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A large flint collection, amounting to over 35002pes, was brought to the attention of the author
towards the end of 2009. Collected between 1972189% by a husband-and-wife team, Geoff and
Margaret Appleyard, and their two daughters, SukJamnie, of Wrose, Bradford, it all comes from a
group of six adjoining fields N of Thirlsey Farmnteed approximately on SE 9805 9208 at 185m
O.D., on the extreme NE fringe of the North York di® overlooking Scalby, a few km NW of
Scarborough and the present coastline (Figs 1 pnth2 fields, covering a total of over 30ha, dfe a
on land that slopes and drains gently southwartlsdasn the 190m and 170m contours from Silpho
Brow until it drops off abruptly into the steep dier-like gorges of Thirlsey Bottom flanking
Crossdales and Lowdales Becks, tributaries of iker®erwent (Figs 3 and 5). The fields are private
land belonging to the Malthouse family, who haverfad the area for generations. The land is
covered with a fine pinkish-brown sandy tilth predd from the underlying Oxford clays of the
Hackness Basin which in turn sit over the Jurasaiwstone ridge that forms the prominent scarp of
Silpho Brow to the north (Dimbleby 1962; Rayner dteimingway 1974). The fields are regularly
sown with spring wheat (Fig 4) and other crops hade been given over to the plough for centuries
which has scattered the finds which were all recededfrom ploughsoil without any attempts at
excavation. Unfortunately, there is no specificyarmance for individual pieces, only that they all
came from any one of the six fields. However, gittem lie and drainage of the land, it seems likely
that many of the finds may well have originatedrsites further N along the S edge of Silpho Brow
and moved gradually southwards over time due tomabination of soil-wash and ploughing. The
collecting methodology was simply for the four margof the family to search each field in turn
walking side-by-side along a set of three to foMv4SE plough furrows running at right angles to the
farm-track between the months of October to Maretote the spring wheat became too tall. All flint
seen was collected, whether obviously worked piecegaste though pottery was ignored! The flints
were bagged, taken home, washed and provisionaibgd into what groups the Appleyards were
able to recognise — borers, burins, cores, knivesroliths, points, saws and scrapers while much of
the waste was discarded, forming the base of aegapdth! The Appleyards were not professional
archaeologists in any sense nor held any recogaisalifications in archaeology, being entirely self
taught, yet in the circumstances did a remarkablydgob, making the job of later classification a
whole lot easier.
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Fig 1: Location of collecting area, UK



Appleyard lithics collection

> =

alby
Scarborough

4
B
B 2 g Cumulus s 2
; Tonk . - s s
4 . s Stone
o L, >, 4
Tumulus s .
Stome )
A A,
A 0 o)l Y
. Field 3 AN
: / a
- s B o Q .
& Cumpius © .
3 p pt
o M WOl
£ ¢ . ad N s
5 ¥ gymulus - d N
 — — B

; PR §
5

. a3 ey
AN ... Field 6 ;»‘f i Inn Moors :
g ; s

~

%

Field2 A7 . Ny TR o
[~ N ‘ ! :
92 t I W
L /7 Field1 . Field5
SN —T R

Fig 3: Location of collecting area, Thirlsey Farm
(based on Ordnance Survey 6 in to the mile She®9SEE Provisional Edition 1958)
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Fig 4: view of Silpho Wood and Brow from field 3
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Fig 5: Path of line transect across collecting area
(note the ‘fingers’ of the steep-sided deeply-dits gorges of Thirlsey Bottoms to the S
and the sinuous edge of Silpho Brow snaking adressnap from NW to SE)
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Fig 6: Landscape profile across collecting area

Figs 5 and 6 represent a profile of the land based 3km transect running across the collecting are
from SSW to NNE, parallel with the main track frorhirlsey Farm that effectively splits the flint
collecting area in two. It begins at CrossdaleskBacThirlsey Bottoms at SE 9742 9052 just below
the 70m contour, climbing steeply up to the plateawhich Thirlsey Farm lies (SE 9777 9142) at
175m O.D., rising gently through the six fieldstbé& collecting area from 180m O.D to a maximum
elevation of 190m O.D., a rise of less than 1 i, i:fore ending on Suffield Moor and the distinct
scarp edge of Silpho Brow (Fig 7) overlooking thg of Grew Beck at SE 9855 9329. The key
factors in support of the archaeology that are idiately apparent from a consideration of the
topography are that the area within which the $linave been collected lies on gently sloping almost
level land, facing S, with well-drained fertile oleading up to the sepulchral ridge of SilphowBro
that is littered with EBA burial mounds, and wittclear view of the coastal lowlands and the sea
beyond (Fig 8).

Fig 7: View of Silpho Brow from the N
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Fig 8: View of coast from Silpho Brow immediatebypae Thirlsey Farm

The sizes and locations of each of the six fiekdg 8) are given in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Thirlsey Farm fields

Field NW N NE SW SE Size (ha)
1 SE 9772 9206 - SE 9798 9192 SE 9766 9189 SE®@IAA 3.2

2 SE 9778 9222 - SE 9805 9208 SE 9772 9206 SEGD]?W 4.8

3 SE 9798 9262 - SE 9820 9244 SE 97789222 SE®EIB 12.1

4 SE 9798 9192 SE 98229171 SE 97919176 S&E®H8 4.8

5 SE 9805 9208 SE 9819 9209 SE 9831 9187 SE 9B 9SE 9822 9171 6.1

6 - SE 9810 9220 - SE 9805 9208 SE 9819 9209 0.6
Total 31.6
Analysis

The collection was passed by the author to BobJahd Richardson, two brothers who have followed
their amateur interest in prehistory for many yeegsponsible themselves for a large fully archived
lithics collection deposited at the Craven Museuarkipton, and who have a proven published track

record in the identification of lithic tools frorheé Yorkshire Dales (Richardsenal 2002), Pennines
(Boughey 2009) and North York Moors, in particullae area around Malham (Williare$ al 1987),

and most recently (2010) from the Hole of HorcunofNPickering. Their results are presented in

Table 2 and summarised in Table 3 below:
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Table2: Analysis of Appleyard collection

Type No. of pieces
arrowheads 101
petit tranchetA? 2
leaf 26

3A 10
3B 6
3C 4
4A 2
4B 2
4C 2
British oblique 7
chisel 17
barbed & tanged 21
Sutton B 20
Conygar Hill B 1
kite 1
fragments 27
awls/borers 85
axes 5
flint 3
other lithic 2
fragments 8
blades 20
simple 5
retouched 4
retouched and notched 9
segment 2
burins 1
chopping tool$ 26
cores 101
fabricators 14
flakes 1666
notched 47
retouched 1171
retouched (knife) 42
retouched and notched 405
serrated and notched 1
fossil$ 1
hammerstones 5
maceheads 1
microliths 25
obliquely blunted point — LHS blunted 2

straight-backed bladelet — ‘Narrow Blade’ type 2
scalene triangle — 2 sides retouched 1
scalene triangle — 3 sides retouched 3
fragmentary/unclassified — ‘Broad Blade’ type 3
fragmentary/unclassified — ‘Narrow Blade’ type 14

pottery sherds 2
saws 129
blades 13
flakes 103
flakes, notched 13
scraperd 702
‘unidentified” (see axe fragments) 12
waste’ 777
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Notes

! arrowheads have been classified according tdyihelogies described in Clark (Clark 1934) and
Green (Green 1980; 1984)

% according to the typology described in Clark (€14934)

% fragments of arrowheads insufficiently largederitify the type of arrowhead, except for one which
is almost certainly part of a leaf-shaped arrowhead

* ‘chopping tools’ — a term coined by the Richamisto refer to lumps of flint, several with sizeabl
areas of cortex still adhering, ostensibly resengpbtiores, but from both sides of which severald$ak
have apparently been removed to produce a shaipgtedge’. Remarkably, they call to mind some
of the earliest lithic artefacts known in hominudtare — the Oldovan of East Africa, and in the UK,
look for all the world like Clactonian choppersritdhe Lower Palaeolithic! (Waddington 2004, 19).
Artefacts resembling late Palaeolithic choppingladmave been recovered from Neolithic contexts
around the world and are more generally regardesbiees from which flakes have been removed on
alternate sides.

® no attempt was made by the Richardsons to idettté various types of core

®: one fossil was recovered: a tiny cockle-like Ebaibedded in a piece of waste flint

" the two pottery sherds were a piece of a greanegl medieval jug and a fragment of a clay pipe
bowl

8 includes fragments — no attempt was made by tlsBaRisons to identify the various types of
scraper

% includes what may well be axe and hammerstorgerfeats and a possible core

1% the true data for waste would be much higher gixtleat so much of it was discarded by the
collectors

Table 3: Summary of collection

% of total
total (including waste) 3671 -
wasté’ 777 212
worked* 2894 788
% of worked
arrowheads 101 3.5
awls/borers/burins 86 3.0
blade¥’ 33 1.1
cored® 102 35
saws? 130 45
scrapers 702 24.3
flakes? 1782 61.6
microliths 25 0.9
Mesolithic® 27 0.9

Notes

- unreliable figures as so much of the waste wasadded

12 the data for blades and flakes includes piece&eubas saws

% includes one ‘unidentified stone object’, whistmiost probably a core

* includes a single flake with coarse and irregakaration

13 the most optimistic figure representing all of thizroliths and the tweetit tranchetarrowheads,
although according to Clark, there is evidencehefrtuse right into what he termed the ‘Early Metal
[i.e. Bronze] Age’ (Clark 1934, 39) — equally, sowofethe cores and scrapers may be Mesolithic in
origin as well though this has not been determined.

Discussion

What follows can only be at best a partial pictofe¢he true and complete distribution of prehistori
lithics in the area under investigation, but thiest till always be true of archaeology based hgafil
not solely on the personal lithic collecting halmfsndividuals. Even the lengthy period of coliect

is no more than a snapshot when viewed againssttleéch of prehistoric time that the collection
covers. Neither can this of course preclude thesipdgy of there being further undiscovered yet
significant amounts of lithic material out theres they chance losses during a hunt or the more
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concentrated remains of a workshop or settlemdmtsd@ problems and provisions must be borne in
mind in any assessment of the data which followsweler, the collection is sufficiently large,
involving repeated visits to the same area overymaaars, for clear patterns of distribution and
concentration to emerge and for a number of comaggo be drawn concerning a prehistoric human
presence on the land S of Silpho Brow.

M esolithic

The earliest pieces in the collection potentially
are the twapetit tranchetType A arrowheads
(Fig 9). These were arrowheads produced by
the characteristic removal of one or more
primary flakes at right angles to the cutting
edge and the main axis of the tool, a
technology diagnostic of the Mesolithic and
used for tranchet axes as well at sites such as
Star Carr (Boughey 2008). According to Clark
these represent the parent form and were in
- ' common use throughout the later half of the
Fig 9: petit tranchet Type A arrowheads, Thirlseyria

Mesolithic (Clark 1934, 35-6), though Green regdrde seventh millennium date as appropriate
(Green 1980, 68), albeit for examples much furthauth in what is now Essex. However, their
presence is not necessarily diagnostic of the Mbsolas their use continued well into the Early
Bronze Age (Clark 1934; Smith 1974, 120-1). But blgkic activity in the area is confirmed by a
small set of microliths (0.4% of worked pieces),iethincludes both earlier ‘Broad Blade’ and later
‘Narrow Blade’ and geometric examples, such as fidae€ style slender obliquely-blunted points and
scalene triangles (Fig 10), as well as associateapers and cores. Small though this proportioft is,
is highly significant as it is the first clear egitite of a scant (given the time scale involved)
Mesolithic presence in the area.

Fig 10: microliths, Thirlsey Farm
Row 1: 1-2 left-hand side obliquely blunted points
3-4  straight-backed ‘Narrow Blade’ bladelets
5 scalene triangle — two sides retouched
Row 2: 6-8 scalene triangles — three sides retodche
9-11 ‘Broad Blade’ fragments
Rows 3-4: 12-25 ‘Narrow Blade’ fragments
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Neolithic/Early Bronze Age

But by far the bulk of the assemblage (99.1%) dates the Neolithic and the early part of the
Bronze Age, for which there is considerable othédence in the district (see ‘Context’ below). This
puts a date band on the collection of some 5,0@@syer more, front. 7,000-2,000 BC. They are
discussed in alphabetical order of the main tymdevi

Arrowheads

101 arrowheads were recovered, of which twentyagire familiar Neolithic leaf-shaped forms (Figs
11 and 12) and twenty-one Late Neolithic/Early Bsm\ge barbed-and-tanged forms (Figs 13 and
14) (Sutton B) and an example of square-tanged gamMill B, all frequently found in contexts
throughout Britain (Green 1980, 117); the singledshaped arrowhead on the other hand is much
less common, with a frequency according to Greeondy 5% in arrowhead assemblages of the
period. Green also advised against reading too rmiotthe various leaf-shaped forms, arguing that
they were related more to properties of the avbalagw flint than to anything cultural or relatesl t
technological improvement (Green 1980, 67).
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Fig 11: leaf-shaped arrowheads (Green Type 3), [$&ir Farm
Rows 1-2: 1-10 Type 3A
Rows 3-4: 11-16 Type 3B
Row 4. 17-20 Type 3C
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Fig 12: leaf-shaped arrowheads (Green Type 4), [$&ir Farm
(1-2 Type 4A, 3-4 Type 4B; 5-6 Type 4C; 7 fragment)
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Fig 13: barbed-and-tanged Sutton B arrowheads, [$air Farm
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Fig 14: kite-shaped and Conygar Hill Type B arrowts, Thirlsey Farm

The remaining arrowheads in the collection datenfrm earlier than the late Neolithic (Smith 1974,
120-1) and have all been created by transversénfalconsisting of seven examples of British
oblique type (Fig 15) and seventeen chisel speaniEig 16), both of which according to Green
occur in high density concentrations that broadiyafiel each other in cultural and geographical
contexts — for example, associated with differentrs of Beaker pottery. 2500-2000 BC and in the
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Yorkshire Wolds (Green 1980, 100, 119), though BaPRearson asserts an earlier range of dates,
though admittedly from sites in Wessex, for botbety of before 2500 BC for chisel arrowheads and
c. 2500-2300 BC for obliques (Parker-Pearson 2009).

As far as Yorkshire is concerned, the earliest-&mfped arrowheads cover virtually the entire
Neolithic period fromc. 4000-2500 BC, followed by later chisel types3500-2500 BC, obliques,
and finally characteristic EBA barbed-and-tangeswheadsc. 2300-1500 BC (Laurie 2003, 233;
Manby, King and Vyner 2003, 36; Parker-Pearson 2008ugh these dates vary slightly from site to
site, and from region to region. But whatever thpec#fics in terms of date and location, the
arrowheads in the collection potentially span teeqa from the beginning of the Neolithic well into
the Bronze Age, from 4000-1500 BC, with most chemastic forms represented.

TR

Fig 15: British oblique arrowheads (1-7), ThirlsBarm

Fig 16: chisel arrowheads (1-17), Thirlsey Farm

Awls, borersand burins

Collectively, these three types of tool — awl, lvaed burin — represent implements designed tasct
much as drills or chisels to work a range of matsrisuch as bone, antler, wood, leather and other
fabrics. Burins are defined by the removal of omemwre narrow flakes longitudinally along the
thickness of the blank forming a trihedral cornechbisel-like edge (Bartoat al 1996; Tomaskova
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2005). What is immediately striking and unusuahiat, in spite of the size of the collection and th
presence of no less than eighty-six boring toolsraf kind or another (3% of the worked total) (Figs
18-21), according to the Richardsons it contairly arsingle certified burin (Fig 17). This could of
course be a spurious datum thrown up by the fattttie Appleyards discarded much if not most of
the waste and that there was possibly a systemestion for their failure to recognise burins foraivh
they were, but given their amateur skill and susadspreliminary identification of most of the tool
types, this seems unlikely and in need of somera@kjlanation.
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Fig 17: burin, Thirlsey Farm

Fig 18: awls/borers (1-16), Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 19: awls/bordds’-32), Thirlsey Farm Fig 20: awls/bordB3-57), Thirlsey Farm

13
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Fig 21: awls/borers (58-85), Thirlsey Farm

Axes, axe fragments, hammer stones and maceheads
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Fig 22: flint axe (1), Thirlsey Farm
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A close examination of each of the axes revealb limeir method of production as well as their
working history. Axe 1 (Fig 22) is of a homogenetight grey flint, exquisitely worked and polished
with a gently convex cutting edge worn smooth wigie. It has clear fractures along both long sides,
whose smooth edges suggest breaks in antiquitihese probably represent the intended sides of the
finished axe. It also has a break at the basewithta much rougher profile suggesting this was
accidental. Two rough ‘pits’ on the ‘reverse’ sidat into large primary flake profiles suggesting
again unintended loss of material after the axe pvaduced. A number of small sharp ‘accidental’
fractures across one corner have damaged theguettige. Clear concentric ripples of percussion in
primary flake scars across the ‘reverse’ of the ixtcate by their centre of radiation a striking
platform at the top of the implement as does aesgion of smaller flake scars on the ‘obverse’.side
If correct, this evidence suggests that the origix@ can never have been all that large: theiegist
fragment weighs just 14g with a maximum length Bifriin, a maximum width of 29mm, a maximum
thickness of 16mm and would originally have haditiiieg edge up to 32mm long.

||II|IlIII|||II||IIII|IIII
R h i)

Lo

-

|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|III||III|||II||III
[

So

obverse reverse
Fig 23: flint axe (2), Thirlsey Farm
Axe 2 (Fig 23) is composed of an opaque creamyewfint with orange-brown (ferruginous)

staining. A well-worked bifacial axe, it weighs 39tps a length of 62mm, a width of 38mm and a
maximum thickness of 15mm.
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Fig 24: flint axe (3), Thirlsey Farm

Axe 3 (Fig 24) is made from a high quality darkygfént with creamy-white mottling. Worked to a
fine polish, it has a convex ‘obverse’ face andlatively flat ‘reverse’ side with a distinctive isted
shape which flaking scars suggest was part of ntended tool and not the result of subsequent
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damage. Hafted across the waist, the tool woula hasembled a Native American tomahawk. The

bi-convex cutting edge is virtually undamaged amtsraround the top of the axe and down both sides
of its wider flange. The flat base is also worn sthcand further flaking scars suggest may well have

been the original striking platform. The axe weiglg, has a length of 60mm, a width across the

blade of 39mm, tapering to 24mm across the narropaes of the waist and 26mm at the base, and a
maximum thickness of 15mm.
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Fig 25: axes (non-flint) (4-5), macehead , Thirls&rm

Damaged on both sides by plough marks, axe 4 @gmnd 26) is a small Neolithic axe in local buff
sandstone with a clearly bevelled and polishedraudge carrying slight fractures on both sides.
The axe is 77mm long, 49mm wide across the blgaép @1 mm thick and weighs 98g.

Axe 5 (Figs 25 and 27) is part of a finely polistettl bevelled Neolithic Group VI Langdale axe
broken at both ends. Weighing 191g, the fragme&0mm long, 54mm wide across the blade and up
to 30mm thick.
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Fig 26: Axe 4, side and cross-sectional views Fig 27: Axe 5, side and cross-sectional views
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Also plough marked on both sides and made of tlmesbuff sandstone as axe 4, the elliptical
macehead (Fig 25) is 81mm long, 49mm at its wid®étm thick with a 15mm diameter hole and
weighs 115g. Damaged at one end, it has a smoathan hourglass perforation in what would have
been the complete tool's centre. Maceheads araumktown from the area. Fifty-seven assorted
examples from Yorkshire were reported by Roe aridyan 1968 (Roe and Radley 1968), a third of
which (19) were found within 15 km of the collectisite, eight of which were found at locations on
the fringes of the N. York Moors between the Riberwent and the coast (Fig 28). Though found in
a variety of contexts, they are generally beliet@dlate from the Neolithic and early Bronze Age,
before they were replaced by superior metal egeintal (Roe and Radley 1968, 175). It is also
considered that the examples such as this one wes probably hafted and used as small
hammerstones, possibly to assist with flint knagpimuch as antler did in the earlier Neolithic
(Coghlan 1955). The clean-cut near perfect cirdylaf the hole in the macehead strongly suggests i
was done with a bow-driven metal drill (Roe and IRgd 968, 171) and is so more likely to be one of
the later Bronze Age examples.
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Fig 28: Distribution of pebble maceheads acrosskgbire, Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire
(after Roe and Radley 1968)
(Thirlsey Farm collecting area marked with an X)

The collection includes three hammerstones (Fig @® of local sandstone, all based on smooth fist-
sized pebbles, the largest of which (No. 3) cleaHgws on both sides the characteristic depressions
designed to aid grip between finger and thumb (Rwe Radley 1968, 169). The working areas are
clearly indicated by signs of percussive damagaerform of a multitude of tiny scars on the stiki
edges of each stone, resembling the lunar surfidas.indicates their use as a ‘primary percussor’
(i.e. without an intermediate or ‘secondary perotssr chisel in the style used by both historidan
modern stone masons) in the knapping of flint to@ther than as some kind of prehistoric mortar fo
simple pounding or mashing. These scars are clegilyle on the egg-shaped No. 1 at each end of
the ‘egg’ A (Fig 30) and B (Fig 31); on No. 2 alooger half its perimeter along CD (Figs 32 and 33),
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with no damage at E suggesting this was the ‘bak#ie tool and where it was held; and on No. 3

along edge F only (Fig 34) in spite of its appargymmetry, as the opposite end carries a natural
fracture which its users considered might not haitestood the shock of percussion.
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Fig 30: hammerstone 1 — close-up of edige Fig 31: hammerstone 1 — close-up of edge B
(note scarred surface to the left — more promirsmairs marked by arrows)

Fig 32: hammerstone 2 — close-up of edge C Fig 33: hammerstone 1 — close-up of edge D
(note scarred surface to the left — more promirss@irs marked by arrows)
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Fig 34: hammerstone 3 — close-up of edge F (ncdiered surface)

The analysis by the Richardsons also includes ag for twelve ‘unidentified tool fragments’, piese
which they suggest are mostly axe fragments ofsoneor another, dating from the Neolitltic3500-
3000 BC.

The first four pieces (Fig 35) are all of local datone. Fragments 1 and 3 would both seem to be axe
fragments: fragment 1 has a clean break down ateevehich from the remaining curvature seems to
have split it in half longitudinally, a sharp longiinal plough scar and an irregular break acrbes t
top; fragment 3 is the plough-damaged butt end sifnall axe broken across its entire width. The
other two pieces are most probably hammerstonespbwhich is fractured and carries a deep scar
from the plough.

‘obverse’ ‘reverse’
Fig 35: Axe and hammerstone fragments (1-4), TéyrBarm

Of the remaining eight pieces (Fig 36), 5-7 ar¢hfer sandstone axe fragments, No. 6 carrying a deep
(plough?) scar running all the way round the fragimélo. 8 is a curious small piece of sandstone
flaked like a flint blade, while No. 9 is most pedlly a flint core. Nos. 10-12 are fragments of
Langdale Group VI ‘Borrowdale tuff polished axesne of which (No. 12) is worked to an
exceptionally smooth finish.
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‘obverse’ ‘reverse’

Fig 36: Further axe and other fragments (5-12),r&ay Farm

m

Fig 37: simple blades (1-5), Thirlsey Farm

Blades

One of the more characteristic implements of thie Meolithic period, showing some degrees of
refinement and diversification as it passed int® ¢larly part of the Bronze Age, was the ‘blade’: a
relatively straight parallel-sided rectangular #adf flint usually defined (as by the Richardsons i
their analysis) as being at least twice as lonifjiasroad, and showing secondary working along on
or both of its parallel sides — not to be confuaéth the much smaller microlithic broad and narrow
blades of the earlier Mesolithic. Twenty examples i@presented in the Appleyard collection: five
simple (Fig 37), thirteen retouched of which nime aotched (Fig 38) (for further discussion and
illustration, see the section on ‘Notched’ belothjrteen serrated (saws) (for further discussioth an
illustration, see the section on ‘Saws’ below) and fragments.

vqnulwumqlmp

Fig 38: retouched blades (1-4), Thirlsey Farm
20
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Chopping tools

The worked pieces designated as ‘chopping toolgs(RB9-42), while superficially resembling
characteristic Late Palaeolithic implements, majl i¥e no more than Neolithic working cores from
which a small number of flakes have been removedf@nwhich the primary if not the sole purpose
was the production of suitable flakes (http://wwawilsd.com). However, they are all of a remarkably
similar size (i.e. relatively large), shape andotggy — often with sizeable areas of cortex still
adhering — and show no signs of secondary workintipé form of pressure flaking along their edge
which discounts the possibility of their being largcrapers. It is perfectly reasonable therefore to
suggest that as well as producing flakes, the wasicore might also have been put to a chopping or
similar use, giving the original unworked pieceflft a potentially dual function. Indeed, several
examples show a remarkably good fit with the corgaef the clenched right hand, if they were
intended to be held in a chopping position (Fig. &)ch chopping tools in non-Palaeolithic contexts
are known: for example, one was reported in 2008 f€onisborough, S. Yorks. on the S bank of the

Don close to a scatter of Mesolithic flints whialggested to the authors a possible flintworking sit
(Arcus 2008).
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Fig 41: ‘chopping tools’ (1-2), iflsey Farm Fig 42: ‘chopping tool’ 2
(demonstrating right-hand grip)
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Coresand waste

Cores and waste may not seem at first sight teslsegaificant or as impressive as worked tools such
as arrowheads and scrapers, but in their own way #ne every bit as important in any localised
lithics collection, if not more so. The reason fiis is that whereas worked tools, especially
arrowheads, could easily be due to chance losspsjuing hunting well away from the ‘home’ area
or settlement, the presence of cores and wastatima@rtibly proves that flint was worked locally,
indeed to what amounts to a flint ‘industry’, ahdtta contemporary settlement of some sort, whether
a temporary ‘hunting camp’ or something more pemmaincluding round houses and enclosures for
crops and animals, was not very far away. Unfoitelgacenturies of ploughing and other agricultural
activities have scattered the flints far and wide the fact is that with 102 cores and at least 777
pieces of waste (much more of which the Appleyaatdly discarded) representing almost a quarter
(23.9%) of the total lithics, flint knapping andtgroduction must have taken place in the locehar
somewhere and over a considerable period of tirmen df all identifiable traces of any tool
production site have long since been disappearedcdplete attempt has been made to ‘classify’
the various cores in any way, a difficult and ddubénough task in itself, still less in the absent
exact provenance any attempt to ‘reconstruct’ efitrany of them from the hundreds of discarded
flakes, except to say that there are enough ircofiection to cover a range of periods, sizesestyl
and flint types. lllustrated below (Fig 43) is des#ion of these: No. 1 is an example of a bi-polar
core, where flakes have been struck from opposits ®f the core, while the rest (Nos. 2-20) are
simple platform cores, with the flakes all detachgdh downwards blow from the prepared platform
at the top. Platform cores and bi-polar cores agamded as more characteristic of the Mesolithic-
Neolithic period than the Bronze Age, when lesaut@gmulti-directional cores were more widely
used (Waddington 2004). These too are plentifultia collection. Given the relatively small
proportion of genuinely Mesolithic tools in the lealtion it is much more likely that the platformdan
bi-polar cores at least come predominantly if mdtrely from the Neolithic. If the more diverse $es
specific types of the Bronze Age are added to &maslysis, then again as with the other worked
lithics, we arrive at a Neolithic/Bronze Age timeate for the overwhelming bulk of the collection.
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Fig 43: Assorted cores (1-20), Thirlsey Farm
1: bi-polar core; 2-20: platform cores

Fabricators

A further, less common type of Neolithic/Early Been Age tool is the so-called ‘fabricator’,
characterised by a rod-like profile with roundedi®and sides (Fig 44). Their precise function is no
known for certain, but is believed they may haveeda@s ‘strike-a-lights’ in association with iron
pyrites — a function first suggested by Evans & $eminal 19 century work on flint tools (Evans
1872) and one which has since been demonstratédelxperimentally as well as ethnographically
(Stapert and Johanssen 1999). In other words, wezg the nearest thing to prehistoric matches!
Although in Europe both late Palaeolithic and Mébal examples are known, including from Star
Carr (Clark 1954), they are more familiar in the UK Neolithic to early Bronze Age contexts
(Wainwright and Longworth 1971, 255), e.g. in pkaes far apart as Derbyshire (Barretal 1994)
and Sussex (Harding 2000, 42).
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Fig 44: fabricators, Thirlsey Farm

Notched blades and flakes

475 pieces (16.4 % of the collection) are whaefemred to as ‘notched’ pieces: tools of one sort 0
another which carry one or more distinctive notcbessinto the working surface (Figs 45 and 46),
some to enhance the cutting/slicing action or gtexd hook for the material to be caught and held on
(as with Swiss Army knives today), others very jjadggo assist hafting onto some sort of handle or
shaft. Although this would reduce the pressure ¢batd be applied at the working edge of the tibol,
increased leverage and control. Smaller notchestilhbe detected by the simple device of runrang
finger along the tool's edge, where they can beifehot always seen. Some pieces carry a short
series of notches along an edge (e.g. Fig 45, Noth®ugh not full serrations, which would
characterise them as saws: tools identified by Riieghardsons as notched saws will be found
discussed below in the section headed ‘Saws’. Ef@ldd breakdown of notched pieces is:

total 475
blades:
retouched and notched 9
flakes:
notched 47
retouched and notched 405
serrated and notched 1
saws, notched 13
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Fig 45: Retouched and notched blades (1-9), Thirisarm
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Fig 46: Selection of notched flakes (33-47), Tleiylé-arm

Retouched flakes

By far the largest single group of worked piecethmcollection (1171, 40.5 %) are simple retouched
flakes: slices of flint of assorted sizes and sbagtrick from a core in the primary phase and stibje
to only the coarsest degree of secondary working,nbt conforming in appearance to any of the
other recognised tool types, such as awls, knisespers or saws. In other words, these were less
specific tools and it is likely therefore that theguld have been put to a variety of non-specifiedl

as they lack the characteristic finishing toucha more specific tool. They are too numerous and
non-specific to be illustrated here.
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Saws

Several categories in the Richardson scheme ofifitadion can be described as saws or saw-like
implements: these are an assortment of serratetbdland flakes of varying sizes and degrees of
serration designed, much as saws today, for cuttiraugh a variety of different materials (Figs 47-
55). Another variation is the presence or absefi@me, sometimes two, sharp notches cut into one
side, perhaps to aid hafting the tool (Figs 54-3%g full breakdown in the Appleyard collection is:

saws (assorted): 130
blades 13
flakes: 117

serrated 103
serrated and notched 14*

(* includes a single serrated and notched flakectastsified as a saw by the Richardsons presumably
as the serrations are too coarse and irregular)
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Fig 48: saws (serrated blades), 6, 10 and 12 (clagg Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 49: saws (serrated flakesRQ, Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 50: saws (serrated flakés);45 Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 51: saws (serratéakés), 46-75, Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 52: saws (serrated flakes), 76-103, Tegl§arm
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Fig 54: saws (serrated and notched flakes), 1-189ey Farm
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Fig 55: serrated and notched flake, Thirlsey Farm
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Scrapers

The collection also includes a remarkably large emof scrapers with complete and broken
examples and fragments (702) making up almost atejué?4.3%) of the total of worked pieces.
Although a detailed analysis has not been attemptiedleed, a definitive and agreed analysis does
not really appear possible — the majority of theptete scrapers (Figs 56-61) and scraper fragments
(e.g. Fig 66) (over 350 or 50% of the total) appedne of ‘disc’ type, where the retouched scraping
edge extends the entire way around the implemeatnoost and — as the name implies — the tool is
much the same diameter in any direction (Clerkal 1960; Riley 1991). A common variant — if
indeed that is what it is — seems to be the praolnatf what would otherwise be a normal disc
scraper with retouch all round except for a stralgise with no sign of secondary flaking where the
flint has either been (deliberately?) fracturedhar scraper produced from a worked flake and thte fl
base is what remains of the striking platform whenflake was detached from the original core. This
gives the scraper an apparently ‘truncated’ appearéFigs 62-65). The scrapers appear in a range of
sizes and other types, such as ‘end’ and ‘sidgdeapto be represented as well, in short, longs(Fig
67-73) and flake or ‘truncated’ forms (Fig 74), all which points to both a broad period of
manufacture and a variety of uses.

Fig 56: ‘disc’ scrapers (1-28), Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 57: ‘disc’ scrapers (Z8), Thirlsey Farm Fig 58: ‘disc’ scrapers (49-77), Thirlsey fra
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Fig 59: ‘disc’ scrapes8-107), Thirlsey Farm Fig 60: ‘disc’ scrapers (108-)4Zhirlsey Farm
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Fig 61: ‘disc’ scrape(143-177), Thirlsey Farm fE8: broken/truncated ‘disc’ scrapers (178-205)jr&ey Farm
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Fig 63: broken/truncated ‘disc’ scrapde6--233), Thirlsey Farm Fig 64: ‘brokerr wuncated disc’ scrapers (234-266), Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 65: broken/truncated ‘disc’ scrapers (26942, Thirlsey Farm Fig:@Bsc? scraper fragments (295-318), Thirlsey Farm
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Fig 67: ‘long(itudinal)’ scraper®19-338), Thirlsey Farm Fig 68: ‘long(itudinal)’ scrapers (339-354}hirlsey Farm
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‘long(itudinal)’ scrapers (371-395), They Farm
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Fig 71: ‘long(itudinal)’ scrapers (39621), Thirlsey Farm Fig 72: ‘long(itudinal)’ scrapers (422-448)hirlsey Farm
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Fig 73: ‘long(itudinal)’ scrapers (449-4Y,2Thirlsey Farm Fig 74runcated long(itudinal)’ scrapers (473-496), Tisiely Farm
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Context

In spite of the proximity of the stretch of landoNThirlsey Farm to the well-known Mesolithic sié

the Star Carr barely 10km down the headwaters ef0erwent valley to the south-east and the
probability that the immediately adjacent uplaneaarof the North York Moors such as Suffield and
Hackness Moors could have acted as sites for teanp@ummer hunting camps, there is almost
nothing of the Mesolithic period recorded within @dose to the collecting area at all (Waughman
pers.comm.) — apart from two implements regardeal ‘age’ by Wymer and Bonsall on Silpho Moor
at SE 960 920 (Wymer and Bonsall 1977, Site 4636lit}le over 2km from the collecting area and
two Mesolithic flint implements each recorded frantocation somewhere in grid squares SE 96 94
(NMR NATINV 65817) and SE 96 95 (NMR NATINV 65628¢spectively 2.5-3km to the north-
west.

However, the immediate area, particularly to theéolWards Silpho Brow, is rich in archaeological
evidence from the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Ageripd (Fig 75). Two Bronze Age barrows are
recorded from within Field 6 itself at SE 97960 92ZNMR NATINV 65742; SMR 4379.04) and SE
98050 92311 (NMR NATINV 65742; SMR 4379.05) (Fig: Btes 6 and 7), although both are now
almost ploughed out. A further eleven plough-dardalgarrows lie within a kilometre or so of the
collecting area along the NW-SE skyline edge gbl®l Brow (Fig 75: Sites 1-5, 8-13) and beyond in
sufficient numbers to constitute an effective Bmige linear cemetery (Elgee 1930, 128). Many of
these have produced Collared Urns together witbwa Food Vessels (Varley 1989, 9), ceramics
typical of the Early Bronze Age2000-1500 cal BC (Burgess 1974, 168; Maabwl 2003, 37).

3 X PR
93‘ 4 Kimuius e ey
N g N \ie 245 2

% .
%, e

“"Thieves Dyke
(Central)

Fig 75: Location of nearest prehistoric sites, Teéty Farm
(flint collecting area outlined in red)
(Sites 9, 12 and B indicated by squares as theation is known only to within 200m)
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Within a kilometre of the collecting area are nssl¢han possibly thirteen Bronze Age round barrows,
most if not all of which have been excavated — meagly without record (except for those excavated
by W.H. Lamplough and J.R. Lidster between 1949-&id damaged either by the plough or by
forestry activity.

Working from west to east and from south to nottiie, first of these (Fig 75: 1) at SE 97234 92984
(NMR NATINV 65781) is believed to be either a Brenage round barrow or an Iron Age square
barrow, still standing up 0.5m high. Lying immedigtsouth of Thieves Dikes at SE 97444 92759
KB53 (NMR NATINV 65784) are the remains of a sec@rdnze Age round barrow (Fig 75: 2). The
barrow originally had an earth and stone mound l3rdiameter, but this has been levelled by
ploughing and is now only visible as a cropmarlaarial photographs. A third round barrow at SE
97585 92522 (NMR NATINV 65787) (Fig 75: 3) canskie made out as an earthen mound 23m in
diameter and 0.3m high and is believed to be tie sarvivor of what was originally a close group of
four, now all completely ploughed out (e.g. at SE26 92549 (Fig 75: 4) (NMR NATINV 65787). A
fifth round barrow at SE 97930 92782 (NMR NATINV &) (Fig 75: 5) is marked by an earth and
stone mound in a Forestry Commission plantatiorciviias at least protected it from the plough. It
still stands up to 1.7m high with a maximum diametel3m and has traces of a possible ditch to the
N and S. There are two further ploughed-out barraw8E 97960 92234 and SE 98050 92311 (NMR
NATINV 65742) (Fig 75: 6 and 7) with vague traceil semaining. An eighth barrow at SE 98169
92564 (NMR NATINV 65790) (Fig 75: 8) is an earthdastone mound up to 1.6m high and a
maximum diameter of 16m with a possible ditch oa Ehside. A possible ninth round barrow of
uncertain age (Fig 75: 9) is marked on the excayatoH. Lamplough's, map at SE 984 925 (NMR
NATINV 65828). The northernmost of three moundsyda 10 at SE 98582 92629 (NMR NATINV
65793 SMR 4379.09) (Fig 75: 10), is an earth andestnound 10m in diameter and 0.8m high sitting
on a slight promontory on Cripple Grain Head givgupd views over the valley to the east. Barrow
11 at SE 98646 91931 (NMR NATINV 65799) (Fig 75) Idas originally marked by an earth and
stone mound up to 13m in diameter, but is now cetep} levelled by the plough. A twelfth barrow
investigated by Lamplough and Lidster (Lamplough R&HM Excavation Index PRN 11286) is
recorded at SE 988 921 (Fig 75: 12) (NMR NATINV @38 Finally, a small round cairn/barrow (Fig
75: 13) at SE 98858 92337 (NMR NATINV 65796) agai@ prominent position on Inn Moor, which
still survives as a 6m diameter sub-circular moQr&@m high, excavated by Lamplough and Lidster
(Lamplough 23; RCHM Excavation Index PRN 11287hdurced a Collared Urn of Longworth’s
Unclassified Series, South Eastern Style (Longw&®4 245) along with a cremation and two flint
fragments.

Although beyond the strict kilometre limit, mentiperhaps should also be made of the only barrow
excavation that Lamplough and Lidster ever pubtistteat at Kirkless Farm at SE 98504 93924
(Lamplough 35; SMR 4362), less than 1.5km from M\& most corner of the collecting area.
However, it does lie in a topographically and seprdlly distinct area below Silpho Brow at a much
lower altitude of 75m O.D. Excavation up to 1m arduthe centre recovered items strongly
suggestive of the Bronze Age: a block and a penofgjet, a fragment of calcined bone, fragments of
unidentified pottery, a few worked flints and traad charcoal (Lamplough and Lidster 1960; Smith
1994, 150 and Fig 120).

Whitby Museum holds a large rim fragment labellBdrt of a British urn from Silphoue Nr. Whitby’,
(Whitby Museum U2) recovered from an unidentifiedimd barrow in the Silpho area at SE 965 920
approx. (NAT INV NMR 65820) and presented to theseum in 1830; the fragment has been
identified by Varley (Varley 1989) as a Middle BaenAge Collared Urn of Longworth’s Secondary
Series, North Western Style and was dated by hicn1d00 BC (Longworth 1984, 253).

In Scarborough Museum, there is a Bronze Age udhaamaccessory cup, both recorded as from the
small village of Coomboots at SE 995 920 a littleeroa kilometre to the east. During quarrying
operations at the SW corner of Inn Moor at SE 9886@70c. 1900, an urn was uncovered but
smashed by workmen and lost before a proper recouid be made: presumably unrecognised
Bronze Age barrows must have lain close to bo#sgiFig 75: Site C). If so, then there would have
been no fewer than eighteen barrows within 1kmhef dollecting area: if the scope is increased to
5km, the number rises to at least fifty-seven, nmaykhe slopes of Silpho Brow and Suffield Moor to
the north as a significant area for burial in tlel{=Middle Bronze Age. To provide further context
for the area, the Table 5 (below) gives a seleatibradiocarbon dates for Bronze Age cairns and
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barrows from the North York Moors incorporating faokd Urns: the urns from Wilton and
Wykeham Moors were both of Longworth’s SecondarsieSe North Western style, i.e. of the same
type as the fragment from Silpho. With the excaptd the much earlier date from Wilton Moor,
these collectively give dates through the Early &fiddle Bronze Agesgc. 2000-1700 cal. BC,
somewhat earlier than Varley's estimate. Thesesastl provide an appropriate time scale for the
barrow cemetery on Silpho Brow and by associatielp ko give something of a focus for the lithics
in the Appleyard collection.

Table5: Datesfrom cairng/barrowsfrom theN. York Moorsincluding Collared urns

Lab.Ref. Uncalibrated BP oZalibrated BC estd. cal BC
Wilton Moor* HAR-9763 4030+90 2880-2420 2650
Boltby Moor* Beta-112235 3520450 1955-1705 1830
Wykeham Moot NPL-236 3485+90 1950-1600 1775
Gnipe Howé HAR-8773 3440+90 2020-1520 1770
Sawdon Moor9 NPL-197 3330190 1910-1410 1660
Great Aytort’ HAR 2091 2940+80 - 1225

Sources

L Vyner 1991, 34

% Heys and Taylor 1998

% Brewster 1973, 92

*Manby & Turnbull 1986

® Brewster and Finney 1995, 3, 66
® Brewster and Finney 1995, 13, 66
" Longworth 1984

Two assemblages of typical Late Neolithic/Early iBze Age lithics are also recorded both half a
kilometre or so to the east. The first and larg@m Suffield Moor at SE 98551 92318 (SMR 4858)
(Fig 75: Site A), includes leaf-shaped and barbedHanged arrowheads, fabricators, scrapers and
awls (Trans. Scarb. and Dist. Arch. SAQ63). The other, from Inn Moor Nursery centredSEh987
922 (SMR 4876) (Fig 75: Site B), collected at vagdimes by forestry workers, exactly matches
types found in the Appleyard collection: twpe(it?) tranchet eight leaf-shaped, a kite and three
barbed-and-tanged arrowheads, thirty-seven ‘confiex’ disc-shaped) scrapers, a flint knife, borer,
fabricator, three ‘lanceheads’ and several workakks, all of which were deposited at Scarborough
Museum {rans. Scarb. and Dist. Arch. Sd®67). Finally, again from Coomboots though no more
precise location was given, an imported gold spirgsted torc dating from the Middle Bronze Age
Taunton/Penard metalworking phase (1500-1150 calvi&3 found in the I®century (Knox 1855;
Roberts 2007).

Believed to date from the Middle Bronze Age {500 BC) or possibly later is a complex of linear
earthworks much damaged by the plough and affdiest&nown collectively as Thieves Dikes
(NMR NATINV 65769; SMR 4371) which at their closessible extent at SE 9783 9251 lie just 80m
W of the collecting area (Fig 75). Running S ofp8d Brow for over 700m, the complex can be
traced both on the ground and by aerial photogrdpihdR SE 9792/1: 17516/35) as a series of
multiple ditches in places up to 5m wide and bastksup to 1.4m high, which on their eastern limb
form a possible enclosure some 30ha in size, whaiseis surprisingly close to that of the modern
fields N. of Thirlsey Farm (Knox 1855, 133, 15291861; Spratt 1993, 175, 291). Significantly, the
entire system snakes across Silpho Brow withowgsing the line of a single one of the many barrows
in the vicinity, and yet also occupies similar gnduwith several barrows approaching to within 10m
of the dike — suggesting, as Spratt has done &oCthave Dyke system further west (Spratt 1982, 47-
8), that the two were closely contemporary. Thowgirently lacking any independent dating
evidence from excavation or otherwise for the dikkeseems highly unlikely that burials would have
been inserted on both sides of the dike in sey#agles, unless the dike system was already obsolete
by the Early Bronze Age. It is much more probahkt the dikes were dug after the barrows had been
constructed (on ceramic evidence from as late 4400 BC) and that its line was carefully laid tut
avoid interfering with them. It seems equally impable that a dike would have been cut straight
through an active Bronze Age cemetery when theosuading space was still given over to the
‘ancestors’: one only has to think of the deepuraltrevulsion there would be today to the idea of
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driving a road through a graveyard. The dike wothlidrefore have been constructed once the
cemetery fell into disuse and the land had lost'sgered’ or sepulchral character — in modern
planning parlance, what would be termed a ‘charigese’. This gives a Middle Bronze Age date at
the earliest for the system, somewhat after theopgerepresented by both the barrows and the
Appleyard lithics. Similar to other such systemstba North York Moors, it is thought that these
dikes were either territorial or agricultural, magdk out viable farming territories, rather than
defensive or military boundaries (Spratt 1982, SPratt 1993, 140; English Heritage ‘Pastscape’
website: http://www.pastscape.org.uk), and may Hasen marked by a stockade. However, it is
difficult in this case to account for the fact tiiat a good part of its length it consists of teifdanks
and ditches, and one particular stretch (from SE/9792747 to SE 97548 92697) consists of six
ditches and banks spanning over thirty-five metsaggesting a defensive function right on the scarp
edge (Spratt 1993, 128), when for purely agricaltypurposes a simple bank-and-ditch boundary
would have sufficed.

Conclusion

The Appleyard collection represents by far thedatgingle collection of lithics in this key area,
gently sloping plateau of well-drained south-faclagd leading up from the edge of the Hackness
Basin towards the north-eastern edge of the Noaitk ¥loors with clear views of the coastal lowland
and sea beyond. The worked flint tools and wastlencollection demonstrate by both their number
and diversity a strong presence from early in thesdlithic (indicated by the broad and narrow blade
fragments and other microliths as well as posditdytwopetit tranchetarrowheads and some of the
platform cores) where virtually none has hitherae recorded, with possible links as an upland
summertime hunting area to Star Carr directly ® sbuth, through the Neolithic and well into the
Bronze Age — a total potential span of at least flvousand years. Although the precise nature of
mobility and seasonality in the Mesolithic peria@ atill a subject of debate and the simple ‘classi
interpretation of Star Carr as a winter base-cagngliark (Clark 1954; 1972) has since been called
into question (Mellars 1976; Jacobi 1978; Spikie99; Mellars and Dark 1998; Gaffney 2009, 49-
50), its closeness to the lithics collecting aneapsy cannot be overlooked. The suggestion is #bat
different times of the year the inhabitants of Starr exploited a much wider landscape than the
immediate fringes of the former lakeside, partidyleas climate, water levels and patterns of
vegetation changed during the course of the MdsolifThe much smaller number of Mesolithic
implements and their more limited range, given pheximity to Star Carr and larger time period,
points not so much to a scant Mesolithic presesce i@flection of the much smaller population and
nomadic life-style and that this upland area wassthnprobably seasonal territory occupied by
occasional bands of Mesolithic hunters. It therefegems highly likely that the upland plateau would
have been a key element in the economy of the hgatberer community at Star Carr, as suggested
by the Mesolithic components of the Appleyard aiten.

Conversely, the much greater numbers of Neolithat Bronze Age material in the collection and its
diversity point to both a vastly increased popuolatand a more settled, even static, way of lifd te
agricultural food production where much of the towking and use would be confined to a small
highly localised area. The fact that a large cotre¢ion of Bronze Age burials occurs on the skyline
edge of Silpho Brow directly to the north-east, wiavhich actually occur within the collecting area

is itself of significance and shows that there nheste been a close and long-standing geographical
link between both sepulchral and technologicalvégti- at least in the Early Bronze Age. The range
of tool types represented in the collection cowgraimost every conceivable activity and the
concentration of roughly contemporary burials ie #ame area amply demonstrate that throughout
this period people both lived and died on this droorland fringe. As far as the term can be afplie
in the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period, iasv'home’. It is all the more pity therefore thas,

is so often the case, the flints were recoverenh fitte surface of ploughland, where any stratigraphi
or localised evidence of a possible workshop, cammore permanent form of settlement has long
since been lost. But we must be grateful to theléygrds for their efforts in amassing such an
impressive and important collection in the firsag# and adding valuable rich evidence to the
archaeological picture of the area.
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