack of pottery finds resulting from the small nature of 
some investigations (e.g. Uley Bury). Elsewhere, small-scale excavations at Symonds Yat revealed 
late Iron-Age pottery (Fig. 4, no. 24; Parry 1994) and there is some evidence for limited late Iron
Age re-use of Crickley Hill (Dixon 1994, 194) indicating activity on some hillforts in the county in 
the 1st century AD. Such evidence may represent a variety of types of activity, with small-scale re
occupation possible at some hillforts, or mark early Roman use, possibly even temples similar to 
that seen at Uley-West Hill (Woodward and Leach 1993). It is perhaps misleading to argue that 
Ditches represents continued occupation of a 'hillfort' (Cunliffe 2005); the enclosure has a distinct 
morphology and its chronology cannot be pushed much earlier than the 1st century BC. 

The abandonment of some hillforts does not appear to be matched necessarily by changes 
elsewhere. Some field systems show signs of continuity into the late Iron Age, for example around 
Dumbleton, with early Severn Valley wares present and possible re-cutting of later Iron-Age 
trackways and ditches (e.g. Coleman et al. 2003; Coleman and Hancocks forthcoming). Others at 
Aston Mill (Worcestershire) may be abandoned or reconfigured (Dinn and Evans 1990) . Some 
enclosures in this area, such as those at Beckford appear to have been occupied in the 1st century 
AD (Oswald 1974; Jan Wills pers. comm.) whilst others appear to have been abandoned. Evidence 
from Tewkesbury indicates the appearance of a possible enclosure, probably in the early 1st century 
AD (Hannan 1993), with other enclosures like that at Bushley Green also possibly appearing 
around this time (Moore-Scott 1997) . Further south, Frocester continued to be occupied, 
presumably with its associated land organisation, into the Romano-British period. At Birdlip, the 
enclosure appears to have shifted slightly and there may have been a short hiatus between middle 
Iron-Age and 1st-century AD occupation (Parry 1998a). At the Bowsings the enclosure appears to 
have been abandoned at some point in the 1st century AD (Marshal! 1995), although it is unclear if 
the inhabitants moved to a new settlement nearby for there is certainly Roman material from the 
vicinity. The indication is that some communities moved around the landscape but stayed generally 
in the same location with perhaps a strong sense of landownership. Overall, the picture may be 
varied with some reorganisation of the landscape and changes in settlement in the 1st century BC/ 
AD in certain areas whilst they continued relatively unchanged in others. 

Emergence of 'Oppida' 
The most dramatic development of the late Iron Age is the appearance of a range of new 
monuments, the so-called 'oppida'. Salmonsbury, apparently the earliest of these new sites, was 
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probably occupied as early as the 1st century BC and continued into the 1st century AD (Fig. 4, no. 
23; Haselgrove 1997, 61 ). It consists of a low-lying, large enclosure encompassing some 23 ha with 
antenna ditches marking possible stock corralling areas. The enclosure was intensively occupied; it 
included conjoined roundhouses and smaller enclosures (see Fig. 6C; Dunning 1976).4 The 
intensive occupation is similar to Dyke Hills in Oxfordshire (Cunliffe 2005, 403) and Uley Bury 
and suggests that Salmonsbury was a focus of occupation and permanent settlement. It might even 
represent the kind of nucleation of communities into one larger enclosure seen on a number of 
sites in northern France around this time (Moore forthcoming). 

Bagendon represents the most impressive of the late Iron-Age sites. A large dyke system 
encompassed an area of between 80 and 200 ha and represents a 'territorial oppidum' similar to 
those at Colchester and Verulamium (Fig. 4, no. 21; Cunliffe 2005, 191). Bagendon was con
structed somewhat later than Salmonsbury; the dyke system was dug probably in the 1st century 
AD with a flourish of activity in the immediate post-conquest period. Although there appears to 
have been activity at the site in the early-mid 1st century AD suggestions that the site is entirely 
post-conquest (Swan 1975) seem unlikely. The nearby enclosure at Ditches emerged first in the 
2nd or 1st century BC (Fig. 4, no. 22; Trow 1988) and together the Bagendon dyke system and 
Ditches enclosure represent part of a wider complex (Fig. 7) . Only limited investigation has taken 
place in the interior (Clifford 1961; Trow 1982; Trow et al. forthcoming b) and has revealed an 
industrial area at the entrance including coin minting. Both sites indicate high-status occupation in 
the early 1st century AD, with imported Gallo-Belgic and samian pottery. The subsequent building 
of an exceptionally early villa at Ditches in the late 1st century AD (Trow et al. forthcoming a) 
further indicates the inhabitants' high status and rapid adoption of Romanized lifestyles. The 
excavation of contemporary sites at Middle Duntisbourne and Duntisbourne Abbots (Fig. 4, nos. 
25 and 26; Mudd et al. 1999) and recent finds oflate Iron-Age pottery near Stratton (Fig. 4, no. 27; 
Wymark 2003) reveal a cluster of possibly similar sites in this area representing a focus of high
status late Iron-Age communities engaged in exchange with the kingdoms and oppida of South
East England. 

The role of the Bagendon complex is not entirely understood. Claiming sites like Bagendon as 
'urban' (Cunliffe 1991, 173) is clearly incorrect as most of the interior appears not to have been 
intensively occupied. Instead the evidence represents a more scattered set of activities rather than 
one single centre. The apparent high-status nature of the finds from the site has led it to be 
variously regarded as a royal centre or 'park' (Darvill 1987, 168; Reece 1990, 27). However, it 
seems likely that Bagendon performed a variety of roles as well as possibly being the centre for new 
elites. Its focus around a low-lying well watered valley is similar to other sites in Britain, such 
as Verulamium and Stanwick (Haselgrove 1995), and might suggest, as seems to be the case 
elsewhere, that it acted as a ritual place. Coinage deposition at wet locations was a common feature 
of many such sites in the late Iron Age. The location of Bagendon around a valley and the presence 
of large antenna ditches at sites like Ditches and Salmonsbury also indicate an emphasis on 
controlling stock, probably cattle or horses. It has been suggested that horses in particular were 
valuable commodities in the late Iron Age (Creighton 2000) and the apparent importance of stock 
corralling may explain the importance of horse imagery on 'Dobunnic' coinage. 

A common feature of Bagendon and Salmonsbury fundamental to their development is their 
location on route nodes; Salmonsbury on the confluence of the Windrush and Dikler and 
Bagendon on the river Churn. Both are also located on the interface of topographic zones; between 
the 'upland' Cotswolds and the Thames Valley and between potentially different 'cultural' and 
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Fig. 7: Bagendon complex. A: 'Industrial' area (1956 and 1980 excavations: Clifford 1961; Trow 1982); 
B: Ditches enclosure; C: Duntisboume Grove; D: Middle Duntisboume. 

economic zones. These sites may to some extent have acted as emporia between the more 
'Romanised' kingdoms of the South-East and the Iron-Age communities to the west. 

The variety of ditches and banks at Minchinhampton have also been argued as representing a 
late Iron-Age territorial oppidum (Fig. 4, no. 29; Clifford 1937; RCHME 1976) . Parry (1996) 
instead argues convincingly that many of the earthworks are of medieval date, probably wood 
enclosure boundaries. The presence of late Iron-Age/early Roman settlement in the Minchin
hampton and Rodborough area does seem likely however on the basis of finds of late Iron-Age 
metalwork and pottery (Clifford 1937; Parry 1996). The rectilinear enclosure has recently been 
argued to be late Iron Age (Fig. 4, no. 28; Ecclestone 2004) whilst some of the banks and ditches at 
Minchinhampton probably represent elements of a later prehistoric field system. 

These may not be the only such sites to appear in the late Iron Age. There is some suggestion 
that some of the large complexes of banjo-shaped enclosures known through cropmarks across the 
eastern Cotswolds may have served similar roles. Their form also appears to indicate an emphasis 
on controlling and corralling livestock. Such complexes occur at Ash ton Keynes, Eastleach Turville, 
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Bamsley and Northleach-Broadfield, all of which possess a variety of enclosures and trackways 
(Darvill and Hingley 1982; Moore forthcoming). At Northleach (Fig. 4, no. 30) a number of banjo 
enclosures cluster with other enclosures and linear ditches, the similarities between them 
suggesting they form a larger settlement unit. The clustering of banjo and other enclosures on the 
interface between the Cotswold uplands and Upper Thames Valley perhaps indicates either a 
cultural restriction or a particular subsistence role. There has been no investigation of these 
enclosure complexes and they require further fieldwork. They have affinities with similar 
complexes in Dorset (Barrett et al. 1991) and Hampshire (Comey 1989) which have produced 
late Iron-Age pottery and coinage. The possible presence of a banjo-shaped enclosure within 
the dyke system at Bagendon may further suggest a similarity between these complexes and 
late Iron-Age sites such as the Ditches-Bagendon complex. Other enclosures which may also be 
of late Iron-Age date include that at Frampton Mansell which has yielded both Dobunnic and 
Corisolite coins (de Jersey 1994; 1997; RCHME 1976) . 

Some of these late Iron-Age enclosures saw the development of early Roman villas. Examples 
include Ditches (Trow 1988; Trow et al. forthcoming a) and possibly Waltham near Whittington 
(Hirst n.d.), and cropmark evidence suggests a number of the banjo enclosures have a similar 
relationship. A banjo enclosure in Rodmarton (Darvill and Locke 1988), for example, appears to 
be situated in the vicinity of Hocberry villa. The latter was partly excavated in the 19th century and 
may have produced early imported pottery potentially indicative of late Iron-Age and early Roman 
activity (Clifford 1961, 211) . A similar relationship between early Roman villas and late Iron-Age 
complexes has been noted in Dorset and Hampshire (Comey 2002) further supporting the 
impression that many of these enclosures represent high-status, late Iron-Age communities that 
rapidly adopted Roman lifestyles. 

A range of evidence for later Iron-Age activity is known from the Gloucester area at Kingsholm 
(Hurst 2005; Timby 1999b ), Hucclecote (Clifford 1933; Sermon 1998), Churchdown (Fig. 4, no. 
31 ; Hurst 1977), possibly Bamwood (Clifford 1930), Abbeymead and Saintbridge (Atkin 1987). 
There has been a suggestion that the material from Kingsholm indicates the existence of a pre
Roman centre prior to the fortress, perhaps helping to explain its location, and there is an 
indication that some late Iron-Age occupation may have been of high status, for example the 
possible currency bars from Hucclecote (Sermon 1997). However, the variety of evidence and its 
wide distribution suggest instead a range of Iron-Age settlement existing in the area when the 
Roman fortress at Kingsholm was constructed and the sites at Abbeymead and Saintbridge appear 
to be no more than farmsteads. 

Coinage 
It is in the late Iron Age that we see the emergence of coinage in the region. Occasional Gallo-Belgic 
coins are known from the county, for example at Uley Bury, and Potin coins from The Park, 
Guiting Power (Fig. 4, no. 6; Marshall 1990a), and Shipton Oliffe (Timby 1998) date to the 2nd 
century BC. By the 1st century BC/AD we see the emergence of so-called 'Dobunnic' coinage 
(Van Arsdell 1994) which was exchanged over a wide area centred on Gloucestershire. The 
Portable Antiquities Scheme has added an increasing number of find spots from the region in 
recent years (Cunliffe 2005, 190; de Jersey 1994 ). It has been argued this coinage was minted by 
new kings that emerged in the latest Iron Age at centres like Bagendon. Some issues have the 
names of individuals and there is evidence of coin minting at Bagendon and Ditches. However, a 
possible coin mould from Wycomb (Fig. 4, no. 33; Timby 1998) makes the picture potentially 
more complicated, indicating that coin minting may also have taken place at other locations. 
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Defining this coinage as 'tribal' is also problematic. There is somewhat a circular argument in 
defining Dobunnic coinage as 'Dobunnic' on the basis of its occurrence in Dobunnic territory and 
then defining that territory as Dobunnic on the basis of coin finds (Moore and Reece 2001 ). In 
addition, the majority of coin finds from the wider region do not come from late Iron-Age sites or 
pre-conquest contexts but instead from Roman contexts, a large number from temples which 
cannot be securely dated prior to the conquest, such as Bath (Moore forthcoming) . It seems 
increasingly likely that the majority of these coins were deposited after the Roman conquest and 
their deposition reflects their use in the early Roman period rather than necessarily reflecting Iron
Age practices. It is also increasingly clear that late Iron-Age coinage was used in expressing a range 
of social obligations and in religious contexts (e.g. Creighton 2000) and that its distribution does 
not necessarily reflect ethnicity but a range of social ties and ritual relationships. It is hoped that 
current studies of the archaeological context of Dobunnic coinage will reveal more about the roles 
and relationships of coinage in the late Iron Age and early Roman period (Haselgrove et al 
forthcoming). 

Social Organisation in the Latest Iron Age 
The appearance of the Bagendon complex has been argued as marking the emergence of an elite, 
tribal capital in the late Iron Age (Cunliffe 1991, 173; Millett 1990, 26). However, the nature of 
activity at Bagendon and its location in the landscape suggest the picture was more complex. One 
of the most striking aspects of the Bagedon complex is the limited evidence of early or middle Iron
Age activity at its sites or in the surrounding area, possibly implying a somewhat limited level of 
occupation in the centuries preceding the 1st century AD. All of the sites in the complex date little 
earlier than the mid 1st century BC, with Bagendon and the Duntisbourne sites no earlier than the 
1st century AD. In addition, despite apparently favourable cropmark conditions, the number of 
enclosures in the immediate vicinity of Bagendon is less than in many areas on the Cotswolds. 
Bagendon, therefore, may have emerged in a landscape not occupied by the dense clusters of later 
Iron-Age settlement discussed above. This is not to argue that later Iron-Age settlements did not 
exist nearby or that this area of the landscape was completely unutilised, but that the intensity of 
land use now apparent for other areas is not evident. This may suggest that the complex was 
deliberately constructed in an area where previous settlement density was low, at least compared to 
parts of the northern Cotswolds, the Lower Severn, the northern part of the Avon Valley and the 
Upper Thames. Such areas were not necessarily 'empty' in the preceding centuries, but potentially 
had other functions, perhaps, for example, used seasonally or for ritual purposes. 

The emergence of 'oppida' in areas where earlier activity and settlement is less apparent is not 
restricted to the county and has been suggested for other British oppida, such as Verulamium in 
Hertfordshire (Haselgrove and Millett 1997; Hill 1995a). The reasons for this expansion into new 
areas may represent the emergence of new groups in areas away from existing social groups. This 
might be the case in the county with Bagendon emerging discreet from the dense settlement in the 
Severn and Thames Valleys and north Cotswolds. It might also be significant that Bagendon is 
located on the fringes of the exchange networks of regional potteries from the Malverns (Fig. 8). It 
is possible that Bagendon was located away from existing social groups to act as a meeting place 
and centre of exchange beyond existing social networks, as has been suggested for the lake villages 
(Moore in press b; Sharples 1991). This may mark the emergence of a new elite, constructing a 
centre away from existing power centres, or represent a new community developing away from the 
constraints of existing social systems and landscapes. Seeing Bagendon in this way has major 
implications for our understanding of the nature of tribal identity in the region in the late Iron Age. 
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It is increasingly difficult to see the existence of a unified tribal entity known as the Dobunni. 
Instead, the peripheral location of Bagendon from communities to the west and the increasing 
evidence for fragmented ideas of identity, seen for example in the varied burial rites of the late Iron 
Age, may suggest a complex society where power was far more fluid than we have previously 
imagined. 

PRODUCTION, EXCHANGE AND IDENTITY 

Our knowledge of Iron-Age production and exchange in the region has increased markedly since 
1984. This informs us not just about technology and subsistence patterns but also about changes 
in social organisation and community relationships in the 1st millennium BC. Pottery production 
appears to have been predominantly local in the early 1st millennium BC with the fabric of pottery 
from the late Bronze-Age site at Shorncote, for example, indicating the use of temper from the 
immediate vicinity (Morris 1994b ). 5 From the 4th century BC onwards, radical changes take place 
with the increasing importance of regional potteries produced from fabrics in the Malvern Hills 
area (Morris 1983; 1994b; Peacock 1968) and near Martley (Worcestershire) (Morris 1983) to the 
north of the county and in areas of the Mendips to the south (Peacock 1969). Between the 4th 
century BC and the 1st century AD this material was exchanged as far as 40 km from these sources 
(Fig. 8). During the later Iron Age Malvern wares in particular became an increasingly important 
component of pottery assemblages, with an increasing dominance of regional over locally 
manufactured pottery at sites such as Birdlip and Gilder's Paddock (Hancocks 1999; Parry 1998b) 
matched by similar sites in southern Worcestershire. Glastonbury ware pottery was predominantly 
exchanged to the south of the county but examples have been found in Gloucestershire at Hallen 
(Laidlaw 2002) and as far north as Abbeymead, Gloucester, the distribution suggesting occasional 
exchange of this material via the river Severn (Fig. 8). The increasing emphasis on Malvern pottery 
in many assemblages over the later Iron Age and its continued use in the early Roman period may 
indicate the emergence of more specialised communities (or locations) focused perhaps on 
particular industries such as pottery. 

Recent work on quem stones in the county also indicates that particular sources dominated 
by the later Iron Age and were exchanged over long distances (Fig. 9) . Fiona Roe has demonstrated 
that querns from May Hill were traded at sites as far away as the Thames Valley (cf. Moo re 
forthcoming; e.g. Roe 1999) . The increasing focus on pottery from the Malvern area and querns 
from May Hill suggests consumption and production were closely related to highly visible, 
impressive landscape features in the region. The potential importance of these hills suggests the 
obtaining of these materials and their use by Iron-Age communities related to symbolic properties 
in addition to any perceived functional benefits (Moore in press b). In addition, the use of these 
materials indicates greater social and economic relationships between communities in the Severn 
Valley and north Cotswolds as pottery and other material goods were exchanged and groups 
negotiated over land rights in these densely occupied landscapes. As noted above, it must surely be 
significant that Bagendon emerges on the edge of these distribution networks and on the periphery 
of such social and economic ties. 

In the early and later Iron Age salt containers (briquetage) from Droitwich and rarer examples 
from Cheshire were exchanged over increasingly long distances and occur at a number of Iron-Age 
sites in the county (Fig. 10; Morris 1985; 1994b ). Their distribution again stresses the role of the 
Severn in long-distance exchange. Currency bars found at a number of sites in the county and 
beyond (e.g. Uley Bury and Ditches: Hingley 1990) also indicate the importance by the later Iron 
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Fig. 8: Distribution of Malvern and Glastonbury ware pottery. 
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Age of the exchange of iron, much of it probably produced in the Forest of Dean. Unfortunately, 
we still know remarkably little about pre-Roman iron production in the Forest despite work on 
Roman manufacturing sites, although it was clearly a major centre of iron production that was 
quickly taken over by the Romans (Jackson forthcoming; Waiters 1992). There is evidence for iron 
working from a number of sites in the county, including Uley Bury, Preston, Frocester, 
Duntisboume Grove, Ditches and Bagendon. Bronze working is also known from Ditches, 
Bagendon, Frocester and Uley Bury.6 The range of sites, enhanced by more examples from beyond 
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Fig. 9: Distribution of May Hill querns. 
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the county (Moore forthcoming), supports evidence from elsewhere in southern Britain that local 
metal working was undertaken on a range of sites and not restricted to hillforts. 

Occasional rare finds in the county also hint at the existence of longer-distance exchange using 
the Severn Estuary to reach wider Atlantic trade networks. The figurine from Aust appears to have 
Iberian parallels (Cunliffe 2005, 474) and, despite its provenance being questioned (Stead 1984), 
the possibility that exotic finds like it represent a more widespread west coast sea-borne exchange 
has been suggested elsewhere (Matthews 1999) . In addition, occasional late Iron-Age exotic coins 
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in the region, including examples from Brittany, further indicate links between north-western 
France and the Severn Estuary (Moore forthcoming) . 

The agricultural subsistence on which Iron-Age communities in the county were based has 
only recently started to become clearer. There is some indication from the environmental remains 
from late Bronze-Age communities, such as those at Shorncote, that they practised predominantly 
pastoral farming although the picture remains limited (Alien and Montague 1994; Syrnmons 
1999; Yates 1999, 165) . By the Iron Age most communities undertook mixed farming with a range 
of crops including barley, emmer and spelt wheat as seen at Birdlip (Dobney and Jaques 1998). 
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Grain storage pits are known from a number of sites. Sheep, cattle and pig were exploited at most 
sites with variation depending on local agricultural regimes. The environmental and faunal 
remains from later Iron-Age Claydon Pike and Thomhill Farm, for example, appear to stress the 
role of cattle (and possibly also horse) husbandry in the Thames Valley (Levine 2004; Robinson 
n.d.; Sykes n.d.). There is some indication from Birdlip and Ditches that cattle became increasingly 
important in the late Iron Age, possibly representing an increasingly 'Romanised' diet in the 1st 
century AD (Hambleton 1998). 

Recent work by Stevens (1996) has argued that crops were in some cases exchanged over 
relatively long distances. For example, seed assemblages from the enclosure at Rollright, on the 
Oxfordshire border, suggest that crops grown on damper soils, presumably in the Thames Valley, 
were brought to the site. The implication is that later Iron-Age communities may have been more 
integrated in agricultural production than is often suggested (e.g. Hingley 1984) and that in 
some cases crops were brought in from elsewhere. Stevens's discussion rests on only a handful 
of assemblages and further study is clearly required. However, it reminds us of the potential 
complexity of exchange and social systems in which later Iron-Age communities were engaged. 

Evidence from the later Iron-Age sites at Hallen and Northwick (Fig. 4, no. 38; Gardiner et al. 
2002) indicates that the Avon Levels were used seasonally for cattle pasture with little indication of 
arable crop production. More exceptionally, a radiocarbon date from a fish trap at Oldbury-on
Sevem provided a later Iron-Age date (Alien and Rippon 1997). This latter find is surprising 
considering the limited evidence for the exploitation of fish resources from both Hall en and from 
Iron-Age Britain in general (Dobney and Ervynck in press) and suggests that communities such as 
that at Oldbury may have been practising relatively unusual subsistence strategies. 

The evidence of production and exchange indicates the extent to which communities were 
engaged by the later Iron Age in a variety of long-distance exchanges of material, emphasising not 
their isolation but their involvement in various economic and social relationships. The apparent 
increasing dependence on regional pottery and long-distance exchange stresses the move from the 
4th century BC to more specialised sites and communities, possibly as populations increased and 
people were engaged in wider social and economic networks. 

BELIEF SYSTEMS AND TREATMENT OF THE DEAD 

Saville (1984, 160) was able to dedicate only half a page to discussion of Iron-Age burial and 
suggested that most was down to ucasual disposal". We can now think of treatment of the dead in 
the Iron Age in more complex terms. It is clear that the majority of the Iron-Age population was 
treated in a way after death that predominantly left few remains, usually regarded as some form of 
excamation (Carr and Knusel1997; Cunliffe 1991, 507; Whimster 1981). However, there has been 
increasing evidence throughout southern Britain and from this region of more widespread 
inhumation rites for certain members of the population and of variation in how the dead were 
treated. Recent excavation, for example, has revealed a crouched inhumation of later Iron-Age date 
from Lynches near Baunton (Fig. 4, no. 35; Mudd et al 1999; Fig. llA). That burial was only 
recognised as Iron Age on the basis of radiocarbon dates. 7 Isolated crouched inhumations such as 
that from the ramparts at Uley Bury (Saville 1983, 12; Fig. liB) and examples from Norbury 
(Saville 1983, 42) and Shipton Oliffe (Fig. 4, no. 39; Timby 1998) are probably Iron Age and 
represent a more widespread burial rite in the region. Other crouched inhumations are known from 
Roughground Farm (Alien et al. 1993), Bourton-on-the-Water (Nicholls 2001; 2004), Frocester 
and Salmonsbury and from storage pits at Guiting Power (Gascoigne 1973). Three examples 
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Fig. 11: Iron-Age crouched inhumations. A: Lynches (after Mudd et al. 1999}; B: Uley Bury (after Saville 
1983}; C: Kemble (after King et al. 1996}. 

possibly represent a 'cemetery' at Kemble (Fig. 4, no. 40; King et al. 1996; see Fig. llC) . To these 
can now be added the apparent cemetery of crouched inhumations at Henbury near Bristol dating 
to the late Iron Age. One of those burials is associated with some form of post structure (Fig. 4, no. 
36; Cotswold Archaeology 2005). 

The longevity of the tradition of placing inhumations in pits and its potential importance may 
be exhibited by the early Iron-Age crouched inhumation with broken legs in a pit alignment at 
Ash ton Keynes/Shomcote (Hey 2000, 4) and by the continuance of crouched inhumation as a 
regional burial tradition into the 1st and 2nd centuries AD with examples from Hucclecote 
(Thomas et al. 2003, 20) and elsewhere (Holbrook this volume). Suggestions that the cist burials at 
Naunton, Nympsfield (Staelens 1982, 29) and Hailes (Clifford 1944) are Iron-Age remain 
uncertain and have not been added to. These could mark high-status burials similar to those at 
Birdlip (Saville 1984, 160; Staelens 1982) but the limited information makes it difficult to 
say more. 

In addition to rare inhumations, disarticulated human remains have been found on a variety 
of sites in the county, including Frocester, Salmonsbury, Ditches (Trow 1988; Trow et al. 
forthcoming a), Bagendon (Clifford 1961; Rees 1932, 24) and Little Solsbury (Falconer and Adams 
Bryan 1935). Animal remains were also frequently treated and deposited in special ways, such as 
the articulated horse leg placed in a pit at Sherbome House, Lechlade (Bateman et al. 2003, 38). In 
some instances human remains were associated with animal remains and other artefacts, such as a 
skull at Salmonsbury associated with a goat skull and lower jaw of a pike (Dunning 1976). At 
Ditches, skull fragments were found in a late Iron-Age storage pit associated with a quem stone 
(Trow et al. forthcoming a). Such deposits match those elsewhere in Britain of the deliberate 
placement of human and animal remains with artefacts indicating them as not mere rubbish 
disposal but as speciaL structured deposits (Hill 1995b ). The choice of body parts may also have 
been significant. That skulls show greater representation, with examples from Bagendon, Ditches, 
Little Solsbury and Shomcote, may mark some form of ancestor head cult. The fact that in many 
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instances these are skull fragments possibly indicates that they were given to individuals or 
communities as acts of social linkage to the deceased. Alternatively, evidence of sword cuts on 
some human remains, such as those from Ditches (Brothwell 1988), suggests some were the 
victims of violence although whether these represent warfare, sacrifice or ritualized killing is open 
to debate. 

The location of these human remains sheds further light on the meaning of such deposits and 
suggests they were far from casual disposals. Deposition of human remains in some locations may 
have been regarded in a similar symbolic light to the pit burials, as ways into the earth or as 
offerings to 'chthonic deities' (Cunliffe 1992). This might be true of the human remains found in 
the swallow hole at Alveston8 and in the late Bronze-Age waterhole at Shomcote (Brassier et al. 
2002) . There also appears to have been an emphasis placed on deposition in boundary features. 
This includes remains in the entranceways at Bredon Hill and Salmonsbury; in enclosure 
ditches and house gullies at Frocester and sites just beyond the region, such as Groundwell West 
(Walker et al. 2001) and Beckford (Oswald 1974); and in postholes and floor levels at Bredon Hill 
(Hencken 1938; Moore forthcoming) . This is matched by the deposition of other artefacts, such as 
currency bars (Hingley 1990) and quem stones (Moore forthcoming) which show a similar 
tendency to be deposited in boundary features. This seems to mark the cultural importance of 
boundaries in Iron-Age societies and the emphasis on defining households and communities 
symbolically, as well as physically, in the landscape. 

Other evidence also emphasises that Iron-Age communities structured their world in symbolic 
ways. Assessment of the orientation of enclosure and hillfort entrances indicates a tendency to face 
south-east/east (Moore forthcoming) and the orientation of roundhouse doorways from the 
Severn-Cotswolds shows a similar emphasis (Moore forthcoming) . These patterns reflect other 
parts of Britain (Hill 1996; Oswald 1997) where Iron-Age communities oriented their enclosures 
and houses in reference to cosmological references such as the midwinter sunrise. The overall 
impression is that Iron-Age societies constructed and deposited material around their settlements 
and houses in reference to complex belief systems as well as to any functional necessities. 

The late Iron Age saw some individuals being treated in new ways after death which may have 
important implications for understanding the wider social changes taking place. At Birdlip a group 
of individuals was inhumed with grave goods, the most impressive being a female burial with 
bronze mirror and brooches (Staelens 1982). At High Nash, Coleford, a sword and shield boss 
appear to represent the remnants of a warrior burial, probably dating to the 1st century AD (Fig. 4, 
no . 41; Webster 1989; 1990). The region does not see the widespread adoption of cremation burial 
seen in South-East England in the 1st centuries BC/AD, although there is some evidence of 
possible late Iron-Age cremation burials from Barnwood (Clifford 1934) and Bagendon (Rees 
1932, 28; Staelens 1982, 29) and there is some evidence of a possible late Iron-Age bucket burial 
from Rodborough (Parry 1996) . Even at sites like Bagendon, however, there is clear evidence that 
communities at high-status, late Iron-Age sites continued practices of an earlier, Iron-Age tradition 
with disarticulated human remains found at both Bagendon and Ditches in 1st-century AD 
contexts. It is clear that burials like those at Birdlip were the preserve of only certain members of 
the community with little indication of a widespread change in burial practices. 

It is also at this time that we see the emergence of designated 'shrines' in the Iron Age. The 
most fully understood of these is Uley-West Hill where a small enclosure preceded a large Roman 
temple complex (Fig. 4, no. 34; Woodward and Leach 1993). Finds of late Iron-Age pottery and 
coins suggest similar shrines may also have existed as precursors to Roman temples at Wycomb 
(Timby 1998) and Hailey Wood (Moore 2001) and another shrine might be implied by the 
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unusual coins from Neigh Bridge, Somerford Keynes (Fig. 4, no. 37; King 2005). The appearance 
of designated ritual shrines marks a departure from the earlier symbolic practices discussed above 
(Hill 1995b, 120) and together with the emergence of some new burial rites seems to indicate an 
increasingly fracturing society with some members, presumably members of a new, more visible 
elite, adopting new ritual practices whilst other members of society continued to observe 
traditional ways. 

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS 

Increasing evidence from the county enables a more detailed picture of Iron-Age societies to be 
constructed. A number of major social shifts took place over the 1st millennium BC, the most 
dramatic potentially being between the earlier and later Iron Age (around the 4th century BC) 
when settlement expanded across the landscape and communities increasingly demarcated their 
living space through enclosure. The transition from the late Bronze Age to the early Iron Age is 
harder to define archaeologically but to what extent this means that it was less dramatic than has 
previously been suggested is unclear. Increasingly, by the later Iron Age societies appear to have 
been embedded in an array of social and exchange networks and existed in milieus in which 
cosmology and symbolism were important in all aspects of life from exchange to the structuring of 
social spaces. By the final centuries of the period new monuments associated with potentially new 
elites and new social relationships emerged which we might now regard as indicating an 
increasingly fracturing society immediately prior to the Roman conquest rather than a unified 
tribal entity. 

Despite this increasing wealth of material there are still problems with our knowledge of the 
Iron Age in the region. Much of the material relating to developer-funded investigations is 
fragmentary and only available in interim reports making assessment of these sites and their full 
impact on our understanding of the period difficult. There is a need for much of this material to be 
published to allow for a fuller assessment and understanding of its impact in reappraisals of the 
region. 

Saville's recognition (1984, 140) that the Iron Age in the Forest of Dean and west of the 
county was poorly understood still remains largely true. Despite increased archaeological 
investigation and research in many areas of Gloucestershire, the west of the Severn still remains 
somewhat of a black hole' in terms of Iron-Age information. What excavation has taken place in 
this area has been of a fragmentary and poorly understood nature (e.g. Anon. 1994; Anon. 1996; 
Waiters 1992; Waiters and Waiters 1989) yet it hints at the exceptional and rich information that 
exists and which has been lost through a lack of excavation or poor recording. The hillforts of this 
region, for example, offer tantalising hints of varied and complex histories (e.g. Parry 1994) that 
would benefit further research whilst elsewhere High Nash has produced a rare 'warrior burial' 
from the region (Webster 1989; 1990). Current research by Gloucestershire County Council 
Archaeology Service will hopefully go some way to rectifying this and the area must become a 
priority in examination for Iron-Age evidence of all types. 

A number of other areas of the region are also poorly represented despite increased levels of 
investigation, for example Bristol and its environs. Publication of recent work in these areas, such 
as the unusual site at Cribb's Causeway (King 1998), should be a priority alongside a focused 
understanding of why Iron-Age material appears to be absent from much of the development that 
has taken place in this area in the last 20 years. The important and dramatic results of work at 
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Hallen, and more recently at Henbury, suggest that Iron-Age material is prevalent in this area, that 
it is potentially fundamentally different from that elsewhere and that it may provide a radically 
new perspective on the Iron Age in the South West. 

A shift from major field research projects on hillforts and other larger sites has meant there has 
been little reassessment of these monuments. This is a particularly disappointing development 
considering the new research questions that are being raised in Iron-Age studies regarding hillforts 
(e.g. Hamilton and Manley 2001; Hill 1996) and the extent of work being undertaken in regions 
nearby (e.g. Cunliffe 2000; Gosden and Lock 1998). We need to remember that long-term research 
projects on individual sites and landscapes are still essential in placing much of the developer
funded archaeology in a broader context. Less satisfactory is the continued lack of publication of a 
number of the major excavations discussed by Saville in 1984 although many are now seeing 
renewed focus on post-excavation (e.g. Beckford, Ditches, Bagendon) and will soon be published. 

Many fundamental questions on the nature of Iron-Age societies in the county still require 
considerably more investigation. For example, greater research on the nature and location of non
hillfort earlier Iron-Age settlement and an examination of the possibility of nucleation in the early 
Iron Age are required. These relate to a wider need to refine our chronological frameworks, a 
matter in which a more systematic use of radiocarbon dating in relation to key pottery types may 
prove useful. In addition, we know little of the date and role of many of the major Iron-Age 
features including the banjo enclosure clusters noted above and the role of sites like oppida and 
their relation to the wider settlement patterns. In many cases targeted geophysical surveys and 
excavation in association with developer-funded archaeology may provide some initial answers to 
many of these questions. 
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NOTES 

1. For the purposes of this paper, 'Gloucestershire' is taken to include the modern unitary authorities of 
South Gloucestershire and Bristol. 

2. Archaeology Data Service (http://ads.ahds.ac.uk: hereafter referred to as ADS), record EHNMR 1337480. 
3. Seen for example at Cirencester (Rigby 1982) and Ditches (Trow et al. forthcoming a; Trow 1988). 
4. Also indicated by a recent geophysical survey by GSB for Cotswold Archaeology (see above, Darvill, fig. 5). 
5. Although there is some indication that Bronze-Age pottery from Sandy Lane contains temper from the 

Malvems (Timby 2001). 
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6. See Moore forthcoming for more details and full references. 
7. Four radiocarbon dates from the same body give dates at 2 sigma of 390-110 BC; 340-70 BC; 340-40 BC; 

and 300-80 BC (data from Mudd et al. 1999 recalibrated using OxCal 3.3; see Moore forthcoming). 
8. South Gloucestershire SMR reference SG8181. 
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