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Introduction
For the first time, since we started in 1999, rhizomes played only a relatively small part in our digging lives this year. It
was only towards the end of the excavation when our “friends” the baulks were removed, that rhizomes were encountered
in significant numbers. Future work will certainly reveal a few more metres of rhizomes, but we have now removed and
recorded a staggering total length of 7571.3m. Their impact on the stratigraphy has been demonstrated and discussed in
previous Interim Reports, but with most of them now revealed it is possible to take this discussion a little further. The
emphasis of our work during 2003 was directed towards the examination of the layers containing prehistoric artefacts. We
indeed recovered substantial numbers of artefacts which in itself was very suggestive of the presence of an occupation
surface, but in particular the pottery appeared to belong to three main periods. This strongly suggested that any occupation
surface had at some time in the past been scrambled. The three dimensional plotting of all artefacts will however allow us
to examine this situation in some detail and much of this Interim Report is concerned with analysis and interpretation of
this phenomenon. The search for post holes and other structures within the house proved frustrating. A clearly defined
post-hole was revealed within Trench 2 and a small stake hole was excavated within Trench 6, but further work will be
needed before the true picture of the internal layout is revealed. Much time during 2003 was spent recording the position
of the 435 artefacts found and recording the sections offered by the baulks. There was not enough time to allow the
complete removal of the baulks, although all of the historic levels were taken down and in places the upper prehistoric
material was also removed. In the coming season, the remainder of the baulks will be removed and the interior of the
building examined for features and structures.

Stipes and Rhizomes
Nearly complete data relating to both stipes and rhizomes is now available. The techniques used to examine the rhizomes
in each trench were rather different. In Trench 1 the rhizomes were examined using a series of 1m pits and this allowed
detailed examination of their stratigraphic character. This enabled us to present a series of sections across this Trench
(Interim Report 1999). In Trench 2 on the other hand emphasis was placed on achieving a plan view of the rhizomes at
different depths (Interim Report 2000). In Trenches 5 and 6 the upper rhizome mat was planned, but the lower levels of
rhizomes were simply measured. Trenches 1 and 2 therefore provide the greatest level of information concerning the
rhizome infestation, but the information recorded within the other two trenches and under the baulks allow us to examine
the character of the rhizomes throughout the building.
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Density of Rhizomes
The length of rhizomes encountered within each 1m² area of the house were measured and used to calculate the density of
rhizomes. The resultant plan illustrates the density using proportional circles (Figure 1).

Figure 1 Plan showing the density of rhizomes in each 1m² within the house
This illustration clearly reveals that the largest densities all occur close to the house walls. Indeed, all squares with greater
than 160m of rhizomes are found adjacent to the walls of the house. This highlights that damage to archaeology caused by
rhizomes will not be uniform even within a single structure and almost certainly will vary considerably over a large
archaeological site. Of particular concern is the observation that greatest damage is likely to occur adjacent to features such
as walls, where the loss of stratigraphical information is likely to be most keenly felt. Has our work given us any
confidence in predicting which sites may be most at threat from rhizome damage? In other words can observations of
bracken growth give us an insight into the character and quantity of any damage below the visible plants. At a very
simplistic level this question can be dealt with by examining whether there is any correlation between the number of plants
and the lengths of associated rhizomes. Analysis of the available data suggests that the answer is not straight forward and
certain complications peculiar to this round house need to be taken into account before reaching any conclusions.
Examination of the data reveals that there is apparently a considerable variation with for example one square having
35.75m of rhizome associated with each stipe whilst in another the figure is only 0.8m. Furthermore, the average length of
rhizomes associated with each stipe at Teigncombe is 4.76m, but this figure does hide a considerable variation represented
by a standard deviation of 5.34. Reasons for this variation are easy to find as much of it relates to a small patch in the south
eastern part of the building where few stipes were found growing in 1999. Excavation has revealed that the reason for this
is that in the months immediately preceding the excavation a substantial quantity of hillwash flowed into the building and
this appears to have stifled stipe growth, although the underlying rhizome mat remained. If these anomalies are removed
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from the calculations a clearer picture of the relationship between the number of stipes and lengths of associated rhizomes
emerges. Thus the average length of rhizome associated with each plant becomes 3.7m and the standard deviation is 1.84.
Until further work on other sites is carried out we can therefore proceed on the assumption that on average each bracken
plant has 3.7m of rhizome. Clearly this figure will vary from area to area, but it at least represents a starting point for
assessing the damage that bracken rhizomes may be causing to the archaeology on Dartmoor. Another way of examining
the correlation between rhizome length and the visible bracken plants is to correlate the height of the plants with the length
of the rhizomes. This analysis indicates that on average each metre of stipe is supported by 3.89m of rhizome. If this
figure is at all reliable it would mean measuring the height of stipes within a given area would provide a clue to the
character of the underlying rhizome mat. Clearly further work within a variety of environments will be needed to confirm
whether this methodology could provide a non destructive way of estimating damage to underlying deposits.

Artefact Distributions
Compared with previous years, the number of artefacts recovered during the 2003 season was substantial. As always, all
artefacts have been three dimensionally plotted and this provides us with a vast amount of data to enable detailed analysis
of both archaeological information and the taphonomic processes which have affected the site over the years. Hopefully,
the quality and quantity of the available information will allow us to gain insights into the character of upland archaeology
which have neverto been possible. The primary problem in examining, analysing and presenting the information is that it
represents a three dimensional view of the site, but one which has to be viewed and presented in a two dimensional manner.
I have tried to devise different methods of looking at this information and several of these techniques are employed within
this report. I would welcome feedback on which methods work best for you and perhaps most useful of all, which ones just
don’t work. Large numbers of finds do remain to be recovered and therefore any conclusions made here must be
considered as provisional. Future work may necessitate a total review of our findings, but to put off any analysis until all
the results are in would not be helpful.
Table 1 illustrates in very broad terms the types and numbers of artefacts recovered to date. The figures represent
minimum values because where two or more artefacts of the same type are found at the same spot they are allocated the
same smallfind number. I can think of no other prehistoric house on Dartmoor that has produced such a large number and
diverse variety of artefacts and we are indeed very grateful because this means that analysis of the taphonomic processes is
possible. Analysis would have not been possible if in common with many other houses on the moor finds had been scarce
and belonged to only one period.

Type
Bones
Chert
Crystal
Ferrous object
Flint
Glass
Lithics
Pottery
Pottery
Pottery
Pottery
Pottery
Plastic
Total

Number
5
1
55
16
20
1
43
190
221
8
5
7
34
606

Date
Post Medieval
Prehistoric
Natural
Post Medieval
Prehistoric
Post Medieval
Prehistoric
Middle Bronze Age (MBA)
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age (LBA/EIA)
Roman
Medieval
Post Medieval
Modern

Table 1 Summary Table showing the number and type of artefacts recovered up to the end of 2003
Preliminary analysis of the pottery by Henrietta Quinnell (pgs 33-34) has confirmed that we are dealing with a rather
unusual assemblage and as well as producing her own report on this material, she has very generously provided fabric
details for each prehistoric sherd recovered to date. Henrietta would like to make it clear at this stage that there are some
uncertainties regarding some of the sherds and that further analysis might lead to some of the sherds being re-assigned at a
later stage. Furthermore, clearly further excavation will mean that future analysis will also need to incorporate sherds
which still await discovery. It therefore needs to be emphasised that the results presented below do represent only
preliminary interpretations which will almost certainly need to be reviewed once the pottery analysis is complete and all of
the sherds have been recovered.
The first stage in the analysis was to produce a series of illustrations showing the distribution of the different types
of sherd. Each illustration has three elements to it. At the top left hand side is a plan, whilst to the right of this is a south
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facing section showing the same sherds. Below is a second section which illustrates the sherds viewed from the east. This
is a technique we have employed in previous years and one which has worked rather well for smaller amounts of material.
Ten separate illustrations are presented below together with some commentary. Amongst this commentary is a crude
analysis of artefact dispersal. For each distribution the average location is presented as a three dimensional location and the
degree of dispersal is calculated by establishing the standard deviation for the northing, easting and level. These figures
when multiplied together give a crude means of establishing dispersal, with lower numbers indicating a greater degree of
nucleation. The dark grey area within each illustration represents the approximate position of hollow [325].

Figure 2 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 1 sherds
This material has been identified by Henrietta Quinnell as Dartmoor stream fabric and most of the
diagnostic sherds appear to be Late Bronze Age/ Early Iron Age (LBA/EIA). A total of 221 sherds are
represented of which 89.6% lie within an irregular shaped cluster within the eastern part of the house.
This cluster represents a shallow hollow [325] containing a layer of dark reddish-brown silty loam.
Within this hollow there is also a notable cluster of Fabric 1 sherds at 109.20/107.00. The outline of
the hollow is also clearly visible within the two sectional views and sherds of this Fabric Type are
found from top to bottom within the feature. By itself, this distribution would suggest that the hollow
is of LBA/EIA date and was filled during this time. The sherds to the west of the hollow indicate that
activity was not solely confined to the hollow. The absence of any sherds within the northern part of
the house is of interest and maybe the result of post occupation erosion or reflect a real difference in
activity within the building.
The average location of this fabric type is 108.94/107.72 at 98.39m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 1.36/1.24 at 0.12m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.20. This
figure is the lowest identified and suggests a relatively clustered distribution. This can be wholly
explained as a result of the substantial quantity of material within hollow [325].
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Figure 3 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 2 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this as Middle Bronze Age (MBA) 'Permian volcanic fabric' from the
Exe Valley. A total of 71 sherds have been found of which 71.83% lie within hollow [325]. The
remainder mainly lie in the south western part of the building with a single sherd in the north. The
sherds within the hollow are closely associated with Fabric 1.
The average location of this fabric type is 107.94/106.61 at 98.49m. The standard
deviation represented in this figure is 1.88/1.92 at 0.18m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.65.
This figure lies towards the dispersed end of the range and a few sherds were recovered from the
northern part of the house. Four sherds lie within Zone A suggesting that these may have been
redeposited.
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Figure 4 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 3 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this pottery as Middle Bronze Age ‘Gabbroic admixture fabric' from
the Lizard in Cornwall. A total of 43 sherds have been recovered with 23 (60.46%) coming from
hollow [325]. The pottery within the hollow appears to come mainly from a relatively narrow central
band, with the few sherds in the western and eastern sides coming from relatively high levels.
The average location of this fabric type is 107.94/106.61 at 98.49m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 1.88/1.92 at 0.18m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.65. This
figure lies towards the dispersed end of the range and despite the large number of sherds within the
western part of the building, all of these are firmly within Zone B. Unusually, there are a couple of
sherds within the northern part of the building.
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Figure 5 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 4 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this pottery as probably of Middle Bronze Age and a 'Granitic', broad
fabric group needing further study. A total of 26 sherds have been found with 16 (61.54%) coming
from hollow [325]. The pottery within the hollow mainly comes from the same central band as Fabric
3, but from a higher level.
The average location of this fabric type is 107.52/106.98 at 98.50m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 2.02/1.83 at 0.17m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.63 This
figure lies towards the dispersed end of the range and despite the large number of sherds within the
western part of the building, all of these are firmly within Zone B.
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Figure 6 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 5 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this pottery as a MBA non-micaceous fabric with grog and rock
fragments which originates away from the granite. A total of 17 sherds have been found with 15
(88.23%) in hollow [325]. The distribution within the hollow is confined to a relatively narrow band
with the highest sherds at the southern end and the lowest at the north. The distribution does support
the idea of sherds of this fabric being deposited in an open gully, but the association with other fabric
types does indicate that the picture is somewhat more confused.
The average location of this fabric type is 108.27/105.69 at 98.46m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 1.63/1.36 at 0.17m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.38. This
figure is towards the lower end of the range and indicates a measure of clustering.
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Figure 7 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 6 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this pottery as MBA micaceous fabric with distinctive inclusions of a
black and white igneous rock. A total of 26 sherds have been found with 14 (53.85%) in hollow [325].
There is a greater percentage of this fabric type outside the hollow than usual.
The average location of this fabric type is 107.10/107.10 at 98.55m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 2.58/1.32 at 0.26m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.89. This is
the highest figure identified so far and indicates that this fabric type is the most dispersed. Despite
this, there are no sherds within the northern part of the house.
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Figure 8 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Fabric 7 sherds
Henrietta Quinnell has identified this pottery as a MBA fabric with much vein quartz and some rock
fragments in a non-micaceous matrix. A total of 6 sherds have been found with only 2 (33.33%) in
hollow [325].
The average location of this fabric type is 105.11/106.99 at 98.76m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 2.58/0.90 at 0.30m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.70. Of
particular interest is the evidence that the four sherds within the western part of the house lie either
within the modern Zone A or on the interface between Zones A and B, whilst the two within hollow
[325] lie at some depth and certainly comfortably within Zone C.
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Figure 9 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of all Middle Bronze Age fabric types
The average location of all the MBA fabric types is 107.68/106.77 at 98.50m. The standard deviation
represented in this figure is 2.13/1.75 at 0.20m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.75. This
figure is towards the upper end of the range encountered and indicates considerable dispersal. The
reason for this relates to the discovery of relatively large numbers of MBA sherds within the upper
western part of the house. A total of 190 sherds of MBA pottery have so far been recovered. 65.08%
lie within hollow [325] and the bulk of the remainder lie upslope with a marked cluster adjacent to the
western wall of the house. A small number of sherds lie within Zone A indicating disturbance of this
material, probably by rabbits.
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Figure 10 Plan and sections illustrating the distribution of Roman pottery
The eight sherds of Roman pottery lie mainly within the south eastern part of the house. The average
location of this fabric type is 108.86/106.58 at 98.47m. The standard deviation represented in this
figure is 1.17/1.85 at 0.11m giving a crude measure of dispersal of 0.24. This is the second lowest
measure of dispersal indicating that this group of finds are comparatively clustered. The view from the
east indicates that all of the Roman pottery occurs within the upper levels of hollow [325] and can
therefore be seen as belonging to the final phase of occupation within the building. The absence of
any pottery from the northern and western parts of the house may either be the result of post
occupation erosion and deposition patterns or may indicate that during its occupation material was
being swept into the lowest part of the building.
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Figure 11 Plan and sections illustrating the average distribution of artefact categories
Pottery Dispersal
The average location and standard deviation are crude tools to compare differences in the distribution of different types of
artefact. Figure 11 shows the average locations of different fabric and pottery types together with the other artefact
categories. The average distribution of medieval pottery is the most north western and at the other end of the scale is
Fabric 5 whose average distribution is towards the south-eastern part of the house. There is a marked cluster of average
distributions just to the south east of the centre of the house, whilst Fabric 7 is the westernmost of the prehistoric pottery.
The distribution of the post-medieval pottery reflects the deeper deposits of post-medieval material in the western half of
the building. Interestingly the average distribution of the lithics and flints is very similar to each other and more
surprisingly to the plastic.
The sectional views provide a crude measure of disturbance. In an undisturbed site the more recent artefacts
should appear at the top and the oldest at the bottom. The post medieval pottery appears where it should above the
medieval followed by the crystals. The crystals appear a long way above any prehistoric material confirming the
conclusion arrived at last year that they have nothing to do with prehistoric activity at the site. Some distance below the
crystals is the first of the prehistoric fabrics. The distribution of Fabric 7 is skewed towards the higher western part of the
house and this explains its apparently high position, but it is perhaps at first sight surprising to find that the average height
of the plastics is lower than a group of MBA pottery. The explanation is actually fairly simple and is not the result of
disturbance. Most of the plastics were found in the lower eastern part of the house where the post-medieval surface was
actually lower than the Bronze Age levels in the western part of the building. The next group of finds to be encountered are
the flints and lithics which indeed have a similar distribution to the plastics and very different to the pottery confirming that
they too are largely the result of secondary deposition. The remainder of the fabric types cluster relatively close together
with the MBA material being highest followed by the Roman and finally at the bottom the LBA/EIA (Fabric 1). It is
tempting to see this situation as clear evidence for stratigraphical scrambling on a cataclysmic scale, but care does need to
be taken in interpreting this data because of the sloping nature of the deposits within the house. The MBA material for
example is on average further to the west than both the LBA/EIA and Roman finds and this would tend to increase its
average height. Clearly we need to be able to eliminate or certainly reduce the impact the sloping nature of the house may
be having on our results. Ultimately the best way of doing this will be to relate the artefacts to the varying level of the
house surface, but until excavations are complete this will not be possible. In the meantime, the only available approach is
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to look at in fine detail small parts of the site where the impact of the varying level of the surface can be discounted. There
are several ways in which this can be carried out and a few possible ways are considered below to establish whether we can
demonstrate that there is indeed evidence of stratigraphic disturbance.

1m Squares
By examining the stratigraphical relationship between artefacts in a series of 1m squares it is possible to significantly
reduce the impact of the sloping house surface. Within such a relatively small area the effect of the slope will be
minimised and should not have such an impact on the results. Four squares containing a variety of artefacts have been
chosen for this exercise. The position of these squares is shown in Figure 12.

Figure 12 Plan of the round house showing the location and number of the 1m squares used for
recording purposes. The stratigraphy within the four highlighted squares is examined below.

16

Figure 13 Diagram showing the depth of artefacts within Square 28. The numbers within the boxes
refer to the number of sherds within each level. The depth is represented by the column of figures on
the left hand side.
In Square 28 three main types of pottery are represented. A single sherd of LBA/EIA pottery is
lowest, although the bulk of this material does as one might expect lie above the two sherds of MBA
pottery. The two sherds of Roman material lie above all of the MBA but below 4 sherds of LBA/EIA.
All of this pottery occurs within a 14cm band and there appears to be clear evidence of mixing.

Figure 14 Diagram showing the depth of artefacts within Square 38.
In Square 38 large numbers of both MBA and LBA/EIA sherds of pottery were recovered with
significant quantities occurring throughout the artefact rich layer. Within this part of the site there
appears to be clear evidence of stratigraphical scrambling a detail confirmed by the presence of a
single sherd of Roman pottery some 10cm below the upper sherds of MBA and LBA/EIA.
17

Figure 15 Diagram showing the depth of artefacts within Square 48.
Square 48 appears to provide further evidence of stratigraphic scrambling. Here there are significant
quantities of LBA/EIA material below the lowest MBA pottery. Furthermore, all of the MBA material
occurs at the same levels as the LBA/EIA and again the single sherd of Roman lies below several
sherds of prehistoric material. The flint in this square is however likely not to have been redeposited.

Figure 16 Diagram showing the depth of artefacts within Square 58.
Square 58 again supports the idea that the prehistoric layers have merged with prehistoric material of
the two main dates being found mixed together at the same level. The flint in this square has clearly
been redeposited.
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Examination of the artefacts from these four squares appears to indicate that an event or group of events sometime during
or after the Roman period has resulted in the stratigraphy of this house being damaged. The presence of Roman material at
lower levels than might be expected, indicates that damage probably occurred after this material was deposited, although
the possibility of additional earlier damage can not be discounted.
The distribution of finds clearly highlights that the bulk of the earlier material is found within a band in the south
eastern quadrant of the house. This band consists of a layer of dark reddish-brown silty loam and is currently considered to
be material which had accumulated within a hollow [325] in the building. This feature allows us the opportunity to
examine the distribution of artefacts to establish whether there is any evidence of good stratigraphical integrity or whether
it has been scrambled. Figure 17 illustrates the level of pottery found within this hollow. The circles are proportional in
character and represent the percentage of each type found in each layer rather than the number.

Figure 17 Diagram illustrating the depth and proportional quantity of prehistoric and Roman pottery
within Hollow[325].
This technique highlights that the distribution of the different types of pottery within the profile is very different. The
MBA material is fairly evenly distributed through the profile with small amounts at the upper and lower limits but with a
fairly broad band between 98.32m and 98.48m containing a significant percentage of the pottery. By contrast, although
again the upper and lower regions are sparsely populated the bulk of the LBA/EIA material is confined in a much narrower
band between 98.30m and 98.40m. This might suggest that the LBA/EIA material has been much less disturbed than the
earlier pottery. The presence of less Roman pottery makes meaningful conclusions more difficult, but there is a marked
concentration of material between 98.42m and 98.44m , although some material was found as low as 98.34m and as high as
98.7m. This suggests that the process causing damage to the stratigraphy was still occurring either in or after the Roman
period.
We appear to be getting closer to demonstrating that the archaeological deposits within this building have been
compromised, but are we in a position to establish what may have caused this damage or situation?
One way of trying to answer this question is to try and find the location of areas where there is clear evidence for
damage as well as areas where there is perhaps evidence for no damage. For this exercise the house has been divided into
0.5m squares and the stratigraphical integrity of each examined using the information on the level of artefacts. Work was
confined to the area of the hollow [325] where the presence of large number of artefacts makes this type of analysis
possible. Within the hollow a total of eighty 0.5m squares contain dateable artefacts. Of these 43 contained pottery of only
one date, leaving 37 where analysis was possible. Of these 37 squares, 27 contained evidence of stratigraphic anomalies
whilst in 9 there were no such anomalies. The distribution of the 0.5m squares used in this exercise is shown in Figure 18
and a glance highlights the obvious central clustering of squares with anomalies whilst those without the anomalies occur
around the edges of this central cluster.

19

Figure 18 Diagram showing the position of the 0.5m squares containing artefacts of more than one
period. The darker squares are those with stratagraphic anomalies and the lighter ones are those
where no anomalies were found. The numbers around the edge refer to the site grid.
This appears to indicate that the destructive force was not uniform throughout the area, but instead targeted the centre of the
hollow. This finding maybe significant and may lead us towards finding the likely cause of the phenomenon. To examine
the nature of the disturbance in greater detail the precise character of the vertical distribution of the different artefacts
within each 0.5m square are presented together in Figures 19 - 20. This highlights that the squares with no stratigraphical
anomalies tend to have a much small number of artefacts and therefore the opportunities for anomalies are possibly less.
This said, an examination of the series of illustrations shows a considerable variation in the vertical distribution of artefacts
and certainly confirms that we are not looking at a uniform deposition. The common themes represented include :-

Normal stratigraphical sequence
Represented by square 110/109.5 where a single sherd of MBA underlies 2 sherds of LBA/EIA pottery and square
109/105.5 where a number of sherds of MBA pottery lie at lower levels than the LBA/EIA material.

Overlapping stratigraphical sequence
Represented by 109.5/108.5 where finds of all three periods are found at similar levels and by square 109/106 in which
finds of both finds are found at broadly similar levels

Stratigraphical inversion
Represented by square 109.5/107 where most of the MBA is found at a higher level than the LBA/EIA material and by
squares 111/109 and 110/108.5 where all of the MBA is higher than the LBA/EIA material.
There are 9 examples of normal sequences, 21 examples of overlapping sequences and 7 inverted examples. The
distribution of the inverted examples forms a linear line from north east to south west, but there is certainly no evidence for
a particular cluster of this type. With this level of information are we in a better position to suggest what has caused what
we have now I believe convincingly proven is evidence for some activity which has displaced artefacts.
There is a further avenue that our examination of the artefacts found within the hollow can take. 54.4% of the
0.50m squares with artefacts contain finds of only one period. These include squares in the centre of the hollow where
there is a marked cluster of LBA/EIA finds, but no MBA material and an area within the southern part of the hollow where
there is significant amounts of MBA material, but no LBA/EIA pottery. It should also be noted that 17 squares contain
only MBA pottery whilst 27 contain only LBA/EIA material.
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Figure 19 Diagram illustrating the depth and quantity of prehistoric and Roman pottery within twenty
of the 0.5m squares. The MBA pottery appears on the left with the LBA/EIA on the right. Roman
sherds are shown as solid circles in the centre. The reference number allocated to each square is the
grid reference of the south west corner of each square.
21

Figure 20 Diagram illustrating the depth and quantity of prehistoric and Roman pottery within
seventeen of the 0.5m squares. The MBA pottery appears on the left with the LBA/EIA on the right.
Roman sherds are shown as solid circles in the centre. The reference number allocated to each square
is the grid reference of the south west corner of each square.
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Taken together the picture that is emerging is of a deposit containing finds from three main periods which has seen
varying degrees of disturbance which vary from complete inversion to mixing, whilst in some places the deposit appears to
be essentially intact. A detail confirmed by clusters of finds of a single period which have not been contaminated by
artefacts of other dates. What types of activity could be responsible for such an unusual combination. The sporadic
character of the disturbance would appear to rule out rhizomes as a cause. We have demonstrated that although rhizome
activity does vary considerably, it does tend to be most intense towards the edges of features and in this particular instance,
it is the centre of the feature which appears to have seen greatest damage. Furthermore it is most unlikely that rhizome
activity would actually invert a deposit and therefore clearly we need to look elsewhere for an answer. Perhaps by finding
another way of looking at the data we will be able to establish the likely cause of the stratigraphical anomalies.

Sectional Analysis
An alternative mechanism for looking at the information is to examine a series of cross sections through the
artefact distribution. This technique allows us to identify individual sherds which have been displaced within the
stratigraphy. Using the three dimensional artefact data, a series of sections through the hollow can be produced. For the
purposes of this exercise an interval of 0.2m has been selected producing 12 east facing sections. The principle is the same
as that used in previous Interim Reports, but by using a series of narrow parallel sections the distortion caused by the
uneven floor surface can be largely discounted. The resulting sections are most informative and appear to contradict in part
the results obtained by the analysis based on squares. Detailed commentary on the sections appears below, but at this stage
it is perhaps worth noting that the stratigraphical integrity of the hollow appears to be largely intact with only some
anomalies which still do need explaining.
All of these illustrations use the same conventions. The vertical series of numbers on the left hand side represents
the level and the horizontal numbers are the site grid northings. The sequence of sections is from west to east and each one
is labelled with the westernmost site grid easting. The darker layer represents the postulated MBA layer whilst the lighter
one is the LBA/EIA layer. The lines between these two layers have been drawn by following either the upper level of
MBA material or the lower level of LBA/EIA material. The black diamond within the MBA layer represent sherds of
MBA pottery and the small dark circles within the LBA/EIA layer represent sherds of LBA/EIA pottery. The large Latin
crosses represent the site of displaced MBA pottery and the Maltese crosses the site of displaced LBA/EIA pottery. The
numbers beside these crosses are the smallfind number.

Figure 21 East facing section through hollow illustrating the position of pottery between site grid
eastings 108 and 108.2
The distribution of pottery sherds within this section can be comfortably resolved into two distinct
layers, with only a single sherd of MBA pottery (404) being slightly higher within the profile than
might be expected. It is interesting to note that the MBA material lies within the southern part of the
house whilst the LBA/EIA material lies further to the north.
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Figure 22 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 108.2 and 108.4
This is a crucial section for our understanding of the stratigraphy. Four sherds of MBA material were
found above the LBA/EIA layer, but there are no other MBA sherds below the LBA/EIA layer in this
area. This situation strongly suggests that these sherds have been redeposited from elsewhere rather
than displaced upwards.

Figure 23 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 108.4 and 108.6
A single anomaly in this section is limited to a single sherd of MBA pottery which was recovered at
least 0.15m above the LBA/EIA layer . Otherwise all of the sherds can be easily resolved into two
separate layers.

Figure 24 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 108.6 and 108.8
A cluster of three sherds of LBA/EIA material towards the lower limit of MBA material suggests a
localised destructive event which has resulted in later material being incorporated within a layer that
otherwise contains only MBA material. Further north, two sherds of MBA material lie within the
upper part of the LBA/EIA layer.
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Figure 25 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 108.8 and 109
Three sherds of MBA material lie above the MBA layer. Two were found above the LBA/EIA layer
and the third lies within the LBA/EIA layer close to LBA/EIA material. Find number 362 is
particularly significant. When discovered the two sherds were touching and the decision taken by the
excavator to record them as a single find spot. One sherd was of MBA material whilst the other is of
LBA/EIA date.

Figure 26 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 109 and 109.2
In this section two sherds of different dates lie above the layers containing prehistoric material. The
remainder of the pottery can be easily resolved into two different layers.

Figure 27 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 109.2 and 109.4
A single sherd of MBA material has apparently been displaced upwards into an area containing a
significant cluster of LBA/EIA material. Two sherds of LBA/EIA (149 and 326) form part of a
notable cluster of sherds which have moved downward within the profile. The other related sherds
appear in Figures 28 and 29. This event of localised disruption to the stratigraphy is very different in
character and scale to the generally isolated examples of upward movement and strongly suggests that
the causes are different.
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Figure 28 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 109.4 and 109.6
Three LBA/EIA sherds at a level considerably above others suggests upward displacement. The
Roman sherds appear to be insitu, but both are below the level of the displaced sherds. A single sherd
(337) of LBA/EIA material appears to be connected with the localised disruption highlighted more
fully in Figures 27 and 29.

Figure 29 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 109.6 and 109.8
This section contains considerable evidence of stratigraphical disruption. In one area finds of all three
periods are found close together. The Roman sherd is probably in original position, but the others are
most certainly not insitu. The cluster of three LBA/EIA sherds within the MBA layer indicates
localised disruption.

Figure 30 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 109.8 and 110
Evidence for disruption is limited to two sherds of MBA pottery which were found at a higher height
than all of the LBA/EIA material in this section. The LBA/EIA is defined largely by LBA/EIA
material as only one sherd of MBA material appears insitu.
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Figure 31 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 110 and 110.2
A single sherd (37) of MBA pottery was found over 0.1m higher than others within this area. The
remainder of the finds appear to sit comfortably within their own layers.

Figure 32 East facing section through hollow [325] illustrating the position of pottery between site
grid eastings 110.2 and 110.4
The stratigraphy within this section is essentially intact with the marked exception of the LBA/EIA sherd 588 which is over
0.2m higher within the profile than might be expected. This sherd lies within the fill of a substantial hollow leading north
to south within the house. Other artefacts associated with this sherd include several pieces of yoghurt pot and therefore
without any doubt this sherd must represent a piece of pottery that has been eroded from elsewhere and redeposited within
modern fill.
Hollow [325] contains a total of 321 sherds of pottery of which a minimum of 24 have been transferred upwards, whilst 10
have been displaced downwards. This means that we have evidence that 10.6% of the pottery has been displaced, although
this figure must represent a minimum value because limited displacement within the individual layers cannot be identified.
There are several different agencies that could be responsible for the types of displacement visible. Now that we have a
much better idea of the precise character of the displacement we can start by ruling out some of the options that have been
presented in previous reports. The layers do not appear to have been totally scrambled, with the reality being that there is a
relatively small number of anomalies which did give this appearance. We can therefore rule out the idea that the entire
deposit has seen widespread damage by trampling. If this had been the case a much large larger percentage of the deposit
would have been affected. This is extremely good news for both the Teigncombe house and of course others on the moor.
But what has caused the damage to the stratigraphy? A large number of possible alternative agencies should be considered
and one or a combination of them may be the cause of the observed phenomenon. The possible causes are (the six R’s) :1. Redeposition of material from elsewhere as a result of natural erosion.
2. Redeposition of material from elsewhere as a result of floor maintenance within the building.
3. Root disturbance as a result of trees
4. Rhizome activity.
5. Rabbit or mole burrowing.
6. Robbing or Antiquarian digging.
These very different types of activity are likely to affect the stratigraphy in different ways and therefore we may be able to
demonstrate which are most likely to have caused the types of damage we have uncovered. Redeposition of material as a
result of erosion is likely to cause a displacement of finds upwards within the profile, but at the same time one would
perhaps anticipate a marked cluster of finds, with material with similar characteristics tending to congregate in clusters.
The same is the case for redeposition of artefacts as a result of floor maintenance. One would expect to find clusters of
material within the hole that was being backfilled. Thus if the distribution of sherds which are higher in the stratigraphy
than expected is clustered, redeposition must be a favoured explanation. Redeposition does not however explain the
evidence for downward movement as represent by 10 LBA/EIA sherds which were found securely within MBA layers.
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Figure 33 Distribution of Upward displaced sherds
Figure 33 which shows the distribution of the 24 upward displaced sherds clearly illustrates that the pattern is dispersed and
this would seem at first glance appear to confirm that redeposition is an unlikely cause. However if we look at the sections
there is strong evidence to support the idea that at least some of the displaced sherds are almost certainly the result of
redeposition. In particular, MBA sherds 266, 403, 404, 408 and 618 are situated above the LBA/EIA layer, but there are no
MBA sherds below this layer. It is most unlikely that a force such as a rhizome, root or rabbit would successfully displace
every single MBA sherd in these areas upwards, whilst at the same time leaving the LBA/EIA material insitu. In these
circumstances one is left with the only possible conclusion that these sherds eroded from within the western part of the
building and were moved downwards to be incorporated within the soil forming above the earlier occupation surfaces.
Redeposition is also the only answer to explain the position of sherd 588 which was found within a modern silt filled
channel together with pieces of plastic yoghurt pot. Sherds 34, 37, 39, 258, 562, 563, 573, 576, 581, and 605 were all
found at a considerable height above the prehistoric layers suggesting that they too were redeposited a long time after the
house had been abandoned. This leaves us with eight upward displaced sherds for which a post occupation redeposition
explanation is not so convincing. Each of these sherds may have been displaced from their original resting place during the
LBA/EIA occupation of the house and redeposited within the material forming on the floor. It is therefore possible that all
of the upward displaced sherds were redeposited either during the later period of occupation or during the years following
abandonment when the surfaces exposed in the upper western part of the building would have been eroding and much of
the resultant material would have been deposited within the lower eastern parts of the house. Redeposition therefore fits
the data, but do any of the other possible explanations offer a better match.
The four remaining possibilities are rhizomes, roots, burrowing animals and antiquarians. The last one is the
most easily dismissed. The stratigraphy appears largely intact with no evidence of the kind of cuts one would expect to be
associated with previous excavations. Evidence of digging, possibly the work of antiquarians or treasure hunters was found
in the area to the west of the hollow, but this trench did not extend into the hollow itself (See page 30). Burrowing animals
are more likely to create clusters of disturbed finds rather than the dispersed pattern we have found and more significantly
would leave tangible evidence, which was not found. This leaves roots and rhizomes as possible causes of disruption.
Interestingly, an examination of the distribution of sherds which have been displaced downwards (Figure 34) highlights
marked clustering. Downward movement is most likely to have been caused by tree roots forcing artefacts downwards.
Both clusters of pottery which has been displaced downwards occur adjacent to tree roots, and whilst this is not proof of a
relationship it is very suggestive.
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Figure 34 Distribution of Downward displaced sherds
Finally can rhizomes explain any part of the observed disruption to the stratigraphy?
Rhizomes and their stipes occur throughout the building and therefore could cause the type of dispersed pattern of
disturbance that we have found. But have we any evidence to support the idea that the prehistoric layers within the
building have ever been subjected to a large scale rhizome infestation? Yes at several locations within this layer
unequivocal evidence for an historic infestation was found. Below several flat stones clear evidence of rhizome shaped
hollows were found confirming that the deposits within the hollow had at one time been infested by a rhizome mat.
However, despite this unequivocal evidence it was not possible to establish with any level of certainly that any of the
upward displaced artefacts had been displaced by rhizomes. Indeed, Figure 22 more than any other demonstrates that
rhizomes are unlikely to be responsible. In this section the four displaced MBA sherds either lie above or in the upper part
of the LBA/EIA layer, but significantly there are no MBA sherds below this layer. So unless one accepts that rhizomes are
capable of seeking out and displacing only MBA material whilst leaving behind the LBA/EIA sherds, one really cannot
accept that we have been able to prove that any of the stratigraphical anomalies are the result of rhizomes. This is a
surprising result given the evidence we have gathered concerning the capabilities of rhizomes to cause damage to
archaeological deposits. It should however be emphasised that we are not saying that rhizomes do not cause damage, just
that by utilising the distribution of artefacts we have not been able to find any evidence for artefact displacement, which
can only be explained as a result of rhizome activity. It could be that some of the displaced sherds were indeed moved by
rhizomes, it is just that we can not prove it. On balance, however, given the evidence for a rhizome mat within the
occupational layers and the absence of clear cut evidence for artefact displacement we must conclude that it is likely that
artefacts are not particularly susceptible to displacement as a result of rhizome activity. The most likely explanation for
this is that rhizomes encountering sherds of pottery divert around them causing little if any disturbance. This is an
encouraging discovery as it means that even in the most bracken infested house, information that can be gleaned from the
distribution of artefacts is likely to survive. It would therefore appear that at least artefactual information can survive
bracken infestations, but what of the stratigraphy and of course the environmental data. The results of pollen analysis and
other environmental sampling are still awaited and should provide vital clues concerning the character of any damage
caused by rhizomes. It should however be noted that although the artefacts themselves can be seen as either in their
original location or redeposited as the result of post occupational erosion and soil build-up or displaced by tree roots, there
was no evidence for any edge between the two distinct layers represented. It may be that the materials were so similar in
character that no edge ever existed and it has only been possible to suggest its position by the distribution of artefacts or it
may have been removed by rhizomes which although incapable of moving pieces of pottery have destroyed the evidence
for different layers. The environmental analysis should provide the information to establish which possibility is the most
likely.

29

The Baulk Sections
During 2003, the baulks between the trenches in the house were removed. As well as providing access to the trenches, the
baulks provided sectional views through the deposits which accumulated within the house (Figure 35). Prior to removal,
the sections were recorded at a scale of 1:10 and the results of two of these are presented below together with some
commentary. Both sections are interpretative in character and the attached key provides a guide to our current thoughts on
the layers. Figure 36 is the north facing section through the building and highlights the considerable depth of deposits
within the western part of the building. The prehistoric lower and middle layers represent the fill within hollow from which
a large proportion of the artefacts have been recovered. The prehistoric upper layer would appear to be the layer containing
many of the redeposited artefacts. The medieval hillwash is the material that accumulated during the historic period and
contained a few sherds of medieval pottery. The largest volume of deposits consists of the substantial amount of postmedieval material that has accumulated within the western part of the building and indeed completely buried the house
wall. Clear evidence of a substantial gully cutting through the earlier medieval deposits and the upper part of the
prehistoric layer exists adjacent to the eastern wall of the house. This gully was probably formed by a seasonal stream
cascading into the building and flowing from north to south exiting by the doorway. Apart from a single sherd of LBA/EIA
material the fill of this gully included modern finds including several pieces of yoghurt pot. This gully was first identified
in Trench 1 and a plan presented in the Interim Report for 1999 Season (Figure 9).
The west facing section across the house (Figure 37) contains much less evidence for post medieval soil
accumulation and instead the bulk of the deposits relate to the medieval build up of soil. The fill of the hollow is clearly
visible at the base of the profile as are a number of flagstones. The raised area which separates the prehistoric layer is the
remains of the baulk which a lack of time prevented us from removing. Towards the northern end of the section, there is
considerable evidence of localised disturbance to the stratigraphy caused by a tree root. Within the southern part of the
section there is clear evidence of a small sharp sided cut and associated upcast. This may be the site of a small exploratory
trench excavated by antiquarians or treasure seekers. Fortunately the trench did not extend below the historic deposits.

Figure 35 View from the tower showing the position of the baulks. The tower is situated south east of
the house and the doorway is in the foreground (© Deric Munro) .
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Figure 36 North facing section across the house showing the deposits removed during excavation
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Figure 37 West facing section across the house showing deposits removed during excavation
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Interim report on the prehistoric and Roman pottery from the 2003 season first draft
Henrietta Quinnell
The 2003 season produced a large number of pottery sherds, some 370, in contrast to 16 from 1999, 49 in 2000 and 11 in
2002. A considerable quantity of these were Middle Bronze Age (MBA) of Trevisker type, probably now represented by 6
fabric groups. There was also Late Bronze Age to Early Iron Age (LBA/EIA) material represented by one fabric group and
a small number of Roman sherds. The fabric groups have been enumerated for clarity with this much larger assemblage. It
should be stressed that these are groups and may need subdivision when the whole assemblage is studied for publication.

Fabric 1 'Dartmoor stream fabric' from a source in some stream valley a few miles off the edge of the Moor. This fabric
was described in the two previous interims. Most of the diagnostic sherds appear to be LBA/EIA and include fragments of
cable rims; there are also pieces with rounded shoulders (347, 383) and simple out-turned rims (429, 372) which fit
comfortably with this date. However one sherd (282) has incised lines which appear more appropriate for (MBA) Trevisker
than for the later period. Fabric 1 accounts for the largest quantity of sherds present and its use could have started in the
MBA. Most of these are more abraded than those in other fabrics. At present only those sherds with definite LBA/EIA
features can be dated. Formless body sherds may either be of this date or MBA. Further comment may be possible on
variations within this fabric group at a later stage.

Fabric 2 'Permian volcanic fabric' from the Exe Valley. This fabric was identified in the 2000 and 2002 collections and
was tentatively ascribed to the MBA from similarities to the Hayes Farm assemblage. Previously all sherds were
featureless. The sherds from 2003 in this fabric are in general small and featureless but include 556 with an incised line and
simple flat-topped rims 343 and 319, both of which would be at home in a Trevisker assemblage. The 2003 material
therefore strengthens the probability that Fabric 2 is MBA.

Fabric 3 'Gabbroic admixture fabric' from the Lizard in Cornwall. This fabric was identified in the 2002 season with
distinctive Trevisker features. In 2003 further distinctive sherds were found, 349 a Trevisker rim, 369 an incised neck
sherd, and 310 a rim with incised decoration below. There is wide variation among this fabric group but there seems no
reason to suppose that any dates to other than the MBA.

Fabric 4 'Granitic', a broad fabric group needing further study first identified in 2002. The only sherds with features so far
recovered are 308 with an incised line and simple rim 285, both broadly similar to Trevisker material.

Fabric 5 A non-micaceous fabric with grog and rock fragments which originates away from the granite, not identified
before the 2003 season. Grog is a common inclusion in MBA assemblages and has not been noted at any subsequent date in
the South West. Fabric 5 is represented by several different vessels with incised Trevisker decoration, 559, 235 joining 271,
and 520 and 384 from the same vessel. A curious feature is that these sherds come from the upper, decorated, zones of
vessels and there appear to be very few featureless body sherds present. This anomaly may be resolved by further detailed
fabric study but it raises the possibility of special depositional treatment for certain distinctive sherds.

Fabric 6 A micaceous fabric with distinctive inclusions of a black and white igneous rock, probably dolerite (R Taylor
pers. comm). Not identified before the 2003 season. 368 is a distinctive Trevisker rim with incised decoration and 405 an
incised body sherd of the same type. The fabric may be assigned to the MBA with confidence.

Fabric 7 Contains much vein quartz and some rock fragments in a non-micaceous matrix. This fabric was only
confidently identified in 554, a large piece of a plain vessel; this was in a fragile condition and had fragmented into several
sherds. Its rim form and general appearance allow 554 to allocated to the Trevisker style.
Sherds with Trevisker features in general are larger and fresher than those of Fabric 1 which may be LBA/EIA. An
initial review of their findspots provides strong indication that the main deposits with pottery within the hut circle were of
MBA date. The presence of mainly decorated sherds in Fabric 5 and of a large portion of the plain vessel uniquely
representing Fabric 7 indicates that the deposition of ceramics during the MBA use of the hut circle is unlikely to be
related to casual rubbish disposal and may represent complex behavioural patterns at the end of a period of occupation.
Those sherds in Fabric 1 with distinctive LBA/EIA features, and possibly most or all sherds of this fabric, are likely to
represent some later activity and to be intrusive where occurring in low levels.
For the Trevisker MBA component, the wide range of sources for the fabrics appears unusual, and Teigncombe
has now produced a larger assemblage than any hut circle studied during the 20th century. The potential for further study is
considerable. Given the large size of the assemblage, and the fact that more remains to be retrieved during a further season,
comments have been kept brief and factual.
Sporadic Roman activity had been previously noted with sherds of samian and of black-burnished ware. To these
two sherds, a further five were added in 2003. 345 and 646 were black-burnished ware, probably South West Dorset. 260,
353 and 572 are similar and appear to be one of the Exeter Fortress wares, used in Exeter in 1st and early 2nd centuries AD.
The small group of Roman material appears to consistent in date.
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Conclusion
Much of this Interim Report has been concerned with finding the most useful way of examining and interpreting
the three dimensional pottery data. The different techniques used have all demonstrated that the ceramic sequence is not
quite what one would expect. However, certain techniques are apparently more effective than others at indicating the level
of disturbance. Each of the techniques is valid, but interestingly they have produced subtly different results. This
emphasises the need to ensure that the techniques which are utilised in manipulating the data are rigorously effective when
it comes to developing the most accurate, comprehensive and objective methodology as possible. Failure to do so would
jeopardise the correct initial interpretation of the raw data and consequently the understanding of the site itself.
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