
An Iron Age Brooch From Seymour's Nursery,
Ewell

The bronze fibula (fig l) forms part of a small collection of obiects recovered by Mr Kevin
Heasman during the summer of 1978, following the removal of topsoil from a section of
Seymour's Nursery, Ewell (TQ 224 624).1 The part of the nursery concerned is situated to the
east of the Ewell by-pass (A24) and north of Cheam Road (A232), and lies iust below the 46m
contour at the junction of the Thanet sand outcrop with the Upp.t Chalk of the North Downs.
Litde has been recorded from the immediate area of the findspot hitherto, although ten 'shafts'
of Roman date were discovered in the middle of the last century during chalk quarrying in the
grounds of Pit House 200 metres to the southwest,2 while sherds of '[ron Age and Roman'
pottery were found during post-war building work in Howard Avenue a similar distance to the
north-east.3

Measuring 39mm in length, and possessing a pleasant green patina, the fibula has a slim,
low, cast bow ornamented with vesica- or almond-shaped decoration, a shoft catch-plate and a

snouted horizontal foot which meets the bow straight on. The spring mechanism is much
damaged, and only one and a half coils of the original four coil spring with external chord
survive, while the pin is missing.

Despite the damage done to the spring mechanism, the brooch probably belongs to a small
but nonetheless distinctive insular group of developed La Tene I fibulae first recognised by
Hodson,a and characterized by a 'non-functional skeuomorphic spring', short catch-plate,
horizontal foot profile and vesica decoration on a broad low bow. Probably datable to the
4th-3rd centuries 8.C., the distribution of this group is largely restricted to the Thames valley,
although outliers have been found as far afield as Barrington, Cambridgeshire,s Bognor Regis,
Sussex,u and more recently on an undisclosed site 'in Norfolk'.t

The slenderness of the bow of the Ewell example is a slightly variant feature - others of the
group tending to be broader - although it finds a parallel in the attenuated form of the bow on
ihe fibula from Woodeaton, Oxfordshire.8 Excluding the Surrey reaches of the Thames, it is
one of only five pre-Belgic fibulae from the County at present known to the writer - the others
being the dubiously-authenticated Hallstatt'leech' brooch from Farnham,n an incomPlete La
fdni I fibula from Farley Heath, Albury,'o a recently rediscovered La Tine I fibula from
Merrow near Guildford,tt and a La Tine II fibula from Warlingham.12 The few other pieces of
early Iron Age metalwork from the County have been conveniently listed in Bishop's 197 I
paper, '' with-the bronze (?)harness mount lately found in Burpham the only maior addition.ta- The presence of such a brooch in Ewell is of special interest, as a number of local sites have
produced pottery of early Iron Age type. In particular, 'Angular' pottery of arguably early_La
Tene date (Bishop's Period 2)t5 with which the fibula may be contemporary has been found at
Purberry Shot'u and at the rear of the King William IV Public House" in the village itself, and
at several other sites in the vicinity as well, notably Nonsuch Park" and 'The f,ooe'.'o
However, Barrett has suggested in a recent appraisal that the 'Angular Horizon' includes 'a
wide group of chronologically diverse material' which '. . . cannot be used as a clear
chronological horizon',2o and in the absence of a full re-assessment of this material it is not here
possible to press the case for contemporaneity between brooch and pottery.
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Setting such detailed problems of chronology aside, it seems clear, in the light of the
evidence supplied by recent aerial photography and ground surveys," that the density of late
prehistoric setdement in the lowland zone has been consistently underestimated in the past.
Although sparse in comparison with the mass of Roman material from the village, the numbers
of finds of Iron Age date coming to light in and around Ewell - to which the subiect of this
note can now be added - suggest that comparable understatement has also been the case here.
Future work, in the form of fieldwork, excavation and the re-examination of old and privately-
owned finds will perhaps help to redress the balance still further.
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a fibula from Hammersmith shares the slirnness of bow noted on the examples from Ewell and Woodeaton
(Hodson op. cit. in note 4, 54, Pl. 13 B).
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notes on the typology and distribution of these brooches in Britain', Archucol Camb,82 (1927), I l0 No. 55), it has
never been fully published. It measures .[6mm in length, and has a simple flattened, 'wire' bow and a short
catch-plate, although the foot is missing, having been broken off at the catch-plate. Only two coils of a p1e-
sumably four coil skeuomorphic spring with external chord sun'ive, enclosing pan of an iron rod on which the
pin originally pivoted, although the pin itself is now missing.
Originilly found in 1933, this brooch remained in the finder's family until the death of Mrs H Cheesman in
August i980, following which it was deposited with Guildford Museum (RB 3226) by her daughter Miss H M
Cheesman (information kindly supplied by Matthew Alexander and Miss Cheesman). Measuring 35mm in length,
the brooch has a high, cast bow with a central, possibly cabled, line extending along it, a short catch-plate, and an
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stone or possibly amber stud. Only two coils of an original four coil spring with external chord sun'ive, while the
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