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Furness’s First Farmers: Evidence of Early Neolithic
Settlement and Dairying in Cumbria

By GAV ROBINSON1, and MATTHEW TOWN1,
With TORBEN BJARKE BALLIN2, ANN CLARKE3, JULIE DUNNE4,

RICHARD P. EVERSHED4, LYNNE F GARDINER5, ALEX GIBSON6 and HANNAH RUSS7

In 2015, excavations at Stainton Quarry, Furness, Cumbria, recovered remains that provide a unique insight into
Early Neolithic farming in the vicinity. Five pits, a post-hole, and deposits within a tree-throw and three crevices in
a limestone outcrop were investigated. The latter deposits yielded potentially the largest assemblage of Carinated
Bowl fragments yet recovered in Cumbria. Lipid analysis identified dairy fats within nine of these sherds. This was
consistent with previous larger studies but represents the first evidence that dairying was an important component
of Early Neolithic subsistence strategies in Cumbria. In addition, two deliberately broken polished stone axes, an
Arran pitchstone core, a small number of flint tools and debitage, and a tuff flake were retrieved. The site also
produced moderate amounts of charred grain, hazelnut shell, charcoal, and burnt bone. Most of the charred grain
came from an Early Neolithic pit and potentially comprises the largest assemblage of such material recovered from
Cumbria to date. Radiocarbon dating indicated activity sometime during the 40th–35th centuries cal BC as well as
an earlier presence during the 46th–45th centuries. Later activity during the Chalcolithic and the Early Bronze Age
was also demonstrated. The dense concentration of material and the fragmentary and abraded nature of the pot-
tery suggested redeposition from an above-ground midden. Furthermore, the data recovered during the
investigation has wider implications regarding the nature and use of the surrounding landscape during the
Early Neolithic and suggests higher levels of settlement permanence, greater reliance on domesticated resources,
and a possible different topographical focus for settlement than currently proposed.

The emergence of agriculture in the UK is complex and
poorly understood (Thomas 1999, 222; Gibson 2003,
136; Sheridan 2003, 3–4; 2010, 101; Evans 2008,
34–8; Spikins 2008, 4–5; Bishop et al. 2009, 48–9;
Cummings 2017, 46) and is a hotly debated subject
(eg, Thomas 1996; 1999, 221; 2007; 2008; 2012;
Rowley-Conwy 2004; Bishop et al. 2009, 47;

Sheridan 2010, 89). In Furness, and indeed the wider
Cumbrian region, understanding of this important tran-
sitional period is hampered by a lack of excavated
material and associated scientific analysis (Hodgkinson
et al. 2000, 155; Hodgson & Brennand 2006, 32–3;
2007, 39). However, recent developer-funded excava-
tions, including investigations at Stainton Quarry near
Barrow-in-Furness, are beginning to shed light upon
these early farming communities.

This paper presents summary results from a pro-
gramme of archaeological mitigation (Northern
Archaeological Associates (NAA) 2012; 2013a;
2013b; 2015) carried out by Northern
Archaeological Associates for Tarmac Ltd between
2012 and 2015 at Stainton Quarry, in Furness,
Cumbria (NGR SD 2480 7300; Fig. 1). The full results
are presented within an analysis report (NAA 2017)
that will be available online on the ADS website.
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The investigated area comprised a small block of
land (c. 0.7 ha) at the centre of the current workings,
to the north of Stainton with Adgarley (Fig. 2). The
original local topography had been altered dramatically
by quarrying but much of this could be reconstructed
from early Ordnance Survey data. The site was to the
north and east of the brow of a low hill, close to the
south-western limit of Bolton Heads limestone outcrop.

Spot heights on the First Edition OS map of 1851
indicate summits to the immediate west and south
of the site, as well as another small hill, Castle
Haw, to the south-west. Also apparent was a water-
hole marked to the immediate north-west of the site.
This feature was at the head of a small valley and,
hence, could indicate the former presence of a spring
(for instance see Wild 2003, 26). This valley ran

north-eastwards before curving towards the south-east
to join a broad valley that ran from Urswick Tarn
(Fig. 1) to the coast (hereafter Urswick Valley).

In the wider landscape, the higher ground of Bolton
Heads and Little Urswick Crags, which formed the
western edge of Urswick Valley, lay to the north-east.
The ground sloped more steeply away from the site to
the south and especially the south-east. This steeper
slope once formed a promontory upon which a stone
banked enclosure was recorded in 1912 at Stone
Closes (Dobson 1912; Fig. 2). The enclosure would
have overlooked an area of the Urswick Valley that
broadened out into a largely flat area close to Mere
Tarn (Fig. 1).

The site lay upon a north-east to south-west aligned
limestone ridge formed by the Urswick and Park

Fig. 1.
Site location
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Formations (Natural Environment Research Council
(NERC) 2017). Approximately 300 m to the south
the bedrock geology changes to the calcareous mud-
stone of the Alston Formation and, after a further
500 m, to the Bowland Shale Formation. At
Gleaston village, c. 2.2 km to the south-east of the site,
the bedrock changes again to the St Bees Sandstone
Formation, which then extends to the coast.

Although no drift geology is recorded within the
excavated area (NERC 2017), the investigations
revealed glacial till, as well as three areas of outcrop-
ping limestone. Soils on the site were of the Crwbin
Association; shallow well-drained loams, often associ-
ated with limestone pavement (Soil Survey of England
& Wales 1983; Jarvis et al. 1984).

The Furness Peninsula is an important area with
respect to the study of the early prehistory of not only
Cumbria but also the wider northern Irish Sea ‘fringe’
(see Bradley et al. 2016, fig. 16). Much that is known
about the area is due to antiquarian interest, including
the work of the Barrow Naturalists Field Club (Evans

2008, 120), as well as numerous findspots of prehis-
toric artefacts (Evans 2008, fig. 9.16). More recent
discoveries include an investigation of a Neolithic long
cairn at Skelmore Heads (Powell 1963), fieldwalking
of a significant proportion of the lowland areas
(Evans 2008, fig. 9.2), and small numbers of
Neolithic features discovered during modern
developer-funded interventions at Breast Mill Beck
Road (NAA 2019), Roose Quarry (Jones 2001;
Oxford Archaeology North (OAN) 2014), and
Holbeck Park Avenue (OAN 2002; Evans 2018). Of
special note is a succession of collections of material
from a prehistoric site at North End, Walney Island
(Cross 1938; 1939; 1942; 1946; 1947; 1949; 1950;
Barnes 1955; Evans 2008, 120; Greenlane
Archaeology 2015).

The importance of North End was emphasised by
Bradley et al. (2016, 143, fig. 11) when they theorised
that the recovered concentrations of finds were associ-
ated with a possible ‘maritime haven’. They suggested
that it may represent a prehistoric ‘beach market’, one

Fig. 2.
Excavation area and known archaeological sites and findspots in the vicinity (see Table 1)
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of several that fringed the coasts of north-eastern
Ireland, south-western Scotland, and Cumbria (ibid.,
126, 152, fig. 16). These sites may have facilitated
the exchange and spread of artefacts, such as Group
IV polished axes, Arran pitchstone, and potentially por-
cellanite axes, around the Irish Sea fringe (ibid., 152).

The number of finds of polished and rough-out axes
from the Furness Peninsula as a whole, along with
polissoirs and grinding stones from Roose Cote near
the coast and Stone Closes (Fig. 2; Table 1), has raised
the possibility that axe polishing was undertaken in
this region during the Neolithic (Manby 1965, 4).

EXCAVATION RESULTS

Soil removal exposed three areas of limestone bedrock
(Fig. 3), c. 80 natural features, two pits (7 & 61), and a
single post-hole (18). After the discovery of artefacts
within eroded channels and grykes associated with
bedrock outcrop 20 (see below), all such features were
hand-excavated in this area. A sample of the other

areas of bedrock were also investigated but these
proved to be sterile.

The recorded remains were placed into five broad
chronological phases. The first three are presented
here and comprised a Late Mesolithic charred hazel-
nut shell, and Early Neolithic and Chalcolithic
deposits and artefacts. It should be noted that the
terms Mesolithic and Neolithic have been used as
chronological indicators within this paper and are
not meant in any way to infer strategies of subsistence.

Phase I: Late Mesolithic
The area of outcropping limestone (20) (Fig. 3) seemed
to be a focus of deposition (see below). A charred
hazelnut fragment from the lower fill (40) of a sink-
hole within this outcrop returned an unmodelled
date range of c. 4580–4450 cal BC (2σ; SUERC
68520; 5679±27 BP; see Table 9). This material
was, however, probably residual from earlier activity
suggesting a Late Mesolithic presence in the vicinity.

TABLE 1: HERITAGE SITES WITHIN 1 KM OF THE SITE

ID Type Description

1 Possible standing stone Giggle Stone, recorded on the 1st Edn OS Map 1851. Possible standing stone
2 Findspot A socketed celt & a bronze palstave found in 1894. A quantity of bloomery

cinder found nearby in 1903
3 Findspot A stone celt & querns found in 1899 and 1903
4 Enclosure Stone Closes earthwork enclosure
5 Findspot Axe hammer found in 1882
6 Findspot A polished stone axe
7 Findspot Stone celt found in 1910. Also, a small fragment of a rubbing stone found

within a few metres of the findspot
8 Findspot Saddle quern found in 1905 during draining operations
9 Cremations An urn containing bones & a bronze implement found during sand quarrying in

1860. A second urn, containing a smaller vessel found 2 years later
10 Findspot A Neolithic roughed-out stone axe found in 1957
11 Findspot A large piece of a saddle quern of hard large-grained sandstone & a broken

grinding stone found in 1904
12 Findspot Grit quern found at Stainton Quarry in 1901
13 Enclosures Several enclosures, some rectangular, some irregular shapes
14 Findspot Damaged rotary quern found at Devonshire Quarry in 1956
15 Possible standing stone A possible standing stone that has now fallen
16 Findspot Brown flint blade
17 Settlement Earthworks of a possible banked enclosure & two hut circles
18 Findspot Neolithic axe
19 Findspot A dozen stone celts, mostly polished, some broken, found in crevices, hollows,

& in the turf at various dates between 1894 & 1901. Also found were a
bronze ring in 1901, an upper quern stone of granite in 1903, & in 1909, a
large fragment of an upper quern stone of coarse-grained grit
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Fig. 3.
Excavated remains and bedrock outcrops
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Phase II: Early Neolithic

Bedrock outcrop 20. A wide range of Early Neolithic
artefacts were recovered from deposits within numer-
ous natural erosion gullies etched into the sloping
surfaces of outcrop 20 (Figs 4 & 5), a vertical solution
feature (21), and two deeper crevices (Grykes A & B)
to the north and east. None of these features showed
any sign of being intentionally cut or altered. A gen-
eral sequence of silty deposits devoid of artefacts
existed in most of these features; however, a small
pitchstone core was recovered from a shallow gully.
Furthermore, 11 sherds of Early Neolithic pottery
from sherd group (SG) 4 were recovered from an area
of turf removed from the outcrop during cleaning. A
deep solution feature (21) to the south-west (Fig. 5)

produced six Early Neolithic Carinated Bowl sherds
and small amounts of charcoal.

To the north-east, during machine removal of top-
soil, two large blocks of limestone were disturbed,
exposing preserved sequences of deposits within
Grykes A and B (Figs 4 and 6). Some of these deposits
(31, 38, 39, 40, and 48) were rich in charcoal and con-
tained Early Neolithic artefacts (Fig. 7; Table 2). Finds
were also recovered during the removal of loose soil
(30) around this area.

A complex sequence of erosion, natural infilling,
and soil-loss had occurred as a result of three small,
vertical solution holes in the base of Gryke A and
an extensive horizontal crack extending southwards
‘behind’ the deposits shown in Figure 7. A vertical
void between the rock and the upstanding deposits

Fig. 4.
Distribution of finds recovered from bedrock outcrop 20
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indicated that this process of soil loss was potentially
still ongoing. In summary, two voids (or small sink-
holes; 46 & 47) had formed through natural
processes. The lower fills (34 & 66) of sinkhole 46
were pale and devoid of finds, whereas the upper fills
(40 & 31) and the fills of sinkhole 47 (48 & 39) rep-
resented mixed deposits of redeposited natural sand
and charcoal-rich sandy soils. These darker deposits
also contained stones, some of which had been burnt,
charcoal, charred hazelnut shell and grain, fragments
of burnt bone, Early Neolithic pottery, a broken
fragment of a polished stone axe (RF 4), and a worked
flint.

These finds, and especially the sherds of pottery,
were not ‘placed’ within the deposits but followed
the same tip lines apparent in several stones, as if they

had slumped into the feature. Alternatively, successive
soil loss through the solution features could have
caused the sherds and stones to slump after they
had been deposited.

In order to help understand the formation processes
at work within these deposits, the location of each
sherd group, lithic, and haematite lump was plotted
in plan (see Fig. 4). This clearly demonstrated that
the artefacts recovered did not form a single cohesive
‘placed’ cache. Conversely, although most of the pot-
tery groups were found close to the point where Gryke
A intersected Gryke B, much of the other material was
relatively dispersed. Importantly, the pitchstone core
was potentially a background find within the general
silting up of the solution features, whereas almost all
the pottery was located over solution features.

Fig. 5.
Solution feature 21
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Sherds from deposits 31, 39, and 40 produced evi-
dence for the processing of dairy fats. The sherd
from deposit 31 also produced a series of long-chain
fatty acids that may have derived from a plant residue,
or possibly from beeswax, although no wax esters were
identified. Radiocarbon dating of material from depos-
its 40, 31, 48, and 39 broadly matched the associated
pottery types, except for the fragment of hazelnut shell
from context 40 (see above). Interestingly, Bayesian
analysis of these dates suggested that deposition within
the grykes was a slow process, probably spanning
between 2050 and 5750 years (probability of 95.4%).

Tree-throw 32. To the south-west of outcrop 20
(Fig. 3), the upper fills of a tree-throw (32) were

similarly rich in artefacts and ecofacts (Fig. 8;
Table 3), including part of a charred oak plank or post
(sample 41 AA). This feature was formed by the par-
tial uprooting of a tree that fell north-eastwards. The
hole left by this was initially infilled through natural
processes (deposits 52 & 41); the upper fills (35 &
33), however, were darker and contained charcoal,
charred hazelnut shell, and Early Neolithic artefacts.
Three sherds from context 35 and one from deposit 41
contained dairy lipids. Bayesian analysis of the three
Early Neolithic radiocarbon dates obtained from this
feature indicated that the fills within this feature had
been deposited fairly rapidly. Additionally, the dates
did not provide a good match to the stratigraphical
sequence suggesting mixing prior to deposition.

Fig. 6.
Sequence of surviving deposits within the grykes
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Interestingly, most of the pottery from deposits 33,
35, and 41 was recovered from the south-western area
of the feature. These, however, had not been ‘placed’
in the deposit as, similar to the artefacts recovered
from the grykes, they followed the tip lines apparent
in the alignments of nearby stones. It is most likely
that deposits 35 and 33 and the upper portion of 41
represented soil and domestic refuse that had either
been backfilled or had slumped into the hollow left
after the tree-throw had partially filled up through
natural processes.

Pit 7. Approximately 70 m to the south-west, close to
the southern limit of the investigation, a single pit was
recorded amongst a cluster of root-holes (Fig. 3). This
pit contained moderate amounts of charcoal and 60
charred grains, but no artefacts.

Two grains were submitted for radiocarbon dating.
These were modelled to c. 3640–3380 cal BC (2σ;
SUERC 68510; 4759±29 BP) and 3780–3650 cal BC

(2σ; SUERC 68511; 4934±29 BP), suggesting this pit
may have been slightly later than the other Neolithic con-
texts. During Bayesian modelling (see below), a chi-
squared test indicated that these twograins couldnothave
‘died’ in the sameyear.Thiswas likely theresultofamixof
materialbeing incorporatedduring infilling,possibly from
an above-ground accumulation of waste, such as a
midden.

Features 408, 410, & 412. During the evaluation
phase of groundworks, a cluster of three small features

(408, 410, & 412) were recorded at the northern end
of Trench 4. Two of these (408 & 410) extended
beyond the eastern edge of the trench and may have
been truncated pits or post-holes. The third (412)
was potentially a small post- or stake-hole. Pit 410
contained seven fragments of Early Neolithic
pottery, 52 fragments of charred hazelnut shell, and
seven carbonised cereal grains (three wheat and two
barley).

These features lay in the base of a hollow (414)
visible in the trench edge (NAA 2017, fig. 6). It was
unclear whether this was naturally formed or repre-
sented part of a structure around a hollow, similar
to examples recorded on Early Neolithic settlements
in England (Darvill 1996, fig. 6.5), Scotland
(Barclay 2003, fig. 8.5; Murray & Murray 2014),
and Ireland (Grogan 1996, fig. 4.4).

Phase III: Chalcolithic
The Beaker sherds recovered from the upper deposit (39)
within Gryke A were suggestive of Chalcolithic activity
in the vicinity (Needham et al. 2010, table 1). A fragment
of hazel charcoal from this deposit provided a support-
ing modelled date range of 2470–2290 cal BC (2σ;
SUERC 68519; 3888±29 BP). One of the beaker sherds
was shown to contained lipids, but the presence of con-
taminants or low abundances of unidentified lipids
meant that it was not deemed appropriate to attempt
identification.

Fig. 7.
Section through deposits in Gryke A
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Undated features
Two further features (pit 61 & post-hole 18), poten-
tially of an early prehistoric date, were also recorded.
Neither produced datable artefacts or suitable mate-
rial for radiocarbon dating.

THE FINDS

Flint (Hannah Russ)
In total, 15 lithics (Table 4; Fig. 9, 1–5) were recov-
ered during the excavations, including flint, quartz,
and pitchstone. Identified tool forms suggested a
Neolithic date, possibly the earlier part of this period.
Dating of elements of this assemblage was confirmed
and refined by radiocarbon assay. The full details of
this analysis are presented in NAA 2017 (appx B).

The assemblage was small when compared to
potential contemporary collections from the
Gleaston area c. 2.4 km to the south-east
(Hodgkinson et al. 2000, 35; Evans 2008, 124–5).
The excavated contexts were, however, probably on
the periphery of a focus of activity (see above) and,
hence, may only represent part of a larger assemblage.
Interestingly, the material comprised both tools and
waste flakes, two of which were from the primary
stages of flint working (one was burnt).

Pitchstone (Torben Bjarke Ballin)
A small lithic object (Fig. 9, no. 6) was sent for spe-
cialist analysis (NAA 2017, appx C). Following
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Excavating tree-throw 32
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inspection, it was possible to determine without doubt
that the raw material of the object is Arran pitchstone.
The present piece contains neither phenocrysts nor
spherulites and the raw material is clearly aphyric
pitchstone. It does, however, contain numerous small
specks, most probably crystallites, which gives it a
slightly spotted appearance. It has no original outer
surface and, in terms of reduction sequence, is a ter-
tiary piece.

Aphyric pitchstone is usually associated with the
eastern parts of Arran, such as the Corriegills district,
the Fairy Glen immediately to the west, and the
Monamore Glen further south along the island’s east
coast (Ballin & Faithfull 2009, chap. 5). However,
aphyric bands may also be found in outcrops of por-
phyritic pitchstone, such as some of the dykes at
Tormore on Arran’s west coast. On balance, the
raw material for this piece was probably procured
from eastern Arran.

In terms of artefact type, the piece is a small core
that belongs to a type which is particularly common
amongst Scottish pitchstone assemblages and rare or
absent in assemblages based on most other forms of
lithic material. Similar cores were particularly com-
mon in the large combined assemblage collected
from sites in the Glen Luce area, Dumfries &
Galloway, and the analyst therefore suggested refer-
ence to these pieces as discoidal cores of ‘Glen Luce
Type’ (Ballin 2009, fig. 9).

Pitchstone was used on Arran throughout prehis-
tory but the composition of assemblages recovered

from sites off the island generally suggest that the
extensive exchange network responsible for the distri-
bution of Arran pitchstone across northern Britain –

from Orkney in the north to the Isle of Man and
Dublin in the south – was a post-Mesolithic
phenomenon.

Although archaeological pitchstone has been
found at various locations in Cumbria (A. Dickson &
F. Brown, P. Cherry, A. Hamilton-Gibney pers.
comms), Stainton Quarry may presently be the most
southerly location on the British mainland from
which archaeological pitchstone has been retrieved.
Given the distances across which this raw material
was traded towards the north (Orkney), it is highly
likely that it was also traded into Lancashire and
Yorkshire, if not further towards the south
(Ballin 2008).

Stone axes and haematite (Ann Clarke)
Two axe fragments (Fig. 9, RFs 1 & 4) were found,
both of which were blade ends. The full details of
the analysis of these items are presented NAA 2017
(appx D). One is fine-grained grey/green Langdale tuff
(RF 1), whilst the other is a blue/grey fine- to medium-
grained rock with occasional large angular inclusions
(RF 4). Both were flaked, ground, and polished all
over to produce a sharp, undamaged curved blade
end. Little survives of the rest of these axes to deter-
mine the original morphology; the sides are thin and
rounded, except for one narrow flat facet worn down

TABLE 3: ARTEFACTS AND ECOFACTS FROM TREE-THROW 32

Context Context
description

Artefacts Ecofacts

33 Quaternary
(upper) fill of
tree-throw 32

16� Early Neolithic Carinated Bowl
sherds (65 g), 1 quartz frag., 1 flint
flake, 1 tuff flake

Grain: Triticum sp. (1), Triticum cf. aestivium
ssp. Spelta (1). Hazelnut shell frags (35).
Charcoal: Quercus (33), Corylus avellana (7),
Rosa sp. (23), Salix/Populus (4), Alnus-type
(13), Viburnum opulus (29), Calluna vulgaris
(1), cf. Betula sp. (1), indet. (9)

35 Tertiary fill of
tree-throw 32

3 flint flakes, 2 flint blades, 3 frags rock
crystal, 88� Early Neolithic Carinated
Bowl sherds (811 g)

Hazelnut shell frags (29). Charcoal: Quercus
(35), Corylus avellana (10), Salix/Populus
(10), Viburnum opulus (3), indet (2)

41 Secondary fill of
tree-throw 32

3� Early Neolithic Carinated Bowl
sherds (13g)

Hazelnut shell frags (5). Charcoal: Quercus
(53), Corylus avellana (12), Viburnum opulus
(1), indet. (1)

52 Primary fill of
tree-throw 32

Nothing
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one side of RF 1. There has possibly been some
reshaping of the blade of RF 4 after its original
use because there is some pecking, a regrinding
facet, and an asymmetrical curve to the blade out-
line, suggesting careful reworking.

After this careful shaping and, in the case of RF
4, reshaping, both axes were deliberately broken
by a blow to the centre of one face. On RF 1 this
broken edge was subsequently used as a platform
from which several large flakes were detached to
remove much of one polished face.

A flake of Langdale tuff (Fig. 9, 7), of very simi-
lar material to RF 1, was found in the upper fill of
tree-throw 32. This inner broad flake has a nar-
row, flat platform and multi-directional flake
scars on the dorsal face. There was no sign of a
remnant polished surface to indicate that it had
been detached from a ground stone axe.
However, given the deliberate intention to break
the stone axes and then detach further flakes from
the blade fragments it is likely that this inner flake
was part of a larger ground stone axe that had been
subjected to further and considerable fragmenta-
tion by flaking.

Two lumps of grey/silver haematite (RFs 2 & 3,
not illus.) were recovered during post-machining
cleaning (30). Neither appears to have been modi-
fied in any way, for instance, by rubbing or
deliberate fragmentation. The purpose, if any, of
this material in these contexts is not known.
Haematite is formed naturally in limestone depos-
its and was mined in the immediate area, so these
items may have been incidental discoveries.

Although there are hundreds of Langdale axes
found across the British Isles, from Orkney to
Cornwall, the great majority are not associated
with their original context of use, having been col-
lected as stray finds. Consequently, both the means
by which the axes were moved around the land-
scape and the life-cycles of these stone objects
are not fully understood beyond their initial pro-
duction at the stone quarries themselves. Finds of
axes in both roughout form and finished examples
are a feature of the Furness Peninsula, where their
current distribution is concentrated at its southern
end. This may indicate that this was one of the
areas to which axe blanks were brought from
the quarries of Great Langdale to be finished by
grinding and polishing (Manby 1965; Bradley &
Edmonds 1993, figs 7.4 & 7.5). Currently, there

T
A
B
L
E
4:

F
L
IN

T
D
A
T
A

C
on

te
xt

N
o.

R
aw

m
at
er
ia
l

T
yp

e
In
te
rp
re
ta
ti
on

P
er
io
d

22
1

pi
tc
hs
to
ne

co
re

D
is
co
id
al

co
re

of
‘G

le
n
L
uc
e
T
yp

e’
N
eo
lit
hi
c
(e
ar
ly
?)

22
1

qu
ar
tz

fr
ag
.

N
at
ur
al
?

un
kn

ow
n

30
1

fl
in
t

fr
ag
.

un
kn

ow
n

30
1

fl
in
t

fr
ag
.

un
kn

ow
n

33
1

fl
in
t

fl
ak

e
D
eb
it
ag
e

un
kn

ow
n

33
1

qu
ar
tz

fr
ag
.

N
at
ur
al
?

un
kn

ow
n

35
1

fl
in
t

bl
ad

e
N
eo
lit
hi
c
(e
ar
lie
r)

35
1

fl
in
t

fl
ak

e
Fl
ak

e
w
it
h
ev
id
en
ce

fo
r
us
ew

ea
r
to

pr
ox

im
al
,
di
st
al

&
1

la
te
ra
l
ed
ge

pr
eh
is
to
ri
c

35
1

fl
in
t

fl
ak

e
c.

30
%

of
fl
ak

e.
Se
m
i-
ab

ru
pt

re
to
uc
h
to

1
co
m
pl
et
e
la
te
ra
l

ed
ge

&
da

m
ag
e
or

cr
ud

e
re
to
uc
h
to

re
m
ai
ni
ng

di
st
al

ed
ge

N
eo
lit
hi
c
(e
ar
lie
r)

35
1

fl
in
t

bl
ad

e
B
la
de

w
it
h
se
m
i-
ab

ru
pt

re
to
uc
h
al
on

g
bo

th
la
te
ra
l
ed
ge
s,

m
ay

in
cl
ud

e
so
m
e
ed
ge

da
m
ag
e.

N
eo
lit
hi
c
(e
ar
lie
r)

35
1

fl
in
t

fl
ak

e
D
eb
it
ag
e

un
kn

ow
n

35
3

ro
ck

cr
ys
ta
l/

cl
ea
r
qu

ar
tz

fr
ag
.

N
at
ur
al

un
kn

ow
n

38
1

fl
in
t

fl
ak

e
In
va
si
ve
ly

re
to
uc
he
d
kn

if
e

N
eo
lit
hi
c
(e
ar
ly
?)

THE PREHISTORIC SOCIETY

176

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2


Fig. 9.
Lithics
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is no conclusive dating for this activity except for the
observation that, in the later phases of quarrying, axes
were more carefully shaped by flaking, leaving just the
grinding and polishing to be carried out in the low-
lands (Bradley & Edmonds 1993, 142–4). Polissoirs
and axes were found during excavation at Ehenside
Tarn on the south-western Cumbrian coast
(Hodgson & Brennand 2006, 33–4) and, more
recently, at Stainton West, Carlisle. At the latter site,
a polissoir was found in a pit dated to 3630–3360
cal BC (OAN 2015). The axes from Stainton Quarry
were from a later stage of use, as not only had they
been ground and polished but they had also then been
deliberately broken prior to deposition.

The 2015 excavation at Stainton Quarry lies in an
area immediate to the location of earlier finds of stone
axes; Dobson (1912) mentions approximately 12
stone axes found in the area of the quarry at the turn
of the century. He observed that several were found
either in limestone crevices or in weathered hollows
and that most were polished and some broken
(Dobson 1912, 281). This suggests that the occupa-
tion of this area was more extensive than that
indicated by the present excavation. In addition, it
appears that either the natural hollows and crevices
were deliberately selected for deposition or occupation
debris found its way into these by natural agency or
via human clearance of the area.

Prehistoric pottery (Alex Gibson)
Some 1.65 kg of prehistoric pottery was recovered dur-
ing the Stainton Quarry investigations; the full details
of the analysis of this material are presented in NAA
2017 (appx E). The assemblage comprises two distinct
and widely separated chronological elements: Early
Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. The former is repre-
sented by a comparatively large and rare assemblage
in this area and is of considerable importance in the
western distribution of the Carinated Bowl. The
Early Bronze Age is represented by small sherds of
undoubted Beaker affinity with characteristic fabric
and decoration. Unfortunately, too little survives to
allow much discussion of this material.

Four fabrics were identified and can be described as
follows:

Fabric 1: Grey–black fabric with abundant angular
quartzite inclusions <5 mm across. Some
inclusions break both surfaces but especially

the outer which often appears more abraded.
The fabric is hard and well-fired, and some
smooth surfaces are visible, especially on
sherds from the upper part of the vessels.

Fabric 2: Soft brown fabric with abundant quartz and
grog inclusions <5 mm across. The grog
gives the sherds a slightly smooth and
‘soapy’ texture. Despite this, the fabric is still
well-fired.

Fabric 3: Fabric similar to Fabric 1 but containing
far fewer quartzite inclusions and some
voids resulting from the burning out of
organic inclusions. The fabric has a soft,
slightly soapy texture but is nevertheless
well-fired.

Fabric 4: Thin, fine, soft brownfabricwith finely crushed
grog inclusions and a darker core.

The term ‘sherd group’ (SG) is used here instead of
‘individual vessel,’ especially in cases where there are
few conjoining sherds. The lack of refitting adds a
degree of subjectivity to the attribution of sherds to
specific pots using criteria such as fabric, colouration,
abrasion, and surface finish. These criteria are incred-
ibly variable in hand-built and open fired (Neolithic &
Bronze Age) pottery; sherds can have a mottled colour
due to firing or post-depositional conditions, and
thickness and the degree of abrasion can vary within
individual vessels, as can rim forms. ‘Sherd group,’
therefore, is more objective and acknowledges that
similar sherds may or may not be from the same ves-
sel. It does, however, suggest a minimum number of
individual pots, while acknowledging that the actual
number may be much greater.

The SGs all represent hand-built, open-fired vessels
(Fig. 10). The blotchy surface colouration of many
sherds, varying from black through grey to brown
or brown/pink, is typical of open-fired pottery where
the firing conditions (smoky, variable oxygen) cannot
be properly controlled. The dark cores, caused by the
incomplete combustion of naturally occurring organic
material, are also indicative of short (and therefore
economical) firing times. Join voids can be detected
(SG1 & SG4) indicating coil, ring, or strap construc-
tion (it is impossible to differentiate between the three
techniques in small sherd material).

Evidence for secondary forming techniques is not
really visible due to the fragmentary and abraded
nature of much of the assemblage but smoothing
and finishing facets can be detected (SG8, 10, &
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11). In particular, those from or near the rim appear to
indicate smoothing or wiping with a soft material such
as a cloth or soft leather. The flattening facets on some
rims (SG11) may have been formed using a more
robust item made from, for example, wood.

Rim sherds were noted in SG8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
15, and 19. The rims are generally well formed and

rounded in profile. The rims have either an upright
(SG11, 12, & 15) or everted (SG10, 13, & 19) profile.
The rim of SG10 is slightly thickened externally,
whilst that of SG13 is slightly thinned, producing a
slightly pointed profile. Rim diameters are difficult
to estimate given the small sherd size and the variabil-
ity of curvature often noted on prehistoric pottery, but

Fig. 10.
Pottery
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SG10 may possibly have had a diameter of 16–18 cm,
SG11 c. 22 cm, and SG19 c. 20 cm. This suggests
moderately sized bowls, though the thickness of some
wall sherds hints at a larger element in the assemblage.

Shoulder sherds are identifiable in SG1, 4, and 19.
These suggest strongly angled shoulders in the case of
SG1 and 4 whilst, in the case of SG19, the profile is
much more rounded, suggesting a ‘baggy’ profile
not dissimilar to SG12. Simple rounded bowls are dif-
ficult to identify with certainty, but SG11 and 15 may
represent such vessels. Hollow or concave neck sherds
are also recognisable in the assemblage (SG2 & 10)
and further confirm the presence of everted rim bowls.

SG17 differs markedly from the rest of the assemblage
in terms of the fabric, colour, and texture of the sherds.
They are all small body sherds with no rim or base frag-
ments present but the thinness of the sherds and the
toothed comb decoration clearly identifies them as
Beaker. Too little survives for the decorative scheme
to be identifiable but the presence of oblique lines may
possibly suggest filled chevron motifs.

Some 20 sherd groups can be identified from 13 dif-
ferent contexts. The majority of these (18) are in Fabric
1 and represent Early Neolithic Carinated Bowls. The
fabric and finish of these vessels are entirely in keeping
with this tradition, which tend to be well-made and
well-formed. Some shoulder sherds (SG1 & SG4) sug-
gest sharply carinated vessels, whilst others (SG3 &
SG10) suggest more slack shoulders or indeed rounded
bowls, both of which variants are found in Carinated
Bowl assemblages in northern Britain (Sheridan
2007). As such, these can be dated from the 39th–
38th centuries cal BC, lasting into the 36th (Sheridan
2007; Whittle et al. 2011) and represent the first
ceramic type in Britain at the start of the Neolithic.

The Early Neolithic pottery from north-west
England has been reviewed by Manby (2007) and
the sizes, rim profiles, and fabric of the present assem-
blage bear comparison with those from Ehenside Tarn
(ibid., fig. 4.2). The corpus of such material in
Cumbria is small and the present assemblage may well
be the largest recovered to date. Carinated Bowls are
also rare in the Pennines to the east that separate
Cumbria from the larger Carinated Bowl assemblages
of eastern Yorkshire (Manby et al. 2003). The chance
find of two Neolithic pits at the hillfort at Portfield,
however, is an obvious exception (Beswick &
Coombs 1986). Here, two oval pits produced frag-
ments of six vessels represented mainly by rims of
forms comparable to the present assemblage. One

strongly everted and slack profiled bowl (P1) may bear
comparison to some of the material from Stainton
Quarry, particularly SG19. A rounded, strongly
everted rim-sherd from Low Plains, Cumbria, has
been burnished with the horizontal burnishing facets
still visible and is almost certainly from a well-made
Carinated Bowl. The sherd comes from a fairly large
vessel and, though it is difficult to estimate the size
accurately, the rim is unlikely to have had a diameter
of less than 24 cm (Gibson 2015).

The Beaker represented by SG17 is clearly a much
later element of the assemblage attesting to activity in
the Chalcolithic or earlier Bronze Age. One sherd in
the grog-filled Fabric 2 differs from the other material
and may possibly be from a later vessel, perhaps
Collared Urn of the Bronze Age, dating to c. 2000–
1500 cal BC. However, it is unwise to date earlier pre-
historic pottery by fabric alone. In the absence of
diagnostic decorative or formal traits, this vessel
may still be part of the Carinated Bowl assemblage,
as so little is known about the fabric variation of this
period in this region.

Palaeobotanical and charcoal analysis
(Lynne F. Gardiner)
Charcoal (Table 5) and palaeobotanical remains
(Table 6) from selected contexts were analysed
(NAA 2017, appx F) in accordance with Campbell
et al. (2011) and English Heritage (2008).

The largest grain assemblage originated from pit 7
and comprised barley and emmer. The presence of
these cereals and their relative proportions (ie more
barley than emmer) is comparable to evidence detailed
by Bishop et al. (2009, 77) in their review of Neolithic
sites in Scotland. A lack of other cereal plant parts (ie
chaff and rachis), as recorded at Stainton, can be indic-
ative of crops being processed away from their point
of final deposition. However, many factors affect their
survivability in the archaeological record (Bishop et al.
2009, 82).

Overall, the most abundant wood taxon observed
in the charcoal was oak. However, this was probably
artificially high due to the ease at which oak charcoal
fractures into small pieces. The taxa identified collec-
tively suggest open woodland. This supports Evans
(2008, 19) who dismissed previous palynological-
based antiquarian views of a closed canopy
forest throughout Cumbria during the period
c. 5500–3200 BC and further highlights, along with
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the Holbeck Park Avenue material (OAN 2002; Evans
2018), the potential for the recovery of significant
palaeoenvironmental material in Furness and
Cumbria as a whole.

Calcinated bone (Lynne F. Gardiner)
A total of 41 small fragments (6.07 g) of calcined bone
was recovered (Table 7) but include possible human
bones (M. Holst, pers. comm.) and two fragments
of lingual infoldings of cattle (Bos sp.) teeth.

SCIENTIFIC ANALYSIS

Organic residue analysis (Julie Dunne &
Richard P. Evershed)
A total of 17 sherds from separate sherd groups were
submitted for analysis. One of these (STQ017) was
sub-sampled due to the presence of two different lipid
signatures. The full details of this analysis are pre-
sented in NAA 2017 (appx G).

Lipid analysis and interpretations were performed
using established protocols described in detail else-
where (eg, Dudd & Evershed 1998; Correa-Ascencio
& Evershed 2014). The lipid recovery rate was
59%, which compares favourably to those extracted
from British Neolithic sites (43%: Copley et al.
2005a). The mean lipid concentration from the sherds
(Table 8) was 2521.7 μg g-1 (2.52 mg g-1), with a max-
imum of 17456.4 μg g-1 (17.46 mg g-1). Several
potsherds contained very high levels of lipids (eg,
STQ004, 17.4 mg g-1, and STQ012, 15.9 mg g-1),
demonstrating excellent preservation. For example,
the maximum concentration of absorbed lipid
observed in an archaeological potsherd to date is
17.8 mg g-1 (Copley et al. 2005c). This likely indicates
that these were vessels that underwent sustained use.

Gas chromatography (GC) and gas chromatogra-
phy and mass spectrometry (GC-MS) analysis of the
total lipid extracts (TLEs; n=18) showed that
all the samples contained sufficient concentrations
(>5 μg g-1) of lipids that can be reliably interpreted
(Evershed 2008). However, some of these lipid profiles
contained either contaminants or low abundances of
unidentified lipids and these were not taken forward
for analysis. The remainder comprised lipid profiles
that demonstrated that the free fatty acids, palmitic
(C16) and stearic (C18), typical of a degraded animal
fat (Fig. 11) were the most abundant components
(eg, Evershed et al. 1997; Berstan et al. 2008).
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Samples STQ003, STQ004, STQ006, STQ007,
STQ008, STQ012, STQ013, and STQ017A also
include a series of long-chain fatty acids (in low abun-
dance), containing C20 to C28 acyl carbon atoms. It is
thought these LCFAs probably originate directly from
animal fats, incorporated via routing from the rumi-
nant animal’s plant diet (Halmemies-Beauchet-
Filleau et al. 2013; 2014). However, sample
STQ017B, which also comprised a series of long
chain fatty acids, also included a series of long-chain
n-alkanes, although no long-chain n-alkanols were
identified. This may have a plant origin or possibly
originate from beeswax, although no wax esters were
identified.

Gas chromatography-combustion-isotope ratio
mass spectrometry (GC-C-IRMS) analyses were car-
ried out on samples STQ001, STQ003, STQ004,
STQ006, STQ007, STQ008, STQ012, STQ013, and
STQ017A to determine the δ13C values of the major
fatty acids, C16:0 and C18:0, and ascertain the source
of the lipids extracted through the use of the Δ

13C

proxy (Table 8). These all originate from fabric type
1 but there does not seem to be any further relation-
ship between the lipid residues and sherd groups.

The δ13C values of the C16:0 and C18:0 fatty acids
are plotted onto a scatter plot along with the reference
animal fat ellipses (Fig. 12). It has been established
that when the extract from a vessel plots directly
within a reference ellipse, for example, ruminant
dairy, ruminant adipose, or non-ruminant adipose,
then it can be attributed to that particular classifica-
tion. If it plots just outside, then it can be described
as predominantly of that particular origin. However,
it should be noted that extracts commonly plot
between reference animal fat ellipses and along the
theoretical mixing curves, suggesting either the mixing
of animal fats contemporaneously or during the life-
time of use of the vessel (Mukherjee 2004;
Mukherjee et al. 2005).

In this instance, sample STQ008 plots within the
reference ellipse, suggesting this vessel was solely used
to process dairy fats. The remaining samples all plot

TABLE 6 CHARRED PLANT REMAINS (NO.)

Context Hazelnut
shell frags

Hordeum
sp. (barley)

Triticum sp.
(wheat)

Triticum turgidum ssp.
dicoccum (emmer)

Triticum aestivum cf.
ssp. spelta (spelt)

Indet.
cerealia

Total
grain

31 – 1 – – – – 1
40 1 – – – – – 0
39 – – – – – – 0
48 – – 1 – – – 1
38 – – – – – – 0
22 – – – – – – 0
23 – – – – – – 0
33 35 – 1 – 1 – 2
35 29 – – – – – 0
41 5 – – – – – 0
8 – 15 11 13 – 21 60
27 20 2 – – – – 2
409 52 2 3 – – 2 7

TABLE 7: BONE DATA (ALL CALCINED BONE)

Context Sample code Wt (g) No. frags Comments

31 – 0.8 5 Poss. human*
38 AA 0.87 7 Poss. human
39 – 3.3 24 Poss. human* but 2 frag were cf.

lingual infoldings of cattle teeth
39 AA 0.3 2 Poss. human
48 – 0.8 3 Poss. human*

*Malin Holst pers. comm.
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just outside the dairy fats ellipse, indicative of some
mixing of animal fats in prehistory, although it is
likely that they were predominantly used to process
milk products.

Ruminant dairy fats are differentiated from rumi-
nant adipose fats when they display Δ

13C values of
less than –3.1‰, known as the universal proxy
(Dunne et al. 2012; Salque 2012). Significantly, all
these lipid residues plot in the ruminant dairy region,
confirming a strong reliance on secondary products,
such as milk, butter, and cheese.

The results, determined from GC, GC-MS, and GC-
C-IRMS analyses, demonstrate that nine pottery sam-
ples from the Stainton Quarry vessels (59%) were
routinely used to process dairy fats. This is in contrast
to a study of 438 potsherds from six southern British
Neolithic sites, where dairy fats were observed in
approximately 25% (equivalent to 57% of the lipid-
containing extracts) of all the sherds (Copley et al.
2005b). However, an overwhelming predominance
of dairy products (80%) was associated with
Neolithic pottery throughout mainland Britain,
Ireland, the Isle of Mann, and the Channel Islands
(Cramp et al. 2014). This provides strong evidence
that during the earliest Neolithic in northern Britain,
the exploitation of secondary animal products was
well established.

In this instance, organic residue analysis has also
acted as a proxy in providing information regarding
Early Neolithic animal husbandry practices, given
the lack of animal bone from this site. In conclusion,
these results confirm that dairying was clearly an
established component of agricultural practices in
northern Britain in the 4th millennium BC.

Radiocarbon dating (Gav Robinson)
Ten samples (Table 9) were submitted to the Scottish
Universities Environmental Research Centre AMS
Facility (SUERC) for radiocarbon dating. During the
analysis associated with this project (NAA 2017, appx
H), a programme of Bayesian modelling (Naylor &
Smith 1988; Bayliss 2009; 2015; Bayliss et al. 2011,
19–59) of the unmodelled radiocarbon dates was
undertaken using OxCal4.3.2 r5 (Bronk Ramsey
1995; 2009). In the following text the models and
queries used are indicated by keywords in bold.
Calculated posterior ranges were rounded outwards
to 10 years (Bayliss et al. 2011, 21).

Pit 7: this feature produced 60 charred cereal grains
and two grains (one of emmer wheat and one of
barley) were submitted for radiocarbon dating. Prior
to modelling (see below) the two dates from pit 7 were
tested using the ‘R_combine’ function. These dates

TABLE 8 LIPID DATA

Lab. no. Sherd
group

Fabric Context Lipid
concentration

(ug g-1)

Total lipid in
extract (ug)

δ13C16:0 δ13C18:0 Δ
13C Attribution

STQ001 16 1 39 256.0 491.5 –26.1 –32.6 –6.5 Dairy fat
STQ002 17 4 39 35.0 26.6 – – – –

STQ003 13 3 35 52.1 107.4 –27.1 –31.9 –4.8 Dairy fat
STQ004 11 1 35 17,456.4 20,598.6 –26.8 –32.6 –5.8 Dairy fat
STQ005 12 1 35 238.8 236.4 – – – –

STQ006 19 1 40 1333.4 1866.8 –27.0 –32.5 –5.5 Dairy fat
STQ007 15 1 39 3934.4 4327.8 –27.2 –32.7 –5.5 Dairy fat
STQ008 20 1 41 840.5 1849.2 –28.2 –33.0 –4.8 Dairy fat
STQ009 3 2 409 81.0 150.6 – – – –

STQ010 9 1 33 46.3 101.4 – – – –

STQ011 18 1 40 29.1 45.0 – – – –

STQ012 10 1 35 15,910.8 24,980.0 –26.6 –32.3 –5.7 Dairy fat
STQ013 14 1 38 771.3 809.9 –27.1 –32.6 –5.5 Dairy fat
STQ014 4 1 9 – – – – – Not sampled,

too friable
STQ015 2 1 409 95.3 150.5 – – – –

STQ016 7 1 30 16.1 19.2 – – – –

STQ017A 8 1 31 1703.5 2419.0 –28.1 –34.6 –6.5 Dairy fat
STQ017B 8 1 31 68.1 101.4 – – – Poss. beeswax

G. Robinson & M. Town FURNESS’S FIRST FARMERS: E. NEOLITHIC SETTLEMENT & DAIRYING, CUMBRIA

183

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2


came from the same context but were shown to be sta-
tistically inconsistent via a chi-square test (df=1
T’=18.204 (T’(5%) 3.8)). It was assumed that these
grains (and the others recovered from the feature) were
from nearby activity prior to the infilling of the pit.

Grykes: The material chosen to date these features
comprised: a hazelnut shell from deposit 40; hazel
twig charcoal from 31; a wheat grain from context
48; and hazel charcoal from 30. The radiocarbon
measurements achieved for the gryke deposits
were modelled using the ‘Sequence’ function. This
model had a good overall index of agreement

(Amodel=100.1%, Aoverall=100.1%) and the individ-
ual indices were all above the required 60%.

Using just this simple model, an estimated ‘Span’ of
deposition within the grykes was calculated. This indi-
cated that the feature was likely infilled over between
2140 and 3540 years (probability of 68.2%), and
potentially between 2050 and 5750 years (probability
of 95.4%). The dates matched the stratigraphical
sequence and, in general, agreed with the other avail-
able dating evidence. However, due to the presence of
Early Neolithic pottery within context 40 and the
robust nature of hazelnut shells, the fragment from this
context was probably a remnant from earlier activity.

Tree-throw 32: Hazel charcoal from fill 41 and hazelnut
shell fragments from the penultimate (35) and upper (33)
deposits were submitted. The three measurements from
this feature were first modelled as a simple ‘Sequence’ as
each date was taken from a clear stratigraphical
sequence. This produced a low index of agreement
(A=56.4%) and low overall index of agreement
(Amodel=60.5%, Aoverall=70.4%), suggesting some level
of residuality or mixing between contexts. Another
model treating the three dates as a simple ‘Phase’ of
activity was also run to test the potential duration of
infilling of this tree-throw. From this, a ‘Span’ was cal-
culated. This indicated that the feature was likely infilled
over a period of between 0 and 190 years (probability of
68.2%), and potentially between 0 and 680 years (prob-
ability of 95.4%).

Overall phase II model: The excavator suggested that
the recorded contexts represented dumped (and/or
slumped) waste from another source such as an
above-ground midden. The test models added some
weight to this theory. This mixing of material prior
to deposition has been demonstrated in Early
Neolithic contexts in Lincolnshire by Duncan
Garrow (2006, 36), and has been a common occur-
rence in archaeological contexts from a variety of
time periods (see Orton 2000, 40 & fig. 42; Gibson
2003, 140; Tipper 2004, 157–9).

Therefore, as is the case in many archaeological
contexts that are not intentionally ‘placed’, not all
the material within a context died or was discarded
in the same year. However, it is possible, and in this
case considered appropriate, to model the chronology
of the pre-pit contexts of the Early Neolithic material
to investigate the date and ‘Span’ of the activity that
created it. This would refine the dating of the charred
material and by inference, the discard of the pottery

Fig. 11.
Gas chromatograms of trimethylsilylated FAME from pot-
tery extracts STQ001 and STQ017A, circles= n-alkanoic

acids (fatty acids, FA); IS, internal standard,
C34n-tetratriacontane
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and other artefacts. Logically, with the seven available
dates, this modelling should provide a fairly reliable
chronology and time depth for this activity. The reli-
ability of this modelling could be improved upon, in
future, through increasing the number of radiocarbon
dates from the contexts that produced pottery.

A simple Bayesian model for the combined Neolithic
dates was constructed as a single ‘Phase’. This model
(Fig. 13) had a good overall index of agreement
(Amodel=107.2%, Aoverall=108%) and the individual
indices were all above the required 60%. The posterior
estimate for the start of Phase II produced by this model
was during 3910–3700 cal BC (95.4% probability)
and was likely during 3810–3720 cal BC (68.2%
probability). The estimate for the end of the phase
was during 3640–3430 cal BC (95.4% probability)
and was likely during 3630–3540 cal BC (68.2%
probability).

From this an estimated ‘Span’ of activity within the
Neolithic of 90–430 years (probability of 95.4%) was
calculated. This span was also likely to have been
120–270 years long (probability of 68.2%).

In general, the Bayesian modelling was successful in
refining the chronology of the recorded contexts.
Interestingly, the two dates from pit 7 and the poor
match with the stratigraphy in tree-throw 23 were
likely due to mixing prior to (or during) deposition.
All the samples had close associations with the con-
texts they came from (see Waterbolk 1971) and,
where present, all but one of the radiocarbon dates
matched the broad artefactual dating.

The Bayesian modelling of the Phase II dates, there-
fore, represents a chronology for the nearby Neolithic
activity that created the charred waste and the arte-
facts, and not necessarily the final infilling of the
features directly.

Even so, the modelling has provided a statistical
understanding of the time-depth of deposition within
the grykes, tree-throw 32, and pit 7, and broad termini
post quo for their infilling.

Additionally, the modelling of the Phase II contexts,
some of which contained Early Neolithic carinated
bowls, has provided a date range for their use/deposi-
tion of between 3910–3700 cal BC (95.4%
probability) and 3640–3430 cal BC (95.4% probabil-
ity), or between the 40th and 35th centuries cal BC.
The deposition of the Early Neolithic pottery, whilst
not directly dated, was almost certainly within this
period.

Fig. 12.
Graphs showing: a) δ13C values for the C16:0 and C18:0 fatty
acids for archaeological fats extracted from Stainton Quarry
ceramics. The three fields correspond to the P= 0.684 con-
fidence ellipses for animals raised on a strict C3 diet in Britain
(Copley et al. 2003). Each data point represents an individual
vessel; b) the Δ13C (δ13C18:0–δ13C16:0) values from the same
potsherds. The ranges shown here represent the mean ±1 s.d.
of the Δ13C values for a global database comprising modern
reference animal fats from Africa (Dunne et al. 2012), UK
(animals raised on a pure C3 diet) (Dudd & Evershed 1998),
Kazakhstan (Outram et al. 2009), Switzerland (Spangenberg

et al. 2006), & the Near East (Gregg et al. 2009)
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TABLE 9: RADIOCARBON RESULTS

Lab
Code

Context Interpretative
description

Material δ13C relative to
VPDB (‰)

Radiocarbon
result BP

Calibrated date range
(at 95.40%) (cal. BC)

Modelled date range (at
95.40%) (cal. BC)*

SUERC
68510

8 (1) Fill of pit 7 Emmer
grain

–24.3 4759±29 3639(89.4%)3515 3422(0.6%)3418
3413(1.6%)3404 3399(3.9%)3384

3640–3380

SUERC
68511

8 (2) Fill of pit 7 Barley grain –25.1 4934±29 3773(95.4%)3652 3780–3650

SUERC
68515

27 Fill of root
bole/pit 26

Hazelnut
shell

–25.2 3532±29 1945(95.4%)1766 1960–1760

SUERC
68516

31 Upper fill of
sinkhole 46

Hazel
charcoal

–25.8 4917±30 3765(95.4%)3645 3770–3640

SUERC
68517

33 Upper fill of
tree-throw 32

Hazelnut
shell

–24.8 4959±26 3790(95.4%)3661 3790–3660

SUERC
68518

35 Mid-fill of tree-
throw 32

Hazelnut
shell

–27.3 4922±29 3766(95.4%)3648 3770–3640

SUERC
68519

39 Upper fill of
sinkhole 47

Hazel
charcoal

–25.4 3888±29 2467(95.4%)2292 2470–2290

SUERC
68520

40 Lower fill of
sinkhole 46

Hazelnut
shell

–22.3 5679±27 4580(1.2%)4571 4561(94.2%)4454 4590–4450

SUERC
68521

41 Lower fill of
tree-throw 32

Hazel
charcoal

–23.3 5012±26 3939(35.0%)3861 3813(60.4%)3708 3940–3700

SUERC
68522

48 Lower fill of
sinkhole 47

Wheat
grain

–24.4 4735±29 3635(50.4%)3551 3542(20.7%)3499
3433(24.2%)3378

3640–3370

*(see NAA 2017, appx H)
Radiocarbon ages quoted in conventional years BP (before AD 1950). The associated error, expressed at the 1 sigma level of confidence, includes components
from the counting statistics on the sample, modern reference standard & blank, & the random machine error. The calibrated age ranges were determined
from OxCal4.2.4 using the IntCal 13 atmospheric curve (Reimer et al. 2013). The Bayesian modelling, however, was undertaken using a later version
(OxCal4.3.2 r5; Bronk Ramsey 1995; 2009)

T
H
E
PR

E
H
IST

O
R
IC

SO
C
IE
T
Y

186

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2 Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/ppr.2020.2


DISCUSSION

Taphonomy and interpretation
The association of artefacts and cremated bone with
natural features, such as caves or limestone fissures,
has often been attributed to burial or ceremonial tra-
ditions (Barnett & Edmonds 2002; Edmonds & Evans

2007, 135; Evans 2008, 128). Furthermore, the delib-
erate breaking of polished stone axes and/or their
deposition either within pits or grykes (Bradley &
Edmonds 1993, 166; Edmonds & Evans 2007, 135–7;
Evans 2008, 127) has been suggested to be part of a
wider tradition of deposition (Thomas 1999; 2012,
5–9; Pollard 2001; Garrow 2006, 59; 2007, 11–2, 14).

Fig. 13.
Probability distributions of radiocarbon dates. Each distribution represents the relative probability that an event occurred at a
particular time. Two distributions are plotted for each date; one in outline, which is the result produced by the scientific
evidence alone, and a solid one, which is based on the chronological model. The model is defined by the boxes around the

results and by the OxCal keywords
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At Sizergh Fell, near Kendle a ground stone axe,
three flakes, and an upturned polissoir were recovered
from within a gryke in the vicinity of a cairn (Edmonds
& Evans 2007, 122–3). Similar ‘caches’ of axes and
associated material have been recorded close to several
Cumbrian burial monuments (Evans 2008, 117),
including the Skelmore Heads long cairn, near
Urswick (Fig. 14). Interestingly, similar caches were
potentially recorded within the Stone Closes enclosure

(Dobson 1912) and at High Haume, to the north of
Dalton-in-Furness (Evans 2008, 127). This evidence
would seem to suggest that the remains recorded at
Stainton Quarry resulted from a similar tradition.
The prominent location upon the southern limit of a
limestone ridge, its proximity to a potential spring
(see Wild 2003, 43; Evans 2008, 83, 112–3), the
potentially contemporary nearby enclosure at Stone
Closes, the deliberately broken stone axes, and the

Fig. 14.
Early prehistoric evidence in Furness
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mix of material recovered from the grykes, could all be
interpreted as evidence for ‘meaningful’ deposition as
part of some form of ceremonial activity (Becket &
MacGregor 2012, 61).

The interpretation of the Stainton Quarry evidence,
however, is problematic without careful assessment of
the associated processes of formation and taphonomy.
Failure to do so would result in a misreading of the
data, which was, by the nature of the project and
the evidence itself, skewed by several factors. First,
as is common on sites in Cumbria (Hall & Huntley
2007, 27), the soils were unfavourable for the preser-
vation of animal bone. Additionally, the focus of
activity may have been to the east, outside the exca-
vated area. Also, the deep overlying soils indicated
that the area had been ploughed. These factors sug-
gested that the features may have been part of a
wider area of activity and past ploughing may have
removed or dispersed any associated above ground
remains and/or shallow cut features.

The concentrations of artefacts and ecofacts within
the upper portion of tree-throw 32 and sinkholes
within the grykes were mixed, containing lenses of dif-
ferently coloured silt, sand, and clay. The artefacts and
stones within these were not ‘placed’ but followed a
complex series of tip lines. This could indicate that
the deposits were shovelled or had possibly slumped
into the features, either from different sources (spoil
heaps) or from a source that was already mixed (or lay-
ered), such as an above ground midden. The measured
radiocarbon dates and Bayesian modelling also sug-
gested some level of mixing prior to deposition
amongst the ecofacts. Additionally, the 11 sherds
(SG4) of Early Neolithic pottery recovered from within
the turf layer removed from bedrock 20 hint at the for-
mer presence of an above ground midden in his area.

The presence of such ‘pre-pit contexts’ has been sug-
gested by Garrow (2006, 40) during his extensive
investigation into the Neolithic pits of East Anglia.
Garrow (ibid., 36) also stated that the artefacts within
the Early Neolithic pits were a mix of occupational
waste that had been dumped as a mass of material
rather than being placed. This lack of ‘structure’
within the deposition was similar to that recorded at
Stainton Quarry but was not necessarily the result
of ceremonial behaviour (Rowley-Conwy 2003, 124;
Harding 2006, 109; Bishop et al. 2009, 84; Rowley-
Conwy & Owen 2011, 352; contra Pollard 2001,
323; Garrow 2006, 36; Thomas 2012, 5).

The idea of above ground piles of waste around
areas of past human occupation of any period should
not be problematic (for instance see Gibson 2003,
140; Tipper 2004, 157–9; Garrow 2006, 38; Millett
2006, 25, 79 & 89). Indeed, a mixed soil matrix con-
taining abraded pottery sherds, pitchstone, flint,
quartz, and charred hazelnut shells recorded at The
Carrick, on the banks of Loch Lomond, was poten-
tially a remnant of an Early Neolithic midden
(Becket & MacGregor 2012, 57).

This probability – that the deposits recorded at
Stainton Quarry were either intentionally backfilled
from another source or were part of the natural slump-
ing of a midden – is crucial in interpreting the
artefacts, the activities that produced them, and the
meaning of their deposition. Indeed, this consideration
would seem to help explain the distribution of finds
across bedrock outcrop 20, as well as the dearth of
similar material in similar solution features in the
other areas of the site.

With regard to the deposition of the axe fragments,
the seemingly ceremonial deposition of a polished axe
and related items at Sizergh Fell (Edmonds & Evans
2007, 123) was markedly different to that at
Stainton Quarry. At Sizergh, the collection of related
items was placed near the top of a gryke on the surface
of a ‘sterile’ natural deposit (Helen Evans pers.
comm.). Conversely, at Stainton the axe fragments
were within a mixed matrix of soil, sand, clay,
charcoal, and other artefacts.

Both the Stainton Quarry axes were finished items
that had been deliberately broken across their width
potentially to form a platform from which flakes were
struck. Deposition of deliberately broken axes is
sometimes attributed to ceremonial traditions
(Bradley & Edmonds 1993, 52, 166; Williams &
Kenney 2009; Becket & MacGregor 2012, 58).
However, the ‘mundane’ reuse of broken axes as
rubbers or hammerstones (Manby 1965, 16–7), and
the retouching of detached flakes into tools, such as
scrapers (Manby 1965, 16–7; Bradley & Edmonds
1993, 48; Evans 2008, 30), are well documented. This
suggests that the axe heads recovered at Stainton may
have been broken to reuse the stone to produce flakes
for tool manufacture. Consequently, their disposal
could have been as mundane as the discarding of
any fragment of debitage. Their inclusion with other
‘domestic waste’ may have therefore been completely
coincidental.
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Environment, subsistence and permanence of place
Little direct data exist to characterise Early Neolithic
occupation within the Furness region (Evans 2008,
120). This is in part due to the small number of exca-
vations undertaken to date. However, recent developer-
funded projects (Fig. 14), including work at Roose
Quarry (Jones 2001; OAN 2014), Holbeck Park
Avenue (OAN 2002; Evans 2018), Walney North
End (Greenlane Archaeology 2015), Sandscale Haws
(Evans & Coward 2004), and to the north-east of
Stainton Quarry (Greenlane Archaeology 2012), have
confirmed expectations that this region contains region-
ally, if not nationally, important evidence (Manby
1965, 3; Evans 2008, 118; Bradley et al. 2016, 143).

A combination of the antiquarian and modern evi-
dence, as well as fieldwalking and palaeoenviron-
mental data (and the reconstruction of the ancient
coastline), have provided a broad (if blurry) characteri-
sation of the area during the transition into the Early
Neolithic period (Hodgkinson et al. 2000, 35–6;
Evans 2008, 118–39; Appley 2012). Pollen core evi-
dence from Urswick Tarn (Oldfield & Statham 1963;
Grosvenor 2014) and the Sarah Beck Valley (Appley
2012) has demonstrated minor disturbances within the
extensive woodland cover prior to the more widespread
changes associated with the ‘elm decline.’ A lack of cereal
pollen and associated weed seeds, and the presence of
plantain and grasses, led to the suggestion that these early
clearances were for the grazing of domestic animals
rather than for the cultivation of crops (Oldfield &
Statham 1963; Hodgkinson et al. 2000, 35; Evans
2008, 126; Appley 2012, 209; Grosvenor 2014, 293).

The nature of this woodland, however, was proba-
bly different upon the Furness limestone uplands than
on the lower-lying coastal sandstones (Spikins 1999).
During the terminal Late Mesolithic (c. 6000 BP;
c. 5000–4700 cal BC), ash dominated woodland was
probably present in the limestone uplands and oak
in coastal areas (ibid., fig. 5.17). These woodlands
were unlikely closed canopy forests suggested by early
palynological studies (Evans 2008, 19; Simmons
2003, 23), especially in more upland areas (ibid.,
43). Furthermore, the poor soil-cover (ibid., 167;
Evans 2008, 125) in the limestone areas around
Stainton Quarry would have supported a more open
woodland than in the lowlands. Charcoal identifica-
tions at Stainton Quarry complemented this
evidence, with willow or poplar, oak, hazel (and
possibly alder), rose-family, and guelder rose being

recovered from contexts likely dating to the Early
Neolithic.

In the Furness Peninsula, and indeed the wider
Cumbrian region, few sites have provided actual evi-
dence of Early Neolithic subsistence. This dearth of
evidence should not, however, be considered evidence
of an absence (Sagan 1995). The data recovered at
Stainton Quarry, though limited when compared to
more prolific Scottish sites, such as Warren Field
(Murray et al. 2009) and Balbridie (Historic
Environment Scotland 2017), is important.

A total of 121 fragments of charred hazelnut shell,
70 cereal grains, and eight fragments (1.6 g) of inde-
terminate bone were recovered from Early Neolithic
contexts recorded at Stainton Quarry. These items
comprise little more than a couple of handfuls of frag-
ments but represent the largest Early Neolithic
palaeobotanical assemblage recovered from Furness,
and potentially Cumbria, to date.

Absorbed residue analysis upon 17 pottery sherds
produced evidence for the processing of dairy fats from
nine samples. This represents the first evidence of Early
Neolithic dairying in Cumbria and complements stud-
ies at a timber hall at Warren Field, Aberdeenshire
(Šoberl & Evershed 2009), a ‘scoop house’ at
Garthdee Road, Aberdeen (Cramp 2014, 50–3), as well
as a larger study of northern sites (Cramp et al. 2014).
Conversely, these results differed from analysis under-
taken on pottery sherds recovered from Oversley Farm,
Cheshire (Dudd & Evershed 2007).

These findings suggest that the Early Neolithic res-
idents of Stainton Quarry were engaged in cereal
production and animal husbandry (including the use
of secondary products), as well as the consumption
of hazelnuts. In short, the they were engaged in a
mixed farming strategy with an element of utilisation
of wild resources. The combined subsistence data,
with taphonomical considerations in mind (Bishop
et al. 2009, 79–82), is in line with the evidence for
mainland Scotland and seems to fit well within wider
studies that propose some settled farming communi-
ties in some regions of the UK during the Early
Neolithic (Bishop et al. 2009, 90; Sheridan 2010,
98). However, these models include elements of vari-
ability in both the subsistence strategies pursued and
how these changed with time.

It has been stated that the distinction between a
Neolithic ‘settlement’ and a burial, ritual, or ceremo-
nial site may not have been as important to the
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creators as it seems to modern observations (Thomas
1996, 7–8; 2004; 2007, 265; Brück 1999; Gibson
2003, 136). However, like their Mesolithic predeces-
sors (see Bailey & Spikins 2008), Early Neolithic
people of the UK and Ireland (regardless of their sub-
sistence strategy) created settlements (Gibson 2003).
To suggest otherwise would be a rejection of the avail-
able data. Whether these were temporary camps or
semi-permanent and/or permanent farmsteads
(Pollard 2000, 36; Armit et al. 2003b, 1–2; Cooney
2003, 47; Rowley-Conwy 2004, 93; Becket &
MacGregor 2009; Sheridan 2010, 97–8) or even vil-
lages (Rathbone 2013) can only be elucidated on a
site-by-site basis through a vigorous interrogation of
the evidence.

Landscapes and mobility
Considering the range of known Early Neolithic evi-
dence across the varied landscape of the Furness
Peninsula (Fig. 14), a pattern (though obviously still
incomplete) begins to emerge. A potential hierarchy
of sites existed; some typified by small lithic scatters,
whilst others, like Walney North End and Gleaston,
represent places of more permanence (see Evans
2008, 126; Milner 2005). If a mobile, shifting cultiva-
tion model of Early Neolithic subsistence is accurate
(Evans 2008, 126), then the latter sites would be
places of repeated occupation. Alternatively, if this
was not the case (see Rowley-Conwy 2004, 93), then
these could have been longer-lived, similar to a settle-
ment at Oversley Farm, Cheshire (Dudd & Evershed
2007). Stainton Quarry, when considered within its
immediate landscape and in the context of the finds
from Stone Closes, seems to have been the site of sim-
ilar repeated or permanent Early Neolithic settlement.

CONCLUSIONS: FURNESS’S FIRST FARMERS?

The archaeological mitigation works undertaken at
Stainton Quarry have revealed regionally significant
prehistoric remains relating to the early farming com-
munities of the Furness Peninsula. Evidence that the
occupants of the site raised crops, tended cattle, and
gathered hazelnuts was recovered, suggesting they fol-
lowed a mixed subsistence strategy. Absorbed residue
analysis undertaken as part of this project provided
the first Cumbrian evidence for the use of dairy prod-
ucts during the Early Neolithic period. Additionally,
the presence of a pitchstone core from Arran and
two broken axe heads from the Langdale quarries

indicated that the denizens were connected to a wider
exchange network that linked Ireland, Cumbria,
Scotland, and potentially Wales (Bradley et al. 2016).

The assemblages of artefacts and ecofacts retrieved
are suggestive of Early Neolithic domestic occupation,
the focus of which probably lay to the east beyond the
stripped area. Radiocarbon dating confirmed the arte-
factual dating, as well as indicating an earlier presence
during the 46th–45th centuries and later activity dur-
ing the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age.

Evidence previously recorded in the vicinity raised
the possibility that the area, including the now
destroyed Stone Closes enclosure, was likely a long-
lived focus of activity. This activity may have been
related to settlement, farming, and the polishing of
stone axes (Manby 1965, 4). Alternatively, consider-
ing the possibility that the enclosure may have been
a ‘causewayed camp’ (NAA 2017; but see Oswald
et al. 2001), it may have been a focus of ceremonial
activity and/or the deposition, and/or exchange of axes
(Bradley & Edmonds 1993, 50–2; Evans 2008, 128).

The deposits and assemblages of artefacts and eco-
facts recorded at Stainton Quarry have parallels in the
Furness Peninsula at Holbeck Park Avenue and Roose
Quarry, as well as at other sites previously recorded
around the fringes of the Irish Sea (see NAA 2017).
Comparisons with these have demonstrated that the
closest parallel was at Billown on the Isle of Man
(Lancaster University Archaeological Unit 1992;
Darvill 2003), where occupation associated with an
Early Neolithic enclosure was recorded. This occupa-
tion was interpreted as short-lived (Darvill 2003,
119) although it could be argued that this was an
assumption rather than apparent from the evidence
(see Rowley-Conwy 2004, 93). Such camps, whether
defined by scatters of pits, post- and stake-holes, con-
struction trenches, or structures around oval or
amorphous hollows, could easily be the truncated
remains of long-lived settlements. Substantial long-
lived structures can be constructed with relatively shal-
low foundations (see Tipper 2004, fig. 18; English
Heritage 2014).

Structures recorded at the long-lived site at Oversley
Farm, Cheshire (Garner 2007) clearly demonstrated
this. At this site, which produced comparable assemb-
lages of material to those recovered at Stainton
Quarry, a later Neolithic house was constructed over
the footprint of an Early Neolithic structure. The
buildings were defined by partial foundation trenches
which if destroyed by later activity, would have left
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what would have been interpreted as a temporary
camp or ‘pit site.’

The presence of cultivated crops, pottery, and other
heavy items such as stone axes, when considered
alongside the practicalities of the labour-intensive
activities undertaken including raising crops
(Rowley-Conwy 2004, 92; Jones & Rowley-Conwy
2007), managing hazel stands (McComb 2009,
229), tending livestock (such as pigs; Rowley-
Conwy 2004, 96; Grigson 1984, 299), coppicing
(Tomii 1996; Rowley-Conwy 2004, 96), polishing
axes (Bradley & Edmonds 1993, 49), and potentially
constructing enclosures would seem to suggest a more
sedentary lifestyle than is often stated.

The excavations at Stainton Quarry and the associ-
ated analyses have demonstrated that the Furness
region contains a largely untapped potential with
regard to understanding the Early Neolithic farmers
of Cumbria. The data recovered during the project
have shown that evidence relating to the most elusive
of transitions can be found in the most unexpected
locations. Equally, the project has highlighted the
importance of diligent palaeoenvironmental sampling,
radiocarbon dating and residue analysis.
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RÉSUMÉ

Les premiers agriculteurs de Furness: Témoignages d’une occupation du début du Néolithique et de laiterie en
Cumbria, de Gav Robinson et Matthew Town

En 2015, des fouilles à la carrière de Stainton, Furness, Cumbria ont recouvré des vestiges qui apportent un
unique aperçu de l’agriculture du début du Néolithique dans les environs. Cinq fosses, un trou de poteau et
des dépôts à l’intérieur d’un trou laissé par les racines d’un arbre, et trois crevasses dans un affleurement de
calcaire ont été investigués. Les derniers dépôts ont potentiellement livré le plus important assemblage de frag-
ments de bols carinés recouvrés à ce jour en Cumbria. Une analyse des lipides a identifié des matières grasses de
lait à l’intérieur de neuf de ces tessons. Ceci était conforme avec de précédentes, plus grandes, études mais
représente le premier témoignage que la production laitière constituait un composant important des
stratégies de subsistance du début du Néolithique en Cumbria. S’ajoutait à cela deux haches, en pierre polie
délibérément cassées, un noyau de pierre d’.Arran, un petit nombre d’outils en silex et du débitage et un
éclat de tuffeau.furent récupérés. Le site a aussi produit des quantités modérées de graines calcinées, de coquilles
de noisettes, charbon de bois et os calcinés. La plus grande partie des graines provenait d’une fosse du début du
Néolithique et comprenait potentiellement le plus grand assemblage de tels matériaux jamais recouvré à ce jou-
ren Cumbria. Des datations au C14 indiquaient une activité à un moment donné pendant le 40 ièmes–35ièmes
siècles cal av.J.-C. ainsi qu’une présence antérieure pendant les 46ièmes–45ièmes siècles Des activités ultérieures,
pendant le Chalcolithique et le début de l’Age du Bronze ont également été mises en évidence La dense concen-
tration de matériel et la nature fragmentaire et abrasée de la poterie suggère une redéposition d’un tas d’ordures
en surface En plus, les données recouvrées pendant l’investigation ont des implications plus étendues en ce qui
concerne la nature et l’utilisation du paysage environnant au cours du début du Néolithique et indique des
degrés plus élevés de permanence d’occupation,une plus grande fiabilité sur les ressources domestiquées et
eut-êre un éventuel nouveau centre topographique pour l’occupation que celui proposé actuellement

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die ersten Bauern von Furness: Belege für Besiedlung und Milchwirtschaft im Frühneolithikum in Cumbria, von
Gav Robinson und Matthew Town

Durch Ausgrabungen in der Stainton Quarry, Furness, Cumbria, wurden im Jahr 2015 Befunde freigelegt, die
einen einzigartigen Einblick in den frühneolithischen Ackerbau der Region erlauben. Fünf Gruben, ein
Pfostenloch sowie Fundansammlungen in einem Baumwurf und in drei Felsspalten in einem Kalkfelsen wurden
untersucht. Diese Funde liefern das möglicherweise größte Ensemble von Carinated Bowl-Fragmenten, das je in
Cumbria gefunden wurde. Durch Analysen von Lipiden wurden in neun dieser Scherben Milchfette festgestellt.
Dies steht in Einklang mit vorherigen umfassenderen Untersuchungen, bildet aber den ersten Nachweis, dass die
Milchwirtschaft ein wichtiger Bestandteil der Subsistenzstrategien im Frühneolithikum in Cumbria war.
Außerdem wurden zwei absichtlich zerbrochene polierte Steinäxte, ein Pechsteinkern von Arran, eine kleine
Zahl an Feuersteinwerkzeugen und -abfällen und ein Abschlag aus Tuff geborgen. Vom Fundplatz stammen
auch geringe Mengen verkohlter Getreidekörner, Haselnussschalen, Holzkohle und verbrannter Knochen.
Die meisten verkohlten Getreidekörner kamen aus einer frühneolithischen Grube und stellen möglicherweise
die größte Menge dieses Fundmaterials dar, das bisher in Cumbria gefunden wurde. Radiokarbondaten zeigen
Aktivitäten etwa während des 40. Bis 35. Jahrhunderts cal BC an, aber auch eine frühere Präsenz während des
46.–45. Jahrhunderts. Spätere Aktivitäten im Chalkolithikum und der Frühbronzezeit sind ebenfalls belegt. Die
dichte Konzentration an Material und der fragmentarische und verwitterte Zustand der Keramik legen nahe,
dass eine Verlagerung von einem oberirdischen Abfallhaufen stattfand. Die durch die Untersuchungen vorlie-
genden Daten haben eine weitergehende Bedeutung für den Charakter und die Nutzung der umgebenden
Landschaft im Frühneolithikum und deuten darauf hin, dass es eine höhere Permanenz der Besiedlung, eine
größere Nutzung domestischer Ressourcen und einen möglicherweise anderen topographischen Schwerpunkt
der Besiedlung gab als bislang angenommen.
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RESUMEN

Los primeros campesinos de Furness: evidencia de asentamiento y productos lácteos en Cumbria, por Gav
Robinson y Matthew Town

En 2015, las excavaciones en la cantera de Stainton, Furness, Cumbria, proporcionaron restos que ofrecen una
visión única sobre las actividades agrícolas del Neolítico inicial en la zona. Se documentaron cinco hoyos, un
agujero de poste, un depósito dentro de la concavidad creada por la raíz de un árbol y tres grietas en un aflor-
amiento de caliza. Estos últimos depósitos proporcionaron el mayor conjunto de fragmentos de cerámica
carenada documentado en Cumbria. El análisis de lípidos ha permitido identificar la presencia de grasas rela-
cionadas con los productos lácteos en nueve de estos fragmentos. Esto es consistente con lo propuesto en
estudios anteriores más amplios, pero representa la primera evidencia de que los productos lácteos fueron
un componente importante de las estrategias de subsistencia del Neolítico antiguo en Cumbria. A ello, se debe
añadir la presencia de dos hachas pulimentadas deliberadamente rotas, un núcleo de resinita de Arran, un
pequeño número de útiles líticos y de restos de talla y una lámina de toba. El yacimiento también ha permitido
documentar cantidades moderadas de grano carbonizado, cáscaras de avellana, carbón y hueso quemado. La
mayor parte de los granos carbonizados proceden de un silo del Neolítico antiguo y potencialmente constituye el
conjunto más abundante de este tipo de material documentado en Cumbria hasta la fecha. Las dataciones radio-
carbónicas indican un momento de intensa ocupación entre los siglos 40 y 35 cal BC al igual que una presencia
más antigua entre los siglos 46 y 47. Las últimas actividades llevadas a cabo en el yacimiento se pueden situar en
el Calcolítico y la Edad del Bronce. La densa concentración de material y el carácter fragmentario y erosionado
de la cerámica sugiere una redeposición de una concentración inicial más elevada. Además, los datos recuper-
ados durante la investigación tienen amplias implicaciones en relación con la naturaleza y uso de los paisajes
circundantes durante el Neolítico antiguo y sugieren una alta permanencia en la ocupación, una gran depend-
encia de los recursos domésticos y la posibilidad de un lugar topográficamente diferente para el asentamiento del
que se ha propuesto actualmente.
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