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Abstract 

 

This study adopts a landscape approach to all the rock-art sites on Rombalds Moor in 

West Yorkshire, 252 unmoved sites, to consider views of and from the sites.  British 

rock-art is generally believed to date from the later Neolithic to the later Bronze Age, 

but a case is made for it perhaps beginning in the later Mesolithic.   

What is known of environments for the Moor over this whole period provides a basis for 

a reconstruction of rock-art landscapes.  A case is made for the applicability of 

ethnography from the whole circumpolar region to the personal construction of peopleôs 

landscapes in prehistoric Britain. 

All sites were visited, and the sites and their views recorded, both as written records 

and as photographs.  The data was analysed at four spatial scales, from the whole 

Moor down to the individual rock.  

Several large prominent carved rocks, interpreted as natural monuments, were found to 

be visible from many much smaller rock-art sites.  Several clusters of rock-art sites 

were identified.  An alignment was also identified, composed of carved stones perhaps 

moved into position, and other perhaps-moved carved stones were also identified.  The 

possibility that far-distant views might be significant was also indicated by some of the 

findings. 

The physicality of carving arose as a major theme.  The natural monuments are all 

difficult or dangerous to carve, leading to considerations of risk, including being seen to 

embrace risk.  Conversely, the more common, simple sites mostly required the carver 

to kneel or crouch down.  This leads to comparisons with what is known of North 

American rock-art, where some highly visible sites were carved by religious specialists, 

and others, much smaller and inconspicuous, were carved by ordinary people.  This 

was not an expected finding for British rock-art, and further research is indicated. 
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Top centre: Ukonsaari island, Inari Lake, Finnish Lappland.                                                        

Image: http://www.pasvik-inari.net/neu/images/religion/Ukonsaari%20Island.html                     

Top right: Crag Siejdde, Finland.                                                                                                       

Image:http://www.luontoon.fi/Retkikohteet/historiakohteet/muinaisjaannokset/ 

taatsinseitajataatsinkirkko/Sivut/Default.aspx                                               

Bottom: Three siejddes, after Picart, 1724.                                                                                    

Image: http://Samiblog.blogspot.co.uk/2009/07/ancient-gods-of-Sami-                                       

de-gamle-Samiske.html                                              
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Fig 29     Nämforsen, SǿŜŘŜƴΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΧΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧмлт 
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Top: Map of Britain, showing position of detail map below.                                                     

Bottom: Central northern England, showing position of Rombalds Moor.                               

Facing: Map of Rombalds Moor and environs.                                                                                       

All images: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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Bottom: View from Denton to northern Rombalds Moor, towards IMLT* 
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Image: Bannister, 1985, 18 

Fig 34     Mesolithic sites from HEw ǊŜŎƻǊŘΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦмно 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 35     Neolithic scatters & ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΩΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦмнр 

Image: Bannister, 1985, 24   

Fig 36     Neolithic sites from I9w ǊŜŎƻǊŘΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦмнс 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 37     Bronze Age scatters ŀƴŘ ŎŀƛǊƴǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦмнт 

Image: Bannister, 1985, 27 

Fig 38     BronȊŜ !ƎŜ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƛǊƴŦƛŜƭŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ I9w ǊŜŎƻǊŘΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦмну 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 39     ¢ƘŜ ŜƴŎƭƻǎǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦмом 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 40   Rombalds Moor: Small-scale quarrying..ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧмор 

Left: ортκD/{ мрΣ DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪΥ ǘǿƻ ǎŜǘǎ ƻŦ ΨŦŜŀǘƘŜǊ ƳŀǊƪǎΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴϝ                             

Right: 355/GCS 13 H2, Green Crag Slack* 

Fig 41      Rombalds Moor: 252/GG 02Σ DǊŜŜƴ DŀǘŜǎϝΧΧ..ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦмос 

Fig 42      wƻƳōŀƭŘǎ aƻƻǊΥ ŀƭƭ ǎƛǘŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΦмот 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 43      млнκ{I лтΣ {ǘŀƴōǳǊȅ IƛƭƭΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧмоф 
Top: The stone, during the Stanbury Hill Project excavation in 2011.                                       
Image: ERA:   http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/catalogue/era-
1618/dissemination/jpg/25254_                                                                                     
Bottom:  The stone, four years after the excavation*                                                               
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Chapter Five 

CƛƎ пп     wƻƳōŀƭŘǎ aƻƻǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦΦΦΦΦмпт 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 45     Rombalds Moor: marks that resemble rock-artΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧмпф 

Left: 90/BRP 01, Bradup: scrape from machinery*                                                                      

Centre: uncarved stone near Stead Crag: natural erosion and basin formation*                      

Right: 226a/WG 03, on the Moor top: possible bullet marks* 

Fig 46     The effects of erosion: two views of 49/RV 06, Rivock NoseΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦмрл 

Left: photo probably taken before 1986.       Image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 147.   

Right: photo taken 2013* 

Fig 47     Examples of re-ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧмрн 

Top left: 284/HR 01 outcrop to clifftop*            Top right: 222/CSE 01 boulder to detached*                                 

Centre left: 278/HST 02 outcrop to ground-level*                                                                         

Centre right:304/CC 01 boulder to ground-level*                                                                         

Bottom left: HAW 01 outcrop to upstanding*                                                                               

Bottom Right: 65/RV 21 boulder to upstanding* 

Fig 48     67/RV 23, Rivock CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ tƭŀƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ нлмоϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΦΧΧΦΧмсо  

Fig 49     Green Crag Enclosure: view north from 300/GC 10*ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧмст 

Fig 50     Cairn with carved rock used as a ƪŜǊōǎǘƻƴŜϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧмсу 

Fig 51     Viewshed and real-ǿƻǊƭŘ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IŀȅǎǘŀŎƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΧΧΧмтр                                                        

Top:  Southern part of the viewshed of 302/PR 05 the Haystack.                                               

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.    

Bottom:  View south from the Haystack* 

Fig 52     41/DSS 01 Doubler 1 and its viewshed..ΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦмтт 

Top: Doubler 1, standing on the terrace edge*                                                                             

Centre: The extensive view to the east from Doubler 1*                                               

Bottom: Doubler 1 viewshed                                                                                                                 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 53     Cumulative viewsheds of Doublers 1 & 2ΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧмту 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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Chapter Six 

Fig 54     Distribution ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎ ϧ ƳƻǘƛŦǎΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ ϧ ǾƛŜǿǎƘŜŘǎΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΦмум 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 55     390/CHH 01 and its viewsϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧмуо                                                                                                 

Fig 56     Changes in ground level: 48/RV 05 & 49/RV 06, Rivock NoseΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦΦмуу                                                                                      

Left: photo prior to 1986. Image: Hedges 1986, 55.             Right: photo taken 2013*                   

Fig 57    Distribution of clifftop and detached site-ǘȅǇŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦмуф 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 58      (on two pages) Distribution of ground-level and upstanding                                         

site-ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǘƛŦǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΦΦмфн 

Top left: Distribution of ground-level sites, cups-only.                                                                

Bottom left: Distribution of ground-level sites, cup-and-rings.                                                         

Top right: Distribution of upstanding sites, cups-only.                                                                

Bottom right: Distribution of upstanding sites, cup-and-rings.                                                          

All images: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016.                                                              

Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 59     /ŀǊǾŜŘ ǎǘƻƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǘƘƛŎǎΥ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ aƻƻǊΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΧΦмф9 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 60     Carved stones and lithics: Green Crag Slack detailΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦнлл 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 61    Cairns, stone circles, BA lithics, and centres of the major cairnfieldsΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧнлн 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 62   The three ŜƴŎƭƻǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧнлр 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 63   Woofa EnclosureΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧнлс 

Top: The overgrown west wall*        Below: View west from 376/WB 14, with orthostat* 

Fig 64     Possible northern routewaysΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧнлф 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 65   Neolithic sites in northern YorkshireΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦнмл 

Image: adapted from illustration p38, by Nick Staley, in Harding (2003). 

Fig 66   The viewshed of 45/RV 02ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧнмм 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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Fig 67   Part of the viewshŜŘ ƻŦ .ǊŀŘƭŜȅ aƻƻǊ [ƻƴƎ /ŀƛǊƴΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦнмн 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 68   Long-distance viewshed of 45/RV 02ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΦΦΦнмо 

Top: Viewshed of 45/RV 02, reaching Cumbrian peaks.                                                            

Bottom: Viewshed of 45/RV 02, Cumbrian peaks detail                                                            

Images: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 69    Rock-ŀǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΥ 5¢a ƻŦ wƻƳōŀƭŘǎ aƻƻǊΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΧнмс 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 70    AlmsclƛŦŦŜ /ǊŀƎΥ ǾƛŜǿ Ŝŀǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ /. лмϝΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦнму 

 

Chapter Seven 

Fig 71     The proposed natural monuments, the Sentinel, and their ǾƛŜǿǎƘŜŘǎΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΦннн 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 72     The proposed natural monuments, Sentinel, and viewshedsΥ D/{ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦ.223 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.   

CƛƎ то     пмκ5{{ лм 5ƻǳōƭŜǊ мΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΦннф  

Top:  Doubler 1 (left), the top of Doubler 2 is just visible behind*                                            

Centre:  The top of Doubler 1, showing natural basins, with cups and grooves at back*    

Bottom:   Doubler 1 (left) and Doubler 2 (right)* 

Fig 74     Viewshed of the DoublersΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦнол 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

CƛƎ тр    ±ƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǳōƭŜǊǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦном                            

Top: zoom view to north from 40a/RHW 02*                                                                               

Centre:   magnified detail*                                                                                                              

Bottom:  zoom view north of the Doublers from 40j/RH 08*   

Fig 76     2отκ/{9 лн ǘƘŜ bŜō {ǘƻƴŜΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦноо 

Top left: from west*   Top right: from north*                                                               

Bottom: photo from before 1986, showing possible cupmarks and grooves.                          

Image: K Boughey & E Vickerman, 

http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/era/section/panel/media.jsf?eraId=2320 

Fig 77     Viewshed of the Neb StoneΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦноп 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 78     Edge-on view of 237/CSE 02 the Neb StoƴŜϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦнос 
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Fig 79     332/PST 01 the PancakeΣ ŦǊƻƳ La[¢ΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦΦнот 

Top: Two views of the Pancake:     top left: from north-east*     top right: from north-west*   

Bottom: detail of upper surface*           

Fig 80   The Pancake Stone, baŎƪƭƛǘϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦноу 

Fig 81   Viewshed of 332/PST 01 the PancakeΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧноф 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 82     332/PST 01 the tŀƴŎŀƪŜΣ ŦǊƻƳ DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΦнпл                                                             

Top:   The Pancake, and the view over the western part of IMLT*                                         

Bottom: The Pancake, standing at the cliff edge (not well seen), above Wharfedale* 

Fig 83     Viewshed of the Pancake, compared with real-ǿƻǊƭŘ ǾƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧнпм 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 84     The {ŜƴǘƛƴŜƭΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧ.243 

Top left:  View east over the Sentinel, Pancake just visible, skylined in the distance*                                            

Top right: View south from the Sentinel, showing the top of the Haystack*                         

Bottom:  View east over Green Crag Slack.  Haystack at right, SŜƴǘƛƴŜƭ ΨǎƪȅƭƛƴŜŘΩ ŀǘ ŦŀǊ ƭŜŦǘ,    

and the Pancake skylined in the distance*                                                                     

Fig 85     ViewshŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴǘƛƴŜƭΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦнпп 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 86     Views ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴǘƛƴŜƭΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧнпр 

Top: View (detail) from 278/HST 02, 279 & 280/HST 03 over IMLT,                                                

the Sentinel seen skylined*                                                                                                             

Bottom: View (detail) from 306/CC 02, showing the Sentinel skylined at centre* 

Fig 87   302/PR 05 the HaystackΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΧнпс                                                                                                      

Top:    View north of the Haystack from 305/GC 12*                                                                                                     

Bottom left: View of the Haystack, showing north face*                                                            

Bottom right: View of the Haystack from 316/PR 06* 

Fig 88     Viewshed of the HaystackΧΧΧΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦΦнпт 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 89     355/GCS 13 H2ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧнпф  

¢ƻǇΥ ΨƳƻƴǎǘǊƻǳǎΩ ǎƻǳǘƘ ŦŀŎŜϝ                                                                                                              

Centre left: north face: the carvings are sited high on the anglŜŘ ΨǊƻƻŦΩϝ                                           

Centre right: east face: cup-and-ring (not seen) and cups (just seen) at upper right*               

Bottom: west face*                                                                                
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CƛƎ фл     ±ƛŜǿǎƘŜŘ ƻŦ оррκD/{ мо IнΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΦнрм 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 91     Two views of 355/GCS 13 H2ΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦнрн 

Top: View north from 352/WB 01 (detail), H2 skylined at centre, in sunshine *                  

Bottom: View west from WB 20 (detail), with H2 skylined* 

Fig 92     Cumulative viewsheds of the Pancake, the Haystack and H2ΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΧΦΧнрп 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 93     Large upstanding stones not identified as natural monumentsΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦнрс                                                                                                                                

Left: 214/WC 01 the Sepulchre Stone*   Right: 222/CSE 01* 

 

Chapter Eight 

Fig 94     IMLT Small LocaleǎΣ ǘǿƻ ǘǊƛƻǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇŀƛǊΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧнсс 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 95     IMLT Trio West: 278/HST 02, and 279 & нулκI{¢ лоϝΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦнсс 

Fig 96     View south-Ŝŀǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ La[¢ ¢Ǌƛƻ ²ŜǎǘΣ {ŜƴǘƛƴŜƭ ǎƪȅƭƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ǊƛƎƘǘϝΧΧΧΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧнст 

Fig 97     La[¢ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ¢ǊƛƻΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦнсу 

Top, left to right: 304/CC 01*, 306/CC 02*, 308/CC 03*                                                           

Bottom: The modern path up to IMLT towards the IMLT Central Trio* 

Fig 98     ±ƛŜǿǎ ŦǊƻƳ La[¢ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ ¢ǊƛƻΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΦнсу        

Left: the Pancake is distant but visible, just breaking the skyline*                                              

Right: the brick-shaped Sentinel, on the skyline at centre* 

Fig 99     La[¢ 9ŀǎǘ tŀƛǊΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.269          

Left: 312/CC 04*              Right:  313/CC 05* 

Fig 100    LƭƪƭŜȅ aƻƻǊ {Ƴŀƭƭ [ƻŎŀƭŜǎΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦнтл 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 101    Little Panorama Group, 230/PW 01, 231/PW 02, 232/PW 03 & 233/PW 04...ΦΦΦΦΦΦΧнтм 

Left: 230 at left, with 231 at right*           

Right: the whole group*   

CƛƎ млн    ¢ƘŜ bŜō {ǘƻƴŜ ǇŀƛǊΦΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦнтн                                                                               

Left:   234/CSE 04, two cups seen at centre*                         Right:  235/CSE 03* 

Fig 103    wƛǾƻŎƪ Iƛƭƭ ϧ wƻǳƎƘ IƻƭŘŜƴ {Ƴŀƭƭ [ƻŎŀƭŜǎΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧнто 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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Fig 104    Rivock Cliff trio on Rivock NoseϝΧΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦнтр 

Fig 105    wƛǾƻŎƪ !ǊŎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧнтт 

Top: View to south-east  from 55: 55 in foreground, and (arrowed L to R):  57, 58  &  60*  

Bottom Left: Map of Rivock Arc.                                                                                                       

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.  

Bottom Right:  Google Earth                                                                                                             

Image: ©2017 Infoterra Ltd & Bluesky.  Map data© 2017 Google 

Fig 106    DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪΥ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ {Ƴŀƭƭ [ƻŎŀƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ !ƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦнул 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.   

Fig 107    ¢ƘŜ tŀƴŎŀƪŜΩǎ {Ƴŀƭƭ [ƻŎŀƭŜǎ ƻƴ D/{ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦнум 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.   

Fig 108    326/tw луϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧ..ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦнун 

Fig 109    tŀƴŎŀƪŜ ¢Ǌƛƻ ²ŜǎǘΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦнун                                                                      

Left:    328/PR 09*               Centre:    329/PR 10*             Right:    330/PR 11* 

Fig 110    tŀƴŎŀƪŜ ¢Ǌƛƻ 9ŀǎǘΥ ооуκtwмпϝΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΦнуо    

Fig 111    ±ƛŜǿ ŦǊƻƳ оолκtw мм ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŎŀƪŜϝΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦнуп 

Fig 112    DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ ²Ŝǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦΦнур                                                                                                                 

Top:  291/GC 05, now re-covered                                                                                                          

Old photo image: Boughey  &  Vickerman, 2003, 134                                                                                    

Bottom left: 293/GC 06*      Bottom right: 294/GC 07*                                                                   

Fig 113   322/IS 01 the Idol StoneϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧнус  

CƛƎ ммп   ¢ƘŜ LŘƻƭ {ǘƻƴŜ ƎǊƻǳǇϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦнут 

Fig 115    Woofa Enclosure: view north-Ŝŀǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƭƻǇŜ ŀōƻǾŜ D/{ϝΦΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦнуу 

Fig 116    ²ƻƻŦŀ tŀƛǊϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦну9 

Fig 117    отуκ². мс ŀƴŘ отфκ². мтϝΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦ..289 

Fig 118    Maps of the possible Small [ƻŎŀƭŜΣ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀƛǊ ŀǘ ²ƻƻŦŀΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧΧΧΧнфл                       

Top: smaller scale.     Bottom: larger scale.                                                                   

Images: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.   

Fig 119    Part of NW Edge and thŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ wŀƳǎƎƛƭƭ ǇŀƛǊΣ t/ ло ϧ t/ лоŀΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΦΦнфм 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.   
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Fig 120   The Ramsgill pair..ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦнфн 

Left: PC 03*                            Right: PC 03a* 

Fig 121   [ŀƴǎƘŀǿ bƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ [ŀƴǎƘŀǿ {ƻǳǘƘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧнфо 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 122   IŀǿƪǎǿƻǊǘƘ ǇŀƛǊΣ мутκI{ лм ϧ мууκI{ лнΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦн94 

Top: Map of part of the eastern Moor.                                                                                           

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.  

Bottom: 187 at upper right, with 188 at lower left*            

Fig 123    South-ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ aƻƻǊΥ wƛŘŘƭŜǎŘŜƴ IƛƎƘ /ŀǊǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧнфр 

Top: Map of the area.                                                                                                                         

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.    

Bottom: part of the group* 

Fig 124    нупκIw лм IŀƴƎƛƴƎǎǘƻƴŜǎ wƻŎƪΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧнфу 

Left: the four panels.    Drawing image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 134.                                                                                  

Right: Hangingstones Rock from the west, towards panels a and b* 

Fig 125    Rivock Multi-ǊƛƴƎ ǇŀƛǊΣ ссκw± нн ϧ стκw± ноΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦнфф                                                         

Top: Seen before the trees were felled: 66/RV 22 upslope, right; 67/RV 23 downslope, left*                                                                                                                     

Bottom:  66/RV 22, seen after the trees were felled* 

Fig 126    стκw± но όŘŜǘŀƛƭύΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦолл 

Fig 127    ¢ƘŜ LƴǘǊƛŎŀǘŜ ǇŀƛǊ ŀǘ wƛǾƻŎƪ bƻǎŜΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΦолм 

Top: at left, 48/RV 05 and at right, 49/RV 06*                  

Bottom:  Old diagram and picture.  Images: Hedges 1986, 37 & 55. See also Boughey & 

Vickerman 2003, 123 & 147.    

Fig 128    ¢ƘŜ tŜǇǇŜǊǇƻǘ DǊƻǳǇΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΦΧоло                                                                                                         

Top left:    Map of Small Locale.                                                                                                        

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.                                                                                                     

Top right: 261/WW 03 the Pepperpot*                                                                                                            

Centre left: 259/WW 01*         Centre right: Pepperpot at left, with 260/WW 02 at right*    

Bottom left: 263/WW 05*        Bottom right: 264/WW 06* (262/WW 04 now re-covered) 

Fig 129    {ǘŀƴōǳǊȅ Iƛƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻŘƳƻǊ {ǘƻƴŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦолр 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 130    {ǘŀƴōǳǊȅ Iƛƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦолс 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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Fig 131    {ǘŀƴōǳǊȅ Iƛƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦолт 

Top left: 96/SH 01*                        Top right: 97/SH 02*                                                                     

Centre left: 98/SH 03*                   Centre right: 99/SH 04*                                                         

Bottom left: 101/SH 06*               Bottom right: 102/SH 07*   

Fig 132    ¢ƘŜ ¢ƻŘƳƻǊ {ǘƻƴŜǎΦΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΦолу                                                                                                      

Left: map of area.                                                                                                                                

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service.                                                                                                                  

Top right: TS 03*                                       Bottom right: TS 04* 

Fig 133    wǳǎƘȅ .ŜŎƪ ǇŀƛǊΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦолф 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016. Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 

Fig 134     wǳǎƘȅ .ŜŎƪ ǇŀƛǊΣ отпκw. лм ϧ отрκw. лнϝΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦомл 

 

Chapter Nine 

Fig 135    Major sites, minor ǎƛǘŜǎΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧомп 

Left: One of the proposed natural monuments, 41/DSS 01 Doubler 1*                                               

Right: 187/HS 01, a small near ground-level rock, with a solitary cup*  

Fig 136    Details of carvƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜΥ отнκ². мнΣ ²ƻƻŦŀ 9ƴŎƭƻǎǳǊŜϝΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΦомт                                  

Fig 137    Details of carving technique: 294/G/ лтΣ DǊŜŜƴ /ǊŀƎ {ƭŀŎƪϝΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΧому    

Fig 138    Moved stonŜǎΥ нруκ²I² лмΣ LƭƪƭŜȅ aƻƻǊϝΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΧонл 

Fig 139    Propped ǎǘƻƴŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦонл 

Image: David Shepherd: Shepherd, 2013. 

Fig 140    Choice of stoƴŜΥ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŎƻƭƻǳǊϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦонн 

Fig 141    олсκ// лнΣ La[¢ϝΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧ.ΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦоно 

Fig 142    ²Ƙȅ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘƻƴŜΚ  нфрκtw лм tƭŀƴŜǘǎ wƻŎƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦонр 

Top: 295/PR 01 Planets Rock*                                                                                                              

Left: Drawing of Planets Rock.   Drawing image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 134. 

Fig 143    {ǘƻƴŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎǊŀŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜŘŘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴŜǎΥ орсκ². лнΣ ²ƻƻŦŀ .ŀƴƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΦΦΦонс                                               

Left: Detail  of carving surface,  from directly above*                                  

Right:   Drawing of 356.    Drawing image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 137. 

Fig 144    .ŜŘŘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǇǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧонт 

Left: 54/RV 11, Rivock*                          Right: 256/GG 05, Ilkley Moor* 
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Fig 145    DǊƻƻǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǇǎΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΧΦону 

Detail of 67/RV 23, Rivock* 

Fig 146    ±ŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ŎǳǇǎ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǊƻŎƪΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧоол                  

287/BB 06: cups in two sizes*         

Fig 147    AŎƘƴŀōǊŜŎƪΣ !ǊƎȅƭƭϝΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΧΦоол 

Fig 148    tŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ ŎǳǇǎΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƴŜƭΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΧоом                                           

Left: 82/RV 31, Rivock.         Right: 67/RV 23, Rivock                                                                 

Drawing images: (not to scale) Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 125 & 124. 

Fig 149    Hunterheugh 2, NoǊǘƘǳƳōŜǊƭŀƴŘΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΦΦоон             

Image: ERA:   http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/catalogue/era-

836/dissemination/jpg/12367_474_con_dscn4048_t2.jpg 

Fig 150    ¦ƴǳǎǳŀƭ ƳƻǘƛŦǎΥ ƭŀŘŘŜǊǎΣ ǎŜŜƴ ƻƴ нроκ.{ лн ŀƴŘ ннфκt!w лпΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΦΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧооо 

Left: Detail of 253/BS 02 the Barmishaw Stone*                      

Right: Drawing of 229/PAR 04.     Drawing image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 131.   

Fig 151    ¦ƴǳǎǳŀƭ ƳƻǘƛŦǎΥ ǎǿŀǎǘƛƪŀǎΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧооп 

Top left photo: 217/SST 01 the Swastika Stone*                                                                                

Top right photo:  250/BST 01 the Badger Stone, eastern shoulder*                                      

Top row drawings: Top: Camunian Rose, Valcamonica: image: Farina, 1997.  Bottom: 217 motif.      

Bottom left:   258/WHW 01, with alleged partial swastika at centre                                        

Bottom right: 250/BST 01 the Badger Stone, with alleged partial swastika at right.            

Drawing images of 217, 258 & 250: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003: 130, 133, 132. 

Fig 152    Nämforsen,  .ǊňŘǀƴ ƛǎƭŀƴŘΣ мфлтΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦоос 

Image: Tilley (after Hallström), 1991, 2 

Fig 153    Making rock-ŀǊǘΥ ¢ƻǊōƘƭŀǊŜƴΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΦΧооф 

Image: Aaron Watson, in Lamdin-Whymark, 2011b, 335. 

Fig 154    IŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ ǎƛǘŜǎΥ пмκ5{{ лм 5ƻǳōƭŜǊ мΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧопл  

Top left: view of Doubler 1 from the south*     Top right: view of Doubler 1 from the north* 

Bottom: detail of the carving surface* 

Fig 155    Hazardous sites: 332/PST 01 the Pancake (1ύΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧопм 

Top: from GCS, with IMLT below*            Bottom: from the slope rising from IMLT to GCS* 

Fig 156    IŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ ǎƛǘŜǎΥ оонκt{¢ лм ǘƘŜ tŀƴŎŀƪŜ όнύΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧопн  

Top:  Drawing of carved surface. Drawing image: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 136.                                                            

Bottom: Detail of the carved surface*   

Fig 157    Difficult sƛǘŜǎΥ олнκtw лр ǘƘŜ IŀȅǎǘŀŎƪϝΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦопо       
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Fig 158    Difficult sites: 237/CSE 02 the bŜō {ǘƻƴŜΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦΦΦопп                                                                 

Left: The Neb Stone from the west*                    Right: detail of the face*           

Fig 159    DiffiŎǳƭǘ ǎƛǘŜǎΥ оррκD/{ мо IнΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧопр 

Left: North face of stone, quarried by an unknown extent*      Right: East face of stone* 

Fig 160    Difficult sites: 214/WC 01 tƘŜ {ŜǇǳƭŎƘǊŜ {ǘƻƴŜΣ b² 9ŘƎŜϝΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΦΧΦΦΦопс 

Fig 161    Difficult sites: Addingham Crag Stone and DoubƭŜǊ нΧΧΧΦΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΦопс 

Left: 210/AC 01 Addingham Crag Stone*                 Right:  42/DSS 02 Doubler 2*          

Fig 162    5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǎƛǘŜǎΥ нруκ²I² лмΣ LƭƪƭŜȅ aƻƻǊϝΧΧΧΧΧΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΧопт 

                                                                  

Chapter Ten 

Fig 163    Selected views?...........................................................................................................356                                                                                                                     

Top:   View south-east to the Neb Stone, from 224/BBH 05*                                                  

Bottom:   View north to H2 from 365/WB 06 in the Woofa group* 

 

Appendices 

Fig A1     Suggested correlation of all the pollen diagrams (Bannister, 1985, 152....................369 

Fig A2     Lanshaw 2 Pollen diagram (Bannister, 1985, 182-183)...............................................370 

Fig A3     Fieldwork Recording Sheets: General; Cairns & Walls; Groups; ²ŀǘŜǊΧΧΦΧΧΦΦΧΦΦΧΦотп 

Fig A4      CaǊǾŜŘ ǎǘƻƴŜǎ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇǳŘŘƭŜǎΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΦΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦΧотф                                                                                   

Top left: 242/WH 01*    Top right: 244/WH 03*                                                                

Centre left: 252/GG 02*   Centre right: 255/GG 04*                                                           

Bottom left: 255a/WCM 01*   Bottom right:  257a/WCM 02*          

        

Accompanying Material: DVD Appendices 

A DVD of Appendices too large to print out is attached.  Its contents are                                                                                                                                             

(i) An introduction to the DVD Appendices                                                                                             

(ii) Excel spreadsheets: Study Main Database and Natural Monuments                                                 

(iii) All Photos: fieldwork photos of the stones and their views, and, where views were         

obscured, GIS-derived viewsheds                                                                                                             

(iv) All Chapter Maps, allowing them to be zoomed for closer viewing  
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Preface 

 

Preface illustration: 41/DSS 01 Doubler 1.                                                              Image: P Deacon. 

 

I canôt pass a rock    They represent the                                

like you       world by their presence                 

without being mystified     wisdom has no                                     

or hypnotized      relationship to size 

 

I have heard stories     One time, perhaps many times             

of rocks       a man became a rock                        

and have known some      thinking that a fine way                    

rocks personally      to gain immortality 

                                                                Tauhindali (1979; College of the Siskiyous, nd). 

 

Laktcharas Tauhindali, also known as Grant Towendolly (1873-1963), was a poet and 

artist.  His poetry was not published till after his death.  The poem is quoted in 

Theodoratus, DJ & LaPena, F (1994). 
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The Rock-art Landscapes of Rombalds Moor, West 

Yorkshire: Standing on Holy Ground 

Chapter One: Introduction 

 

1.1    Background to the study 

 

The study of British rock-art is now very much focused on examining rock-art within its 

landscape context.  Bradley (1997), perhaps the first to bring this approach into 

prominence, was very critical of studies that concentrated only on details of motifs, 

saying that the study of rock-art should be part of an archaeological approach that 

illuminates how people in prehistory inhabited their landscapes (1997, 5 & 8).    

Chippindale & Nash (2004), discussing studies world-wide, say that the landscape 

context of rock-art is a key part of any interpretation, and Waddington (2007a), 

reviewing rock-art studies in Britain, agrees.  Jones, a key figure in British rock-art 

studies, says that the people who made rock-art saw their landscape, including their 

rock-art, as a unity, and as animate (eg Jones, 2001, 2012; Jones, Freedman, 

OôConnor et al, 2011).  The interpretive studies carried out by Bradley (1997), and by 

Jones et al (Jones, Freedman, OôConnor et al, 2011) have the landscape position of 

rock-art at their heart.  Bradleyôs study (1997) mostly concerned Argyll and 

Northumberland, though it does touch on Rombalds Moor (1997, 95), and more 

recently, Jones and colleaguesô work examined rock-art in its landscapes in Argyll 

(Jones, Freedman, OôConnor et al, 2011).  Both these studies consider, amongst other 

things, views from and of rock-art sites.   

They did not, however, consider the views from and of all the carved stones in their 

respective study areas; the Australian rock-art scholar Robert Bednarik has criticised as 

unscientific many landscape-based studies for this reason (eg Bednarik, 1990, 2000).  

This study, then, was conceived as an examination of all the extant rock-art within the 

study area, looking at the views from and of the rock-art sites.  This generated a key 

statement: 
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British curvilinear rock-art, though probably not all of it, was made in relation to 

its position within the landscape, particularly in connection with views, both from 

and of rock-art sites.     

A fieldwork-based methodology was developed to interrogate this central statement, 

based on visiting all the stones in the study area, and recording the views.  This study 

then became almost a journey from the simple original statement into hypotheses and 

research questions concerning relationships at four different spatial scales of 

landscape.  The question as to whether or not views were even possible required 

careful exploration.  The interpretation of the results led to a number of insights, and 

also led to a consideration of the physicality of carving and the embodied engagement 

of the carver with the rock, which have not, to my knowledge, previously been explored 

for British rock-art.  

Many publications in British rock-art studies focus on fully recording both known and 

newly discovered rock-art sites, but do not offer much interpretation.  This work is of 

course extremely valuable, indeed essential, for rock-art is being lost by processes of 

erosion, overgrowth of vegetation, field clearance, development and other practices.   

Unfortunately, in general, the study of rock-art has always been rather marginalised in 

British archaeology, although it is both abundant and accessible.  Because it cannot be 

directly dated, and is often quite isolated from other archaeology, it is perhaps seen as 

lacking in context and inherently unreliable.  Yet today, much of it stands in largely 

undeveloped upland, exactly where it was made in prehistory, in a landscape whose 

topography is probably not much altered; and something of its environments can be 

recovered.  Many of the spatial relationships which existed in prehistory, between sites 

and other sites, monuments, settlements, or natural features in the landscape are still 

there, although rock-art is a more vulnerable resource than it might seem (see below).  

Rock-art in its landscapes can indeed tell us something of how people lived in 

prehistory, if we ask the right questions.   

This project grew out of a study carried out for my BA Dissertation, examining rock-art 

on the hills west of the River Washburn, a northern tributary of the River Wharfe; it 

raised more questions than it answered (Deacon, 2012).  The study reported here 

began as a project for an MA by Research, but after a year, this transmuted into a 
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doctoral research project on all the rock-art on Rombalds Moor, over 250 sites, 

adopting a landscape archaeology approach.   

Rombalds Moor is a circumscribed and relatively small area, a rock-art landscape 

which has been widely studied, in terms of its environment (eg Bannister,1985; Berg, 

2001; Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 6-9; Yarwood, 1981), its prehistoric and later 

archaeology (eg Cowling, 1946; Keighley, 1981; Vyner, 2008), and specifically its rock-

art (eg Boughey & Vickerman, 2003 & 2013; Brown, Boughey et al, 2013; CSI 

Rombalds Moor, nd; ERA Englandôs Rock Art; Hedges, 1986).   

As well as a discussion of rock-art studies and Rombalds Moor itself, Boughey & 

Vickermanôs two publications (2003, 2013) include gazetteers of all sites known at that 

time, and those works made this project possible.  Their work covers not just Rombalds 

Moor but the whole of the old West Riding of Yorkshire, with a discussion of all the sites 

and motifs, environments, other archaeology, and landscapes of rock-art (Boughey & 

Vickerman, 2003, 1-46).   

During the time the fieldwork for this project was being carried out, the Rombalds Moor 

Carved Stones Investigation group (CSI) completed and reported their survey of the 

sites and panels using more modern techniques than had been available earlier (CSI 

Rombalds Moor, nd); their work is available on the Englandôs Rock Art website (ERA 

Englandôs Rock Art, nd).  Their brief did not cover any interpretative work (Louise 

Brown, 2014, pers comm).   

There are no recent environmental studies of Rombalds Moor.  However, the 

comprehensive reviews of West Yorkshireôs prehistoric environments (Keighley, 1981) 

and its prehistory (Yarwood, 1981), cover Rombalds Moor; and Bannisterôs unpublished 

PhD thesis (1985) on the vegetational and archaeological history of the Moor, includes 

the prehistoric period.  Rombalds Moor can also be compared to other upland areas 

where similar work has been carried out, such as the south Pennines (eg Spikins, 

1999), and the North York Moors (eg Simmons, 1990; Simmons & Innes, 1996). 

 

 



35 
 

1.2     Notes on terminology 

                                                                                                                                   

Words may come with their own baggage, and it is important to be aware of this so as 

to avoid perhaps unconscious assumptions.  Such terms include ómarginal landô, 

ósettled landscapeô and ófertile areasô, which are used in much of the interpretive work 

on British rock-art, and further terms such as óshamanismô and óvision questô.  These 

are scrutinised very carefully in this thesis, as they may be reflecting modern 

understandings rather more than they reflect attitudes held in prehistory. 

 

1.2.1     Gendered language 

In western USA, some rock-art sites were gendered: some places, especially high 

places, were reserved for men to make rock-art, with other sites, especially lower 

places in valleys, being reserved for women (Whitley, 1998).  In Britain, though, we do 

not know if women made rock-art, indeed we do not know that men made rock-art 

either, as there is no specific evidence about the gender of either the carvers or 

audiences of British rock-art.  I have therefore avoided gendered language, although 

this leads to a certain number of verbal infelicities.  I have for example used the 

pronouns ótheyô and óthemselfô as a singular pronouns; although clumsy, this seems to 

be acceptable particularly in American usage, and increasingly in the UK as well. 

 

1.2.2     Acronyms and Abbreviations 

In the text, acronyms and abbreviations are mostly avoided, though occasionally used 

for brevity, but are used regularly in tables and in maps (Table 1 below).  Hyphens, 

joining strings of words together, have been used to emphasise that the term is 

different from the sum of its parts, thus rock-art and cup-and-ring. 

In the maps, clarity is paramount, and compromises have to be made; many of the 

maps are clearer on screen (all the OS maps are included in the DVD Appendices) 

than in the printed thesis.  No label ever covers a symbol for a carved stone, though the 

legend block may do so.   
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Abbreviation Full term 

B&V Boughey and Vickerman 

BA Bronze Age 

CAR cup-and-ring 

CSI Rombalds Moor Carved Stones Investigation 

ERA 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ wƻŎƪ !Ǌǘ όǿŜōǎƛǘŜύ 

GCS Green Crag Slack 

GL ground-level 

HER Historic Environment Record 

IMLT Ilkley Moor Lower Terrace 

Meso Mesolithic 

Neo  Neolithic 

US upstanding 

WYAAS West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service 

                                                                                                                                                                  

Table 1     Abbreviations used in the thesis. 

 

For the sites, full numbers (B&V number/CSI number, eg 110/SH 13) are used where 

space permits, but abbreviations, as in Table 1 above, are sometimes used to avoid 

long labels obscuring other features.  The motif symbols are hierarchical (see Chapter 

Five for a discussion of this decision), and the following terms are used: 

All Stones: all carved rocks in the Study Main Database, (or other database as 

otherwise specified). 

Cups only: all cups-only carved stones in the particular database; a stone may have 

grooves as well. 

All CAR: all cup-and-ring carved stones in the particular database; a stone may have 

cups and/or grooves as well. 

1-ring CAR: all carved stones in the particular database where the maximum number of 

rings in a cup-and-ring is one; the stone may have cups, and/or grooves as well. 

2-ring CAR: all carved stones in the particular database where the maximum number of 

rings in a cup-and-ring is two; the stone may have 1-ring cup-and-rings, and/or cups, 

and/or grooves as well. 
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3+ring CAR: all carved stones in the particular database where the maximum number 

of rings in a cup-and-ring is three or more; the stone may have 2- and/or 1-ring cup-

and-rings, and/or cups, and/or grooves as well. 

 

    1.2.3     Place and site names, and numbering the stones 

Examination of the OS maps for this area show that many areas of Rombalds Moor 

have names, but one part of the Moor, referred to repeatedly in the text, has no name 

as such.  It is part of Ilkley Moor, the terrace level below Green Crag Slack, and I refer 

to it as Ilkley Moor Lower Terrace, often abbreviated to IMLT. 

Similarly, several features on the Moor are unnamed.  There are three very large round 

cairns on the Moor top; two of them are the Great and Little Skirtfuls of Stones, but the 

third, on the very highest part of the Moor, is so overgrown that it seems to go largely 

unnoticed: I refer to it as the Moortop Great Cairn. 

The numbering system for the carved stones is discussed in detail in Chapter Five, but 

essentially incorporates the very different systems of both Boughey & Vickerman (2003, 

2013) and CSI (ERA Englandôs Rock Art, nd).  Many of the carved stones have well-

established names, and I have used them alongside the Boughey & Vickerman and 

CSI numbering systems; they make the text easier to read.  I have not devised names 

for any of the carved stones, though I refer to 355/GCS 13 Haystack 2, also sometimes 

called the Little Haystack, as H2 to avoid confusion with 302/PR 05 the Haystack.  A 

single uncarved stone became salient to the discussions in Chapter Seven; as an 

uncarved stone, it would not be appropriate to give it even a provisional number, and I 

have named it the Sentinel for the purposes of this study. 

One previously undescribed carved stone was discovered during the fieldwork, and 

given a provisional number (224a/CSE 05) fitting in with the schemes used by Boughey 

& Vickerman (2013, 2) and by CSI to name new stones.  The stone has been reported 

to Keith Boughey, who is reviewing all ónewô stones with a view to adding them to the 

catalogue if he thinks it is appropriate. 

Chapter Eight deals with small clusters of carved stones and two possible alignments.  

None of these had been named, so names for all of these had to be devised for this 
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study.  All are named after the area in which they stand, or a central, already-named 

carved stone; they are listed in Chapter Eight. 

 

    1.2.4     Words transcribed from other languages 

Some anthropological and ethnographic terminology is complicated by the use of words 

from the languages of non-literate peoples, where different scholars have used different 

spellings.  In this thesis, this is notable when discussing northern Scandinavia.  Here, to 

avoid confusion, a consistent spelling is used, though it is sometimes different from the 

spelling used within some of the cited works (Table 2 below); the spellings chosen 

follow the work of IM Mulk (eg 1994), herself a Sami.  

 

Spelling Variants Definition Spellings used herein 

Sami, Saami  hunter-gatherers of northern 
Scandinavia and north-western Russia 

Sami 
 

Sapmi, Saepmi area of Lappland inhabited by Sami 
peoples 

Sapmi 

seita, sieda, sieddje  a Sami shrine sieddje  

                                                                                                                                                                  

Table 2     Words transcribed from languages of northern Scandinavia.               

              

1.3     Structure of the thesis 

 

In the first part of the thesis, Chapters Two, Three and Four, the academic background 

to the research is discussed and critiqued, and is followed by Chapter Five, setting out 

and critiquing the study methodology. 

As discussed in Chapter Three, people may perceive landscape at different spatial 

scales, sometimes different spatial scales simultaneously, and so a methodology was 

developed which could also examine rock-art landscapes at different spatial scales.  

The results are presented at these scales in Chapters Six, Seven, Eight and Nine, 

starting at the scale of the whole moor, and working down through two intermediate 

scales to the scale of the individual rock.  Finally, in Chapter Ten, inasmuch as this is 
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possible, the results are gathered together in a holistic discussion of the rock-art of 

Rombalds Moor. 

 

1.3.1     Chapter Two 

This begins with some key definitions, then goes on to examine the distribution of sites 

of British rock-art, and the major motifs.  There then follows a discussion of what is 

known about the chronology of British curvilinear rock-art.  Both of these discussions 

lead to some doubts about how solid our current understanding might be.  The probably 

disproportionate loss of rock-art at lower altitudes makes less secure our 

conceptualisation of rock-art as a feature of undeveloped upland.  The interesting 

possibility that some rock-art has probably been moved in prehistory is also raised 

here; also introduced here is the problem of just how visible rock-art sites might have 

been.  

As rock-art cannot be directly dated, there are considerable problems in arriving at a 

clear or definite chronology.  The current position is discussed and explored, including 

a discussion of why hunter-gatherers have been ignored, perhaps inappropriately, as 

possible makers of rock-art in Britain. 

 

1.3.2     Chapter Three 

This chapter begins with a consideration of theoretical understandings of landscape, 

including phenomenology, with a discussion of how óviewsô might have been construed 

in prehistory.  There is then a critical review of work on environments, inhabitation and 

movement during the periods of prehistory relevant to the making and using of rock-art. 

The next section introduces the involvement of belief systems in the formation of 

landscape, and it is argued that some ethnographic evidence, despite originating from 

well outside Britain, is of relevance to an understanding of British rock-art.  

Ethnographic evidence from northern Europe and beyond shows that peopleôs world 

view was that ideology and belief were completely enmeshed with the functional 

aspects of life.  Further to this, and with some diffidence, the terms animism, 

shamanism and vision questing are introduced, and it is suggested that similar beliefs 
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and behaviours might have been connected to the making and use of at least some 

British rock-art. 

A consideration of routes and views revisits questions around the visibility of rock-art, 

and whether views were possible, and also introduces the possibility of the active 

management of sites to provide the required visibilities. 

 

1.3.3     Chapter Four 

This introduction to Rombalds Moor covers the geology, and the environments of 

Rombalds Moor, both present-day and in the past.  The discussion of the changing 

environment of the Moor shows the difficulties of trying to understand the vegetational 

settings of rock-art sites and rock-art areas, and thus whether views were possible, 

given the rather general environmental evidence. 

There is then a discussion of what is known of the archaeology of the Moor, and its 

rock-art.  Rombalds Moor is now largely moorland, but in the past was used extensively 

for rock and mineral extraction, and these have left their scars on the Moor, 

complicating interpretation of prehistoric features.  Much of the Moor is now used for 

countryside leisure, pasturing sheep, commercial forestry, or for grouse-shooting, all of 

which impact on the modern vegetation. 

The study area also includes a lower-lying area around the Moor, mostly cleared rough 

pasture, in which some rock-art is also found.  Many of these sites are obviously 

survivors of clearances, leading to a consideration of whether rock-art was once more 

widespread. 

 

1.3.4     Chapter Five 

The methodology chapter reviews previous approaches, as well as laying out what was 

done in this work, both in the field, and how the results of the fieldwork were handled 

and interpreted.  The long discussion of the use and problems of GIS in this chapter 

should not be taken as implying that this is a GIS study of a rock-art landscape: this is a 

fieldwork-based study, and GIS was used only to reconstruct impeded views, and to aid 

in the presentation of the results. 
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1.3.5     The Results: Chapters Six, Seven, Eight and Nine 

The four results chapters reflect the decision to examine rock-art at four different spatial 

scales, from the scale of the whole Moor in Chapter Six, down to the scale of the 

individual rock in Chapter Nine. Chapters Seven and Eight consider Rombalds Moor 

rock-art at two intermediate scales.  This approach emphasises that rock-art could be 

óworkingô at several scales simultaneously, with different meanings and relationships at 

different scales. 

Relationships between sites, between sites and natural features, and between sites 

and monuments are discussed.  Also discussed are relationships between motifs, and 

between motifs and the rocks themselves.  A question arising from this is whether 

some cups were added later in the sequence to already-carved panels; these cups 

might look extraneous to the main design, and the reader is encouraged to look out for 

this (and sometimes prompted) throughout the illustrations. 

Arising from this is a discussion about the relationships between the carver and the 

site, and between carvers and audiences, leading perhaps to some insight about social 

relations as they pertain to rock-art, during the time that rock-art was being made and 

used. 

 

1.3.6     Chapter Ten 

The key findings are reviewed and critiqued, along with suggestions for future research.  

The approach is to recombine the results previously presented at four spatial scales, to 

provide holistic interpretations of the rock-art of the Moor. 

 

1.3.7     Appendices 

The printed Appendices are found at the end of the printed thesis, and include: CSI 

locale abbreviations and full names; lists of stones excluded from the Study Main 

Database from Boughey & Vickerman 2003 & 2013, and from CSI; details of 

Bannisterôs pollen findings on Rombalds Moor (1985), including conversion of her dates 

in radiocarbon years BP to cal BC using CalPal (Weninger & Jöris, 2007); the four 
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Study Recording Sheets; and details of carved stones with no cups, standing in 

puddles, and with cracks.     

A second group of Appendices are included on a DVD affixed to the inside back cover 

of the thesis.  These include the Excel spreadsheet, too large to print, of the Study Main 

Database, including the Natural Monuments; and All Photos, too numerous to print, 

with photos of sites and views taken during the fieldwork, plus viewshed maps when 

views in the field were obstructed.  A further document, All Chapter Maps, contains all 

the smaller scale maps from the chapters, allowing the reader to read the printed thesis 

whilst viewing the relevant maps on-screen at a rather larger size than possible as a 

printed illustration. 

 

1.3.8     Bibliography: a note on references to websites 

References are made not infrequently to the very large websites, ERA Englandôs Rock 

Art, and Historic England.  The ERA website, only a part of the much larger 

Archaeology Data Service website, contains details of the carved stones in the 

database here, as well as details of the Northumberland stones, and very useful 

background material to rock-art studies in general.  It has its own internal search 

function for the stones, each stone occupying several webpages, and the reader should 

type in the stoneôs CSI number, with the locale in full if possible (see Appendix 1 for list 

of CSI abbreviations and full locale names, eg HS 01: Hawksworth Shaw 01).  To avoid 

a very considerable proliferation of such references, the reader is referred to the ERA 

homepage, and can then use the menu on the left-hand sidebar or the websiteôs 

internal search engine.  Similarly, the Historic England website contains details of many 

of the prehistoric sites on Rombalds Moor, and again has its own search engine. 

 

1.4     The future of British rock-art, and British rock-art research 

                                                                                                                              

Whilst carrying out the fieldwork, it became very clear how rapidly erosion is now 

damaging some of the panels.  There are sometimes clear differences between recent 

photos and those taken less than 50 years ago (Fig 1 below). 
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Fig 1     Erosion of motifs:  62/RV 18, Rivock.                                                                                       

Left: photo taken before 1986.     Right: photo taken 2013, showing obvious loss and blurring 

of motifs throughout.                     Images: Left: Hedges, 1986, 56.     Right: Author & P Deacon. 

 

Conservation issues have been much considered and discussed, though earlier 

attempts at active conservation have unfortunately often involved techniques that either 

do not work, or make damage to the panels worse (Barnett & Díaz-Andreu, 2005; 

Darvill & Fernandes, 2014; Goldhahn, 2008; Jefferson & Jefferson, 2010).  Space here 

allows for only a brief discussion of these important issues.  Broadly speaking, threats 

to rock-art come from natural processes including atmospheric pollution, climate 

change, and vegetation, as well as human behaviour at or around the carved stone 

itself (Giesen et al, 2014; Jefferson & Jefferson, 2010; Fig 2 below).   

Scheduling of ancient monuments, including rock-art, gives panels a degree of legal 

protection from deliberate destruction, development, planning applications and so forth.  

However, it does not protect sites from casual human interference, whether deliberate, 

such as graffiti, or accidental or negligent, such as allowing grazing animals in a field 

with ground level panels (Darvill, 2014; Foster, 2010; Robinson, 2012). 

There is also a tension between encouraging public access, and óhidingô rock-art.  

Increasing public access may increase interest, in general a good thing, but it also 

exposes rock-art to the risk of being graffitied and casually damaged, for example by 

people walking over panels (Darvill, 2014; Sharpe, 2014).  Sometimes, portables are 

even stolen; the author is aware of two such cases, one on Rombalds Moor, where a 

portable has vanished from a cairn on Stanbury Hill. 
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Fig 2     Problems due to public access.                                                                                               

Top left:    Tourists on top of 302/PR 05 the Haystack.  It is quite a scramble to get up: scrapes 

from boots are a hazard to the rock surface.                                                                                     

Top right:     Triangular graffito on 384/WB 18, a stone with six cups, one much larger.          

Bottom left: 5Ŝǘŀƛƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻǳƎƘŜƴŜŘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ нмнκt/ лм tƛǇŜǊΩǎ /ǊŀƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

ΨŎƭŜŀƴŜŘΩ ōȅ ǎŎouring, or by chemical agents.                                                                             

Bottom right: Recent graffiti on 314/CC 06.                                         Images: Author & P Deacon. 

 

There are no easy answers to these problems; moreover all stone will eventually erode 

away, and even reburial of panels will only slow erosion and not end it (Jefferson & 

Jefferson, 2010).  Removing panels to a museum is no answer, as it destroys the 

landscape context, treating a panel as simply art; as Bahn says (2010, 150), óthis kills 

itô.  Some workers suggest that the only realistic approach is to accept the inevitable, 

and fully record the panels before they are lost (Darvill & Fernandes, 2014; Janik, 

2014).  This makes ongoing research projects ever more important.  
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Chapter Two: Encountering Rock-art 

 

2.1 Introduction 

                                                                                                                                    

When we encounter rock-art today, we perceive it within a 21st century landscape of our 

own making, both in terms of the environmental conditions in which it stands, and our 

modern-day conception of landscape (Fig 3 below).   

 

 

Fig 3     Rombalds Moor environs: view east from HAW 01.                                                                                                        

The view extends over the highest part of the Silsden Gap, to the western flanks of Rombalds 

Moor, mostly cleared rough pasture.    The vegetation would have been very different during 

the time rock-art was made and used.                                               Image: Author and P Deacon.                                                           

 

All major British rock-art specialists now stress the need to approach rock-art within its 

landscape, though in the past this was not the case (Last, 2010; Chapter One section 
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1.1).  Antiquarian studies of British rock-art, and some more recent European studies 

(eg Anati et al, 2014), looked in great detail at rock-art motifs rather in isolation, and to 

the exclusion of other aspects of life in prehistory.  Bradley (1997, 5 & 8) has critiqued 

this approach as sterile and detached from archaeology, saying that the study of rock-

art should be a way in to understanding how people in prehistory inhabited and 

interacted with their landscape.   

Drawing on studies from all over the world, Chippindale & Nash (2004) state that the 

landscape position of rock-art is centrally important in any attempt at interpretation.  

Waddington (2007a), in his major review of British rock-art studies, simply presumes 

that rock-art should be approached in its landscape context, and Jonesô entire 

approach (eg 2001; 2012) is that the people who made and used rock-art perceived 

their landscape as a unity, as animate, and containing, amongst other things, rock-art 

(Chapter One section 1.1 above).  Bahn (2010, 150) goes even further, saying óit is 

catastrophic to remove rock art from its original siteéthis ñkillsò itô. 

However, our modern-day landscapes are not the landscapes of prehistory: any 

interpretation of rock-art landscapes must rest first on a reconstruction, as far as 

possible, of the landscapes of the people who made, used, reworked and lived 

alongside rock-art.  To do this, we need to include data on the motifs, sites and 

distribution of rock-art, with related palaeo-environmental data, and an understanding of 

the chronology of the making, use, reworking and final going out of use of rock-art.   

A full discussion of landscape, how it might have been constructed in the past, and how 

we might today attempt to understand and reconstruct ancient landscapes, is the 

subject of Chapter Three. It is a complex issue: the way people perceive, conceptualise 

and interact with their environment underpins their construction of landscape.  Different 

peoples in essentially the same environment might do this very differently, and thus 

construct their landscapes very differently.  

This chapter sets the scene, beginning with some key definitions.  There follows a 

discussion of sites and distribution, and a consideration of the major motifs and how 

best to classify these.  There then follows a review of the history of rock-art studies in 

Britain, moving on to consider the first of the major areas of difficulty in understanding 

rock-art: chronology and time. 
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2.2 Definitions 

                                                                                                                                           

I have followed the definitions laid out by Darvill et al (2000, 13): 

Rock-art: any artificially created mark that is cut, engraved, incised, etched, 

gouged, ground or pecked into, or applied with paint, wax or other substances 

onto a rock surface.  

Site: a place where rock art occurs (without prejudice to physical size or extent).  

Panel: any spatially delimited rock surface with symbols or designs (there may 

be several panels within a site); it provides the main unit of record for the 

purposes of identification and analysis. 

Motif: a repeatedly occurring artificial mark within a panel, e.g. spiral, cup and 

ring; an individual panel may comprise one or more motifs.    

Darvill and colleagues go on to discuss how best to classify motifs, acknowledging the 

difficulties with this, and opting for a simple, rather than complex classification: cups, 

cup-and-rings, grooves, and miscellaneous, usually rare, motifs.  They acknowledge 

that some workers think there should be further subdivisions, particularly in the cup-

and-ring group.  Bradley, and other workers including Jonesô group in Argyll, and 

Boughey & Vickerman, have opted to use more complicated classifications, as does the 

ERA website, which includes the Rombalds Moor CSI data (Boughey & Vickerman, 

2003 & 2013; Bradley 1997, 77; CSI Rombalds Moor, nd; ERA Englandôs Rock Art, nd 

Freedman et al, 2011).  This is an issue returned to in Chapter Five, but essentially I 

have followed Darvill and colleagues (2000, 30), and used a simple classification. 

The word óartô also requires some consideration.  Ingold (2000, 111) cautions us 

against the unthinking use of óartô in connection with the carvings, paintings and other 

such work produced in prehistory.  Many writers agree, saying that the term órock artô is 

unsatisfactory, and accept the word óartô only reluctantly: today it implies a matter of 

aesthetics, most unlikely as the only, or even major, explanation of órock artô (Bednarik, 

2013; Bradley, 1997, 4; Chippindale, 2001).  However, it has become the usual term, 

and I have followed Chippindale & Nash (eg 2004) in hyphenating it, to emphasise that 

the term órock-artô is different from the sum of its parts.  The words órocksô and óstonesô 

and óbouldersô are used interchangeably. 
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2.3 Sites and Distribution 

                                                                                                                                         

In mainland Britain, rock-art is mostly found between Strath Tay in the north and the 

Peak District in the south.  There are large concentrations in the north-central and 

north-eastern Pennines of Yorkshire, County Durham, and Northumberland, and in the 

North York Moors; in Scotland, in Argyll, Loch Tay and Dumfries & Galloway.  These 

are all areas in which many cup-and-ring motifs are found, as well as cups and 

grooves, with over 1000 panels in each of Yorkshire, Northumberland, and southern 

and western Scotland.  However, even in areas where cup-and-ring motifs are found, 

the most commonly occurring motif is the cup (Bradley, 1997, 72; Brown & Chappell, 

2005; Freedman, Jones & Riggott, 2011; Mazel, 2007; Morris, 1977; Waddington, 

2007a; Fig 4 below). 

 

  

 

Rock-art is rare in England south of the Peak District, and no reports at all could be 

found for south-eastern England or East Anglia.  In rock-art areas where there are very 

Fig 4     Distribution of rock-art in Britain.   

Areas with major concentrations of rock-

art are shown.                                                  

In Scotland: Argyll, Loch Tay and Dumfries 

& Galloway. 

In England: Northumberland, North York 

Moors, the Eastern Pennines including 

Rombalds Moor, the Peak District. 

Image: ©Crown copyright/database right 2016.    

Ordnance Survey/EDINA supplied service. 
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few, or no cup-and-ring sites, that is, where there are essentially only cups-only sites, 

the density of sites is lower.  There is some rock-art, mostly cups-only, in Cumbria and 

Wales, in the south-west peninsula of England, and in Scotland, north of Strath Tay in 

Aberdeenshire (British Rock Art Collection, nd; Jones, 2003; Jones & Kirkham, 2013; 

Nash, 2007; Nash et al, 2005; Ritchie, 1918; Sharpe, 2007, 212). 

Rock-art sites are usually classified as outcrop, rock sheet, or earthfast boulder.  The 

carvings are frequently made onto horizontal or near-horizontal surfaces, at, or close to, 

ground level, and in areas that are themselves roughly horizontal.  Some rock-art motifs 

are also found on monuments, and on small portable stones in cairns (Boughey & 

Vickerman, 2003, 38; Bradley, 1997, 72; Waddington, 2007a).  In practice, it is often 

difficult to classify ground-level sites as outcrop, rock sheet or ground-level earthfast 

boulder, a difficulty returned to in Chapter Five section 5.4.3.  

Furthermore, some earthfast boulders may not be earthfast at all, and may have been 

moved in prehistory.  Brown, Boughey, Paley et al (2013), during excavations on 

Stanbury Hill, Rombalds Moor, excavated around a moderately-sized carved stone, 

whose base was found to be uneroded and sharp.  They concluded that it had probably 

been quarried elsewhere, and moved to its site; before excavation, it had appeared 

wholly naturally placed (see Chapter Four section 4.5 below).  This raises the possibility 

that other apparently earthfast boulders may have been moved as well. 

Rock-art is sometimes found associated with ceremonial monuments such as standing 

stones and stone circles.  This may represent the re-use of open air rock-art, such as 

Long Meg, a standing stone in Cumbria (Frodsham 1996); at other sites, motifs seem to 

have been made onto the monument itself, for example some of the standing stones at 

Ballymeanoch in Argyll (Jones & Riggott, 2011).  Burial monuments may also 

incorporate rock-art, such as previously carved slabs in cists, and portables, small 

carved stones usually found in cairn material.  Some larger carved stones are 

occasionally found as the nucleus of a cairn, or as a cairn kerbstone apparently moved 

into the cairn.  Ancient walling may also incorporate carved stones (Frodsham, 1996; 

Jones & Riggott, 2011; Waddington, 2007a).  Whether the presence of carvings was 

part of these various choices is unclear, and discussed in Chapters Three and Four. 

British curvilinear rock-art is usually described as being found in upland areas of Britain 

(Beckensall, 2002b; Bradley, 1997, 90; Bradley, 2009, 114; Waddington, 2007a), and 
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practically all writers make the assumption that rock-art has always been a purely 

upland phenomenon.  None of them seem to have defined óuplandô, other than to say 

that sites are at higher altitudes, often with views down to lower areas, with the 

implication that rock-art is made in areas not used for growing crops.   

Boughey & Vickermanôs survey of 624 carved stones in the old West Riding of 

Yorkshire (2003, 36) showed that most of them were indeed at higher altitudes, with 

over 80% at heights of 200m AOD or above, with only about 3% of their sample 

standing at heights lower than 100m AOD.  Lowland areas are less rocky, so there are 

fewer available rocks for carving, and furthermore, carved stones at lower altitudes are 

more likely to be lost, as lowland areas are more likely to be cleared for agriculture or 

development.  Thus, of the 33 carved stones now found in the lower land below the 

moorland of Rombalds Moor, many have been incorporated into walls, or stand in bogs, 

or the carvings are on outcrop or rock sheet (Fig 5 below).   

 

       

Fig 5     Rombalds Moor: carved stones in rough pasture which have survived clearance.    

Left: 95a/GHW 01, East Morton, standing in a spring, just marshy in summer.                     

Right: 38/HC 06, High Carr, Riddlesden: a boulder seemingly placed onto outcrop; the rest of 

the field has been cleared.                                                                      Images: Author & P Deacon. 

 

These stones seem to be survivors of clearances in areas where other sites, perhaps 

many other sites, have been moved or destroyed.  Furthermore, carved stones at the 

bottom of river valleys may also be lost when covered by soils and sediments.  For 

example, in a river valley at Powburn, below the Northumberland Cheviot Hills, an 
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excavation uncovered a cup-and-ring boulder 3m down in alluvium (Topping, 1997).  A 

search of the PastScape website pages (Historic England PastScape, nd) revealed the 

sites of six carved rocks, all now moved or lost, in the bottom of the Aire valley below or 

downstream of Rombalds Moor.   

In Argyll, a number of sites stand in the valley bottoms, including Baluachraig in the 

Kilmartin valley, and Torbhlaren in the adjacent Kilmichael valley, where Jonesô group 

excavated around two carved rocks (Jones, Freedman, OôConnor et al, 2011; Fig 6 

below).  Again, these may be survivors: Baluachraig is a rock sheet, and the Torbhlaren 

rocks are very large. 

 

 

Fig 6     Torbhlaren.                                                                                                                                    

An excavation around a very large carved rock standing in rough pasture in bottom of the 

valley.   It is surrounded by much higher ground.                                                                        

Image: Aaron Watson      http://www.aaronwatson.co.uk/torbhlaren/ 

 

As well as presuming that rock-art was only an upland phenomenon, writers often 

presume that it was only made in land that is now either moorland, or the improved 

rough pastures immediately adjacent to these areas, lands often now described as 

marginal.  Fleming (2008, 136) says that ómarginalityô may be how archaeologists 

conceptualise land that is unsuitable for growing crops.  In prehistory, these areas 
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might have offered many other economic attractions, not being seen as ómarginalô at all: 

this concept may be very unhelpful.  

Following on from this, both Bradley and Waddington say that rock-art overlooks, but 

does not stand in, ófertile areasô, and is virtually absent from areas that are not close to 

the ósettled landscapeô (Bradley, 1997, 86, 90 & 91; Waddington, 2007a).  óFertile areasô 

presumably refers to land suitable for growing crops.  However, as discussed 

subsequently, rock-art might have been made as early as the later Mesolithic, without 

crop-growing; and probably was being made by the earlier Neolithic, when crops were 

being grown in rather ephemeral plots (Chapter Two section 2.6.1 &; Chapter Six 

section 6.6.2).  It is important therefore to explore all the environments and landscapes 

through the whole period in which rock-art could have been made and used. 

 

2.4 Motifs 

                                                                                                                                   

British prehistoric rock-art is almost entirely abstract.  There are a very few depictions, 

for example the carvings of animals, interpreted as deer, in a rock shelter at Goatscrag 

in Northumberland, from which Mesolithic lithics were recovered; this association is far 

from conclusive however (van Hoek & Smith, 1988; Waddington, 2000b; Fig 7 below).  

In general, depictions in British rock-art are very rare, and this carving is also atypical in 

that it is carved on a vertical surface. 

 

 

Fig 7     British depictive rock-art.               

These carvings, interpreted as 

deer, are in a rock shelter at 

Goatscrag, Northumberland.  

Image:  Northumberland County 

Council, 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk

-england-tyne-26952570 
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The key motifs of abstract British curvilinear rock-art are the cup, the cup-and-ring, and 

the groove, sometimes seen alone but often in combination.  Grooves-only panels and 

cupless rings are very uncommon; I have followed Darvill et al (2000, 30) in seeing the 

cup of a cup-and-ring as part of a single motif.  There are also a number of unusual 

motifs, mostly regionally specific, such as the rosettes of Argyll and the ladders of 

Rombalds Moor (see Fig 12 below). 

Most extant carved rocks are sandstones, relatively soft and easy to carve, including 

most of the Pennine stones; in other regions such as Argyll, harder rocks such as schist 

have been carved (Beckensall, 2002b; Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 31; Jones & 

Tipping, 2011; Morris, 1977, 30).   

Rock-art motifs were pecked out using a hard stone tool (Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 

14; Jones, Freedman, Gamble et al, 2011; Jones & Lamdin-Whymark, 2011).  Working 

at Torbhlaren in Argyll, Jones and colleagues have suggested that quartz pebbles were 

probably used as hammerstones, after finding quantities of these at this excavation 

(Jones, Freedman, Gamble et al, 2011).  At the highly decorated site at Ormaig, some 

15km away, they again found possible hammerstones, though here not all were quartz 

(Jones & Lamdin-Whymark, 2011).  Excavations elsewhere in Britain have not 

recovered putative hammerstones.  However, they might easily be missed, as many of 

the experimental hammerstones of Jones et al showed no visible damage from 

hammering; prehistoric hammerstones might be similarly unmarked (Lamdin-Whymark, 

2011a).  

As part of this experimental work, Lamdin-Whymark, using a hammerstone similar to 

those discovered at Torbhlaren, made cup-and-rings and cups in an overhand, one-

handed technique (Lamdin-Whymark, 2011a, 2011b; Fig 8 below).  The Scottish 

sculptor Andy McFetters, who also makes experimental rock-art, uses a more powerful 

one-handed technique, the hammerstone held in the fist, making a downward stabbing 

motion (A McFetters, 2014, pers comm).   

However, Lødøen (2015), excavating in the extensive huntersô rock-art landscape at 

Vingen, Western Norway, recovered a hard stone artefact in a Mesolithic context near 

several rock-art panels.  He believes this was a chisel, to be struck with a wooden 

mallet, as the designs there required the kind of precision not possible with a one-

handed technique (Fig 8 overleaf).   
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Boughey & Vickerman (2003, 14 & 31) also suggest that at least some of the West 

Riding rock-art was made with a hard stone ópunchô to peck out the motif, which was 

subsequently smoothed.   It should not be assumed though that the same technique 

was used at all sites, even in a relatively circumscribed area.   

 

       

 

     

Fig 8     Carving rock-art.                                                       

Top:  Torbhlaren: Hugo Lamdin-Whymark carving a cup-and-ring: a one-handed technique, in 

an overhand grip.                                                                                                                               

Bottom left:  the sculptor Morten Kutschera making a copy of one of the Vingen panels, using 

a two-handed technique with a replica mallet and chisel.                                                       

Bottom right: Vingen: a diabase chisel, from an excavation near one of the rock-art panels. 

Images: Top: Aaron Watson (Lamdin-Whymark, 2011b, 335).   Bottom (both): Lødøen, 2015. 
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Furthermore, Lamdin-Whymark, McFetters, and Lßdßenôs sculptor are all working in an 

essentially comfortable and stable position with regard to the surface to be carved.  

However, as will be seen when the making of Rombalds Moor rock-art is discussed in 

detail in Chapter Nine, this was not always the case.  Whether a one-handed or two-

handed technique was used then becomes of some interest, as some of the sites are 

very challenging, more so if the carver did not have one hand free to steady themself.  

           

2.4.1     Cups 

Cups are the simplest of motifs both conceptually and in the making, and are found all 

over the world; they may have arisen spontaneously more than once in any given area 

(Bradley, 1997, 43; Sognnes, 1998; Tilley, 1991, 95).  The category could be 

subdivided, for example, oval cups or dumbbell-shaped cups are sometimes seen, but 

these are probably best considered as variants: all are here classified as cups (Fig 9 

overleaf). 

 

                                                                                                                                                                        

Fig 9 (overleaf)     Variations on a theme: cups.  

Top Left: IAG 510, Askwith Moor, North Yorkshire: upstanding boulder with one cup.                        

Top right:     45/RV 02,  Rivock Nose,  Rombalds Moor:  cliff outcrop site, with two cups at the 

edge.                    

Centre Left:   Lordenshaw 4d, Rothbury, Northumberland: ground-level boulder, with cups of 

different sizes, and a single long groove.                                                               

Centre Right:     Bar19c Barningham Moor, Barnard Castle, Co. Durham: ground-level boulder, 

with scattered cups, some connected by short grooves.                                                          

Bottom Left:    IAG 618, Ellers Wood, Washburn Valley, Wharfedale: upstanding boulder, with 

eight cuǇǎ ƛƴ ΨŘƻƳƛƴƻΩ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴΣ ŀƴd other cups of different sizes, three with long grooves that 

run over the edge of the rock.                                                  

Bottom Right:  Dod Law, Doddington Moor, Northumberland: ground-level outcrop site. Seen 

in the foreground are a group of scattered cups framed by triple grooves, with a connecting 

groove ruƴƴƛƴƎ ŘƻǿƴƘƛƭƭ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨōƻȄΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŦŜǿ scattered cups to the ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ΨōƻȄΩΤ there 

are two similar panels, not well seen, behind.                                                                                                                

Images:                                                                                                                                                

Askwith Moor, Rivock Nose, Ellers Wood: Author & P Deacon                     

Lordenshaw, Barningham Moor, Dod Law: Chris Collyer, http://www.stone -circles.org.uk 
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Fig 9     Variations on a theme: cups. 
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Cups are found in a wide variety of situations: alone, seemingly randomly scattered, in 

different sizes on the same stone, in lines or arcs, in patterns or blocks or  ódominoesô, 

and combined with cup-and-rings and/or grooves.  Some cups are found within 

grooves, or within natural cracks, which have sometimes been enhanced. 

 

2.4.2     Grooves 

Grooves are almost never seen alone, and Boughey & Vickerman are very aware of 

this, specifically saying we might be overlooking them; in their survey of 275 sites on 

Rombalds Moor, they found only one example of grooves probably without other motifs, 

343/LS 08 (Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 32).  During the fieldwork, 344/LS 09, 

recorded as a cups and grooves stone, was felt to be grooves-only as well, with its 

cups as natural markings.  Interestingly, the two stones stand only about 80m apart. 

Thus grooves are often used to create panels, and may be seen enclosing or linking 

other motifs together, or connecting cups or cup-and-rings to natural cracks (Fig 10 

below).  If connected to a cup-and-ring, they usually run downhill from the motif.   

 

Fig 10 (overleaf)     Variations on a theme: grooves. 

Top Left: 283/BB 04, Rombalds Moor: ground-level rock with complex panel of cup-and-rings, 

cups and grooves.                                                                                                                                    

Top Right: IAG 598 the Tree of Life, Snowden Carr, Washburn Valley, Wharfedale: ground-

level rock, with grooves used to create a complex motif, and rather peripheral cups visible at 

upper left.                                                                                                                                    

Centre Left: IAG 581, Snowden Carr, Washburn Valley, North Yorkshire: upstanding boulder, 

showing long groove with larger cup at top and smaller cups within it, running down rock to 

natural crack.                                                     

/ŜƴǘǊŜ wƛƎƘǘΥ DŀǊŘƻƳΩǎ 9ŘƎŜ мΣ 5ŜǊōȅǎƘƛǊŜΥ ƴŜŀǊ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ-level boulder with grooves enclosing 

cups (this is a replica: the original has been re-covered in order to protect it).                

Bottom:  250/BST 01 the Badger Stone, Rombalds Moor: upstanding rock with long parallel 

grooves at left, and complex groove motif, perhaps a swastika, at right.  

Images:                                                                                                                        

343/LS 08, IAG 598, IAG 581 & 250/BST 01 the Badger Stone: Author & P Deacon                          

DŀǊŘƻƳΩǎ 9ŘƎŜΥ w[ 5ƛȄƻƴΣ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦƳŜƎŀƭƛǘƘƛŎΦŎƻΦǳƪκŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΦǇƘǇΚǎƛŘҐ2256 
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Fig 10    Variations on a theme: grooves. 
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Some grooves are enhanced natural cracks.  Grooves vary in length from very short to 

one metre in length or longer; some are 5 cm in width or more, though others are only 1 

cm or so wide, perhaps requiring the use of a hammer and chisel for such accuracy. 

 

2.4.3     Cup-and-rings 

Cup-and-ring motifs are found throughout much of northern Britain, though there are 

regional variations (Fig 11 below).  Five- or six-ringed cup-and-rings are common in 

Northumbria and in Argyll, though on Rombalds Moor, there are now only four cup-and-

rings with more than two rings (Boughey & Vickerman 2003, 32-35).  There are also 

many variations on cup-and-rings, including various forms of incomplete rings, such as 

horseshoes or looped-back rings.  Commonly seen is a cup-and-ring with a ócomet-tailô, 

a radial groove running from the central cup or outer ring; these usually run downhill 

from the motif (Jones & Tipping, 2011).   

 

                                                                                                                                                                       

Fig 11 (overleaf on two pages)     Variations on a theme: cup-and-rings.    

Overleaf:                             

Top Left:    Hunterheugh 2, Northumberland: 2- and 3-ringed cup-and-rings, one with comet-

tail, and cups.                                                               

Top Right:  Cairnbaan 2, Argyll: rock-sheet site, with multi-ringed cup-and rings, several with 

comet-tails; several of these enter cracks.                                 

Bottom Left: Weetwood 3a, Northumberland: rock sheet site, with multi-ringed cup-and-

rings.              

Bottom Right: Baluachraig, Argyll: rock sheet site, with 1- and 2-ringed cup-and-rings framed 

by cracks.        

Images:                                                                                                                                     

Hunterheugh: NADRAP, Archaeology Data Service, 

http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/era/section/gallery.jsf                                          

Cairnbaan: BRAC: 

http://ukra.jalbum.net/brac/Scotland/Argyll%20and%20Bute/Cairnbaan%20-

Lochgilphead/index.html#                                                                                                       

Weetwood: Aron Mazel, 

http://rockart.ncl.ac.uk/panel_image_view.asp?imageid=4002&pi=154                                    

Baluachraig: Author & P Deacon. 
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Fig 11(1)     Variations on a theme: cup-and-rings. 

 

           

 

          

 

In Hunterheugh 2 picture, at top left, note many cups clustered round worn cup-and-ring 

motif at top right; also note differential weathering, with area at lower left probably more 

recently exposed. 

In the Cairnbaan 2 picture, at top right, note peripheral cups at top right and bottom right.   



61 
 

Fig 11(2)     Cup-and-rings (cont). 

Top Left: Millstone Burn 2h, Alnwick, Northumberland: near ground-level boulder, with 

horseshoe-shaped rings.                                                            

Top Right: Allan Tofts, Goathland, North York Moors: upstanding boulder, with cup-and-rings 

with comet-tails running downhill.                                    

Bottom Left: 66/RV 22, Rivock, Rombalds Moor: large upstanding boulder, with cup-and-ring 

with three rather irregular rings.                                                

Bottom Right: IAG 533, Askwith Moor, North Yorkshire: upstanding boulder, with cup-and-

ring with long groove running downhill. 

 

           

 

           

Images:                                                                                                                                             

Millstone Burn:  

http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/era/section/panel/overview.jsf?eraId=534               

Allan Tofts: http://www.cupstones.f9.co.uk/goatland.htm                                                      

Rivock and Askwith Moor: Author & P Deacon. 
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In Argyll, where very cracked rocks are common, and seem to be preferentially chosen, 

comet-tails may connect cup-and-rings to cracks (Morris, 1977, 64 & 101); otherwise, 

they may just stop, or connect with other motifs (Jones & Tipping, 2011).  Cup-and-ring 

motifs may stand alone, or touch other cup-and-rings, or be enclosed by grooves, or be 

connected by grooves (Beckensall, 1999, 64; Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 30; 

Bradley, 1997, 72; Morris, 1977, 12). 

 

         

Fig 12     Unusual motifs.                              

Left: Ormaig, Argyll: Three examples of rosettes, a circle of cups within a cup-and-ring.                

Right: 253/BS 02 the Barmishaw Stone, Rombalds Moor, with ladder near cup-and-ring motif; 

another ladder with cup-and-ring glimpsed at back.                        Images: Author & P Deacon.                                                             

 

Other less-common motifs are also found, some regionally specific, such as the ladders 

of Rombalds Moor and the rosettes of Argyll (Fig 12 above).  These can be seen as 

embellishments of cup-and-rings, and thus variants of these motifs. 

As with cups, cup-and-rings can be found outside Britain. Because they are so simple, 

cups cannot really be compared across regions, but cup-and-rings, more complex, can 

perhaps usefully be compared with similar motifs found elsewhere.  In Europe, there 

are many examples of cup-and-rings in Galicia in north-western Spain, and Bradley 

thought this highly significant, seeing a pattern of rock-art connections all along the 

Atlantic seaboard (1997, 41).  However, essentially there are cup-and-ring motifs only 

in Galicia, Britain and Ireland; there is some rock-art in Brittany, but mostly cup marks, 
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found both in the countryside and on burial monuments (ibid: 35, 62, 162).  Darvill 

notes that there are further examples of cups and cup-and-ring motifs in the Alps, 

centred on Valcamonica and Carschenna (2013; Fig 13 below). 

 

 

         
 

 

Fig 13     Examples of European cup-and-ring rock-art.                                                                  

Left: Fentans, Campo Lameiro, Galicia, Spain.                                                                                           

Right: Carschenna rock-art, Sils im Domleschg, Carschenna, Switzerland.                                         

Images:   Fentans: Bradley et al, 1994            

Carschenna: Adrian Michael:   http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:Carschenna 

 

Bradley dismissed Alpine rock-art as unconnected to British rock-art, as it includes sun 

symbols and mounted figures, whilst seeing Galician art with its animal images, as 

related (1997, 42); it is hard to see the justification for excluding one but not the other.    

To my knowledge, no depictions have been reported alongside British cup-and-rings. 

 

2.4.4     Combining motifs 

Motifs can be combined in a very wide variety of ways to form panels; many examples 

can be seen in Figs 9-11 above.  These may include motifs that touch other motifs, 

motifs linked by grooves, motifs that appear grouped together but are not touching or 

linked, or indeed combinations of these.  Cups may appear to be scattered around or 

among more intricate designs.  There are some obvious regional variations, but overall, 

the similarities in motifs and panel composition are very clear. 
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2.5 Studies of rock-art in Britain 

                                                                                                                                    

There is a large body of literature on British rock-art.  During the Victorian period, rock-

art was studied by antiquarian scholars such as Tate and Collingwood Bruce in 

Northumberland, Simpson in Edinburgh, and Romilly Allen in West Yorkshire; later by 

Cowling on Rombalds Moor (Beckensall, 1999, 31; Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 3; 

Bradley, 1997, 33; Cowling, 1946, 76).  Interest then faltered until the 1970s, with 

Morrisôs work in Scotland (1977), and later, Beckensall and others in England (eg 

Beckensall 1999, 2001; Beckensall & Laurie, 1998; Brown & Brown 2008; Brown & 

Chappell, 2005; Nash, 2007).  Later publications concerning Rombalds Moor include 

work by the Ilkley Archaeology Group (Hedges, 1986), Boughey & Vickerman (2003; 

2013); Brown, Boughey et al (2013), and most recently, Rombalds Moor CSI which 

reported in 2014 and is archived on the Englandôs Rock Art website hosted by the 

Archaeological Data Service (CSI Rombalds Moor, nd; ERA Englandôs Rock Art, nd).  

Much of this work includes only limited interpretation, and covers survey, cataloguing 

and recording; Boughey & Vickerman (2003, 1-46) do offer interpretation, largely 

following Bradley (1997). 

Modern interpretive studies of British rock-art essentially begin in the mid-1990s, and 

Bradleyôs Rock art and the prehistory of Atlantic Europe: Signing the Land (1997), 

remains of central importance.  His major interpretations from Signing the Land are 

summarised below.  Firstly, he says 

i. rock-art dates from the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, and is 

contemporaneous with local monuments (ibid, 92) 

ii. simple designs are usually carved onto rock sheets or earthfast boulders; 

complex designs are usually carved onto outcrop (ibid, 79) 

iii. rock-art sites, especially those with complex carvings, have extensive views of 

lower ground, and overlook the ósettled landscapeô (ibid, 85 and 90) 

and following on from this, 

iv. rock-art sites, especially those with complex carvings, are placed at the edges 

of high ground, such that they overlook the entrances to valleys, and overlook, 

or are along, routes to monuments (ibid, 123) 
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v. intervisibility of sites is important; complex carvings are intervisible, leading 

people in and along routes to monuments (ibid, 120) 

vi. rock-art is óa medium of communicationô, with simple panels addressed to local 

audiences, and easier-to-find complex panels addressed to outsiders (ibid: 9, 

79) 

vii. the organisation of motifs on a panel is according to a system of rules, a design 

grammar (ibid, 45)  

viii. incomers ómight need to consult each site in sequenceô, the complexity of the 

designs increasing as the monuments are approached (ibid, 123) 

However, all of these conclusions depend to a greater or lesser degree on Bradleyôs 

assertion that rock-art dates from the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, when the 

monuments were being constructed and used, and furthermore, presume that views 

were possible, a crucial point which we shall return to subsequently.  Before critiquing 

of Bradleyôs conclusions, we must begin by examining the evidence for the chronology 

of rock-art.  

    

2.6 The chronology of rock-art 

                                                                                                                                    

British rock-art cannot be directly dated; only indirect evidence is available when we 

attempt to construct a chronology.  Bradley and other writers have suggested that 

dateable remains next to rock-art provide a date for the carving (Bradley, 1997, 57; and 

eg Edwards & Bradley, 1999; Jones, Freedman, Lamdin-Whymark et al, 2011; Jones & 

Riggott, 2011; Jones, 2012).  However, carvings and adjacent remains may or may not 

be contemporaneous, as Sheridan (2012) has pointed out in her critique of Jones, 

Freedman, OôConnor et al (2011).  Furthermore, Sharpe, showing differences between 

regions, demonstrates that we cannot unquestioningly generalise from one area to 

another, and that there may be different regional trajectories (Sharpe & Watson, 2010; 

Sharpe, 2012).  These are very important points. 

There are three questions to consider when attempting to build a chronology 

¶ When was rock-art first made? 

¶ How long did it continue to be made and used? 
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¶ When did it cease to be made and used? 

Each of these invites further questions: by whom, and under what circumstances?  

The first of these questions is perhaps the most difficult to answer.  Waddington 

(2007a) produced a comprehensive review of British rock-art studies ten years after the 

1997 publication of Bradleyôs Signing the Land.  Here, he proposed a chronology rather 

longer than Bradleyôs, suggesting that rock-art was first made in the Early Neolithic, 

with carvings on óliving rockô being made for over 1500 years, re-use beginning early, 

and continuing for perhaps a further 1500 years (Table 3 below). 

 

Period Context of Rock-art 

Early Neolithic outcrop, bedrock and earthfast boulders 

Late Neolithic outcrop, bedrock and earthfast boulders                     
included in ceremonial monuments  

Early Bronze Age included in funerary monuments only 

Late Bronze Age casually built over 

                                                                                                                                                                   

Table 3     Proposed chronology of rock-art.                                                                                   

Table adapted from Waddington, 1998a and 2007a.  

 

This suggests a chronology likely extending over two, or even three thousand years, 

running through great cultural changes which would have profoundly affected the ways 

in which people perceived both rock-art and their landscapes.  Issues connected with 

the past in the past, that is, how prehistoric people understood their own past, both 

remembered and mythic, must have been played out in the ways people made, used, 

reworked and perceived rock-art.     

Thus there may have been changes in the types of sites or motifs that were employed, 

and in the making, usage and meanings of rock-art.  Crucially, it follows that 

interpretations of rock-art which seem contradictory may all be valid, and we should not 

necessarily expect to find one overarching óexplanationô for rock-art. 
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2.6.1     When was rock-art first made, and by whom? 

Early workers presumed that rock-art dated from the Bronze Age, but Bradley proposed 

that it had to be earlier.  Firstly, he considered that similarities between rock-art motifs 

and passage-grave art were very significant, though acknowledging that the overlap 

between the areas in which they are found is not great (Bradley, 1997, 62 and 63).  

Waddington (2007a) had serious concerns about this, noting that the time spans of 

rock-art and passage graves do not fully coincide, rock-art continuing for longer; and in 

Britain, he says, the areas where rock-art and passage graves are found barely overlap 

at all.  He considers this seriously weakens the utility of the proposed relationship 

between passage grave and rock-art motifs as dating evidence.  

Secondly, Bradley (1997, 57) noted that re-used rock-art panels and fragments are 

found in dateable contexts from the Neolithic; for example, a cup-marked slab was 

found within Dalladies Long Mound, Fettercairn, NE Scotland, in a context dated to 

about 3390 BC (Piggott, 1972).  The panel was already weathered, that is, it was 

already old.  Panels have been found in other Neolithic burial contexts, and also 

incorporated into monuments not directly associated with death, such as stone circles, 

thought to date from the 4th to 3rd millennium cal BC (Edmonds, 2001, 110; 

Waddington, 2007a).  Bradleyôs assertion that rock-art is Neolithic is now widely 

accepted, though it is not really clear why he has ruled out hunter-gatherers as the 

originators (1994).  He shows clearly that rock-art had begun to be made by the 

Neolithic; but could making rock-art have begun before that? 

Laurie, working in the northern Pennines, sees rock-art as Late Neolithic or Early 

Bronze Age.  He notes that the distribution of rock-art sites is broadly similar to the 

distribution of Late Mesolithic sites, though along the Barningham High Moor 

watershed, the Mesolithic sites are on the southern part of the ridge, with the rock-art 

sites along the northern part (Laurie, 2003). 

Whilst also agreeing with a Neolithic attribution, Waddington suggested that rock-art 

began much earlier, at the Neolithic Transition itself, in connection with the profound 

ideological shift at this time (Waddington, 1998a; 2007a).  Looking at rock-art above the 

Milfield Basin in Northumberland, an area with both extensive Mesolithic and Neolithic 

remains (1998b, 338, 342), he noted that some of the carved outcrops are the same 

outcrops that were used in the Mesolithic as rock-shelters (1998a), and suggested that 
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the carvings were placed by Neolithic people to claim these places as their own.  Thus 

rock-art is found in places linked to both Neolithic and Mesolithic presences. 

Working in the same area, on the edges of the eastern Pennines, where a lot of rock-

art is found, Harding (2000b) describes this as: óa boundaryéestablished by 

communities with a contrasting upland way-of-lifeô, and goes on to say óthis is a form of 

material culture that could have been associated with practices and beliefs distinct from 

those commonly ascribed to this periodô [the early Neolithic]; he presumably means 

Mesolithic. 

In Prehistoric Britain, Darvill briefly suggested that the beginnings of rock-art production 

could lie in the Mesolithic, but he did not develop this idea, and in subsequent 

discussions presumed that rock-art began being made in the Neolithic (Darvill, 2010: 

73, 122, 200).   

Bradleyôs work on hunter-gatherer rock-art and sacred sites in Europe led him to see 

this as small-scale monumentality that does not interfere with Nature (1991a; 1997, 

198; 2000: 5, 35, 77).  In Britain, he saw a Mesolithic sensibility as being within and part 

of Nature, in a reciprocal relationship, and dismissed the idea that British rock-art could 

have been made by Mesolithic hunter-gatherers, seeing it as Neolithic (1994).  He did 

acknowledge (1994) that the way rock-art is sited, frequently with extensive views, is 

reminiscent of Ingoldôs views of hunter-gatherer territoriality.  Ingold describes the 

relationship of hunter-gatherers with land as tenure (Ingold, 1986, 113, 134, 139 & 

156), which might involve large areas, yet simultaneously focus on paths and small 

places, where certain resources, both spiritual and subsistence-related, might be found. 

Bradley (1998a, 34) agreed with Thomas (1999, 49) that the Neolithic approach is 

about power, their monuments being constructed óto dominate the landscapeô: Neolithic 

monuments were usually very visible in their own landscape, but constructed as 

bounded spaces, where access could be controlled.  Yet much rock-art is made onto 

small, reticent sites without physical boundaries or limits to access. 

Thus it is important to explore this further.   A óMesolithicô argument is supported by the 

increasing evidence for Mesolithic monumentality in Britain, including an alignment of 

12 post-sockets at Warren Field, Crathes, Aberdeenshire, dated to the earlier 

Mesolithic, but recut at about 4000 BC (Gaffney et al, 2013); a large pit at Little 
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Dartmouth Farm, Devon (Tingle, 2013); and the well-known pit alignment in the former, 

now redeveloped, Stonehenge Car Park (Allen, 1995; Allen & Gardiner, 2002).   

Also in Wales, Richard Jones, in a preliminary report, describes the discovery of an oak 

timber in waterlogged peat from Carn Maerdy, Carn Menyn Windfarm, Glamorgan. The 

timber, 1.7m long and 0.25m wide, was rounded at one end and pointed at the other, 

suggesting it had been erected as a post.  It had been carved with parallel curving 

chevrons along its side, with an oval motif of concentric rings near the rounded, 

presumably upper end (Fig 14 below).  Radiocarbon dating, he says, gave a ů-

calibrated date of 6000-6270 years BP, placing it in the Late Mesolithic or perhaps 

earliest Neolithic, and making it probably the earliest example of art on timber from 

Britain (R Jones, 2013). 

 

 

 

Thomas (2013, 205) says that Mesolithic people created places óof sustained 

importanceô, places that were important not just for subsistence but included powerful 

spiritual aspects.  Similarly, Edmonds (1997) says of later Mesolithic landscapes that 

óprominent landmarks can be accorded totemic significanceô.   

Turning to the relationship between rock-art carvings and the rock, Waddington (1996, 

1998a) sees the carvings as being applied in a way that respects and enhances the 

natural shape and beauty of the rock, particularly its natural cracks and grooves.  

Passage grave art, however, he sees as design imposed onto the rock, which has often 

Fig 14     Multi -ring carving on 

wood.  

The oak timber was found at 

Carn Maerdy, Glamorgan, and 

dated to 6000-6270 BP.  There is 

a central boss, not a cup.      

Image:  Richard Scott Jones, 

Heritage Recording Service, 

Wales 

http://www.hrswales.co.uk/Pro

jects.html        
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been prepared first; it controls and dominates the rock, changing it from a natural 

feature into a cultural object (Fig 15 overleaf).   

 

                 

Fig 15     Motifs and rock.                                                   

Left:      Roughting Linn, Northumberland.    The motifs have been made onto the unmodified 

rock surface, following the natural contours.                                          

Right:   The entrance stone of Newgrange Passage Tomb, Bru na Boinne, Ireland.  The surface 

has been prepared to take the carvings: the stone as canvas.                                           

Images: Left: Chris Collyer:   http://www.stone -circles.org.uk/stone/roughtinglinn.htm     

Right:   Author & P Deacon. 

 

Thus in general, the ópersonalityô of rock-art seems to be very different from Neolithic 

monumentality.  However, the Neolithic monumentality described here is very much the 

product of group projects, though the making of some rock-art, particularly the smaller 

and more reticent panels and sites, might have been the result of individual acts of 

piety.  This is a theme explored in the next chapter, where we consider the 

incorporation of religious belief into the formation of landscape. 

Examining the distribution of rock-art leads to a further strand of evidence that rock-art 

could have begun in the Mesolithic.  In the central and eastern Pennines of West 

Yorkshire, North Yorkshire, Durham and Northumberland, there are hundreds of sites, 

many featuring cup-and-ring motifs, but there are no cup-and-ring marks at all to the 

west of these areas in Lancashire, though there are perhaps a few cups.  Lancashire is 

not mentioned in distribution reviews by either Bradley, in Signing the Land (1997), or in 

Beckensallôs British Prehistoric Rock Art (1999).  In the Lake District massif, there are a 

number of rock-art sites, nearly all cups-only (Sharpe 2007, 212).  This could relate to 
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the distribution of peoples, with different groups of people relating to, and marking the 

land in different ways.   

Firstly, the Mesolithic people of the eastern Pennines may have been a different group 

from those in the west, as shown by studies of the origins of the lithics they used, which 

suggests a group of people moving between the lowlands east of the Pennines and the 

Pennine uplands (Jacobi et al, 1976; Donahue & Lovis, 2006; Evans et al, 2010).   

Secondly, the lack of rock-art in the western Pennines might relate to the distribution of 

Neolithic peoples; the Neolithic was not uniform across Britain, perhaps reflecting the 

origins of different incoming groups (Sheridan, 2010; and see Chapter Three section 

3.2.2 below).  We return to this theme via a discussion of how people created 

landscape, in the next chapter.  

This has been a long discussion about the first appearance of rock-art, and does not 

seek to prove a Mesolithic origin: the evidence about the chronology of rock-art is 

largely circumstantial and indirect.  However, if rock-art could have begun in the 

Mesolithic, this needs to be included in any discussions of rock-art landscapes. 

 

2.6.2     How long did rock-art continue to be made and used? 

Some carved rocks clearly show differential weathering, and  Bradley thought this might 

indicate that new motifs were being added to rocks over a very long period of time 

(1994; 2000, 38).  However, as rocks at ground level easily get overgrown, some 

examples of differential weathering might be due to part of the rock becoming covered, 

whilst other parts remained exposed (Beckensall, 2002b; Bahn, 2010, 152).  This is 

known to have happened on Ilkley Moor, at Hangingstones Rock, where motifs were 

uncovered by Victorian quarrymen (Hedges, 1986, 12; Holmes, 1885).  More recently, 

Feather (1971, 243), in a very brief report, says that erosion on Green Crag Slack in 

1968 uncovered a group of five carved stones; these appear to be some of the stones 

on Woofa Bank, some with very fresh-looking carvings. 

Different types of motifs may not have been contemporaneous or equivalent.  Bradley, 

considering cups in British rock-art, clearly thought that they had been made earlier 

than more complex designs, saying of an intricate panel, Old Bewick 1a, in 
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Northumberland: óéthe images seem to be densely distributed, (but) there is no 

instance in which existing cup marks were overlaid by large circular motifsô (1997, 45; 

see Fig 16 overleaf).   

However, because none of the motifs are superimposed on others, it is not possible to 

say which were made first, or to presume that all the simplest motifs, the cups, predate 

all the more complex cup-and-ring motifs.  Indeed it will be argued herein that some of 

the cups were made later in the sequence, acknowledging earlier carvings. 

 

                                                     

 

Fig 16     Panel composition.                                                                                                                 

Most of the cups are on the periphery of the panels.                                       

Left:    Old Bewick 1a, Northumberland: this large, roughly cuboid boulder is about 1m high, 

with a near horizontal carving surface.    It also has a horizontal line of cups along the north 

and east vertical faces.                                                                                                                                         

Right: IAG 598 the Tree of Life, Snowden Carr, Washburn Valley, Wharfedale.                        

Images (not to scale): Left: drawing by Stan Beckensall, 

http://rockart.ncl.ac.uk/panel_image_view.asp?pi=298&imageid=426#contentarea         

Right: Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 143. 

 

Cups are somewhat neglected in much rock-art research; Jonesô group even stated 

that in their analysis, they decided to ignore rocks with only one cup (Freedman et al, 

2011).  This is highly problematic: firstly it implies that rocks with one cup resemble 

uncarved rocks more closely than they resemble other carved stones, and secondly it 

suggests that cups are less significant than cup-and-rings, none of which they ignored. 
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In a more subtle way, the significance of cups may be further obscured by the way 

many workers find themselves having to present their data ï including in this thesis.  

Looking at their 275 sites on Rombalds Moor, Boughey & Vickerman present in table 

form the number and percentage of sites with cups having zero to three or more rings 

(Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 34; Table 4 below).  This would seem to imply that 

34.5% of rocks do not have cups with zero rings (simple cups).  But as they observe 

elsewhere, almost all the carved stones on Rombalds Moor do have cups ï 97% of the 

stones in their full study database (Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 32).  Their table 

(Table 4 below) refers to the maximum number of rings on a cup-and-ring at a given 

site, ignoring any motifs with lesser numbers of rings.  That is, Boughey & Vickerman 

are giving primacy to cup-and-rings over cups, allowing cup-and-rings to ótrumpô cups; 

and primacy to greater numbers of rings over smaller numbers of rings.   

 

Number of rings Number of sites Percentage 

0                          180                        65.5 

1                            72                        26.2 

2                            17                          6.2 

  3+                              6                          2.2 

                                                                                                                                                                   

Table 4     .ƻǳƎƘŜȅ ϧ ±ƛŎƪŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎǳǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǊƛƴƎǎΦ                              

Table adapted from Boughey & Vickerman 2003, 34.      The numbers in this study are slightly 

different, though not materially so. 

 

On Rombalds Moor, nearly all carved stones with cup-and-rings have simple cups as 

well; carved stones with 2- or 3+ringed cup-and-rings frequently have both cup-and-ring 

motifs with fewer rings, and simple cups as well.  This means that data on simpler 

motifs, particularly cups, can effectively be lost.  It seems likely that other writers are 

doing this too ï looking at the many photos and diagrams of rock-art in Northumberland 

and in Argyll (ERA Englandôs Rock Art, nd; Morris, 1977; Jones, Freedman, OôConnor 

et al, 2011), simple cups are regularly seen on complex panels.  This is perhaps the 

only way to deal with the data without making classification extremely complex, and is 

further discussed in Chapter Five.  In this thesis, although data has to be presented in 

this way, every effort has been taken not to lose or ignore data on ósimplerô carvings.  
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In areas including Wales and Aberdeenshire, cups are much commoner than cup-and-

ring motifs; studying cups here may lead to insights about how they were used, and 

even a hint of what they meant.  There is quite a lot of rock-art in Wales, but with the 

exception of passage-grave art within tombs, it is mostly cups-only.  The cups are 

mostly found placed either directly onto built monuments, or placed onto outcrop near 

to these monuments (Nash et al, 2005).  One of these is Bryn Celli Ddu passage-grave, 

which is probably a two-phase monument, which Burrow (2010) dated using Bayesian 

modelling, showing it to have been built between 3074 and 2956 cal BC.  However, he 

further notes Mesolithic postholes near the tomb entrance, and Early Bronze Age 

activity in the locality as well.  Thus temporal relationships between the monument(s) 

and the cups carved onto nearby outcrop are not at all clear. 

In their 2005 paper, Nash et al go on to report cup-marks on nearby outcrop near two 

other Welsh sites, one probably a portal dolmen, the other a complex, very ruinous site 

they interpret as a Neolithic cemetery.  They note furthermore that there are probably 

over 40 similar examples, and they see the cupmarks as contemporary with the 

monument-building or later.  Darvill (2010, 106) says that portal dolmens probably 

originate in the earlier Neolithic, but may have continued in use over a long period of 

time, making the dating of the cups very unclear.   

The examples on monuments could be re-used slabs, but Nash thinks not, arguing that 

monument capstones were left exposed and subsequently cup-marked, often very 

densely, such as the portal dolmen capstone at Bachwen, Gwynedd, North Wales, 

where the capstone has over 100 cups; heavily cup-marked sites like this are not 

recorded in the countryside (Nash et al, 2005; Waddington, 2007a; Fig 17 below).   

 

 

Fig 17     The capstone of 

Bachwen portal dolmen 

(detail). 

The capstone has over 100 

cups.  Note the lack of any 

patterning, and the different 

sized cups.   

Image: Waddington, 2007a 
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The lack of organisation of the cups into blocks or other patterns, and the different-

sized cups, could suggest that they were made on different occasions, and/or by 

different people. 

A similar picture is found in Aberdeenshire, where standing stones and stone circles 

are sometimes found with cup-marks (there are also a few cup-and-ring motifs) (Jones, 

2003; Ritchie, 1918).  As some of the monument slabs have cup-marks on both sides, 

the cups on at least one face were made after the slab was removed from the ground, 

either as part of the making of the monument, or subsequently.  Other cups, though, 

could have been made before the monuments were first constructed (that is, the rock-

art was being re-used), at around the same time, or significantly later.  Some of these 

monuments are recumbent stone circles, which Darvill (2010, 188) places sometime 

after 2000 BC.  Furthermore, no reports could be found of cups-only rocks in the 

landscape without nearby monuments.  

Thus firstly it seems that some cups at least were being made in connection with 

monuments, indicating that the carver was demonstrating acknowledgement or respect 

to the monument; and secondly, that this could have begun as early as the earlier 

Neolithic, and continued into the later Neolithic and early Bronze Age. 

There is further evidence of probable Bronze Age construction, use and re-use of rock-

art, shown stratigraphically in Waddingtonôs Hunterheugh excavation (2004).  Here, a 

cairn and cist, typologically Late Neolithic or Early Bronze Age, had been built over 

some very weathered cup-and-ring art, which he suggests had been carved in the Early 

Neolithic.  This earlier art, made onto natural rock, had linked motifs, following and 

incorporating the natural grooves of the rock surface.  A slab of this earlier rock-art had 

been quarried out, and used in the construction of the cist, cutting through some of the 

motifs.  óReplacementô cup-and-ring motifs were made on the new surface, but they 

were crude, and ignored both the rock surface and each other.  A cairn was then built 

over all.  Waddington thought that the later makers did not óunderstandô the earlier rock-

art, and were copying it without understanding it; though by cutting it out and 

incorporating it into their burial monument, and then replacing it, they showed that they 

considered it meaningful and probably sacred.  He concluded that by the Late 

Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, rock-art still had significance, and was still being made 

(albeit badly, at least here), but was losing both its original meaning and connection to 
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its own rock in its own landscape.  We have a glimpse here of how the making, use and 

understanding of rock-art changed over time. 

 

 

Fig 18     Achnabreck 1, Argyll.                                                                                                    

Examples of nearly circular cup-and-rings with multiple, regularly spaced rings can be seen at 

top right.    At bottom left and centre, note carefully smashed cup-and-ring motifs connected 

by grooves to less well-made motifs.  For detail see Fig 19 below.                                                  

Image: Author & P Deacon. 

 

We can also perhaps see this in a more subtle example from Achnabreck in Argyll (Fig 

18 above), where there are many beautifully executed cup-and-rings with multiple, 

near-circular rings.  On the same panel, there are also several clumsily made cup-and-

rings with fewer rings. 

Furthermore, two of the finer examples of cup-and-rings appear to have been carefully 

damaged by pounding, although neither Morris nor Jones, who have surveyed and 
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written about Achnabreck, have remarked on this (Jones & Tipping, 2011; Morris, 1977, 

30; Fig 19 facing).  The damage is itself eroded and thus old.  The damaged motifs are 

connected by long wavering grooves to motifs with irregularly spaced rings and poorly 

executed central cups.  It seems unlikely that these two populations of motifs were 

made by the same hand, though it is not impossible that they were contemporaneous.  

It more clearly suggests however that there were at least two phases of rock-art 

manufacture here, and perhaps a change in beliefs concerning the significance and 

meaning of the motifs. 

 

 

Fig 19     Achnabreck 1, Argyll: detail of smashed motif.                                                                 

The damaged motif seen at bottom left in Fig 19 above is seen here at top.                                               

Image: Author & P Deacon. 

 

Some rock-art is found on rocks small enough to be easily moved.  These are known 

as portables (Fig 20 overleaf), and like the three examples shown, are usually found 



78 
 

amongst cairn material.  Many bear cup marks, often a single one, though a few have 

cup-and-ring carvings; some carvings are fresh, protected within the cairn material; 

some are weathered; and some have motifs cut through, indicating that they had been 

quarried for re-use (Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 16 and 94; Bradley, 1997, 136; 

OôConnor, 2010).  

 

             

Fig 20     Portable rock-art.                                                                                                                    

Left: 362b/LSS 02, Little Skirtful of Stones Great Cairn, Rombalds Moor: one cup.               

Centre:   IAG 566, Snowden Carr, Washburn Valley, Wharfedale: one cup.                     

Right:   110/SH 13, Stanbury Hill, Rombalds Moor: 2-ring cup-and-ring.  Although seemingly 

deeply set into the ground,  excavation showed this to be a fragment,  embedded by only a 

few centimetres, the motif cut through.      It has probably been quarried off a larger carved 

stone.                                                                    Images: Author & P Deacon. 

 

Some larger carved stones are also sometimes incorporated in cairns, and here, it may 

not be clear whether a cairn has been constructed around a carved stone in situ, or if 

the stone has been moved into the cairn; some carved stones are kerbstones and 

probably have been moved (Vyner, 2007b). 

 

2.6.3     When did rock-art cease to be made and used? 

In Late Bronze Age contexts, rock-art seems to have gone out of use, and may be 

found casually re-used as wall material, or built over.  At this time, there seems to have 

been a major ideological change, from a focus on public ceremonial and the dead in the 
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later Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, to a focus on houses and bounded fields in the 

Mid- to Late Bronze Age (Darvill, 2010, 240; Johnston, 2008).   

The end of mobile lifestyles, with permanent settlement and agricultural intensification, 

is seen by Bradley as the point when rock-art ceased to be made; he links rock-art 

directly to mobile lifestyles, to marking territory, and to pilgrimage, noting that when 

people became fully settled in the Bronze Age, rock-art went out of use (1997, 7 and 

65).  This however was not the only change in peopleôs lifestyles and ideology at this 

time, and some of the reasons for making rock-art may not have had to do with mobility 

at all.   

Moreover, it is likely that there was some continuing mobility in the Bronze Age, with 

people probably practising transhumant pastoralism, such that some people were away 

from óhomeô seasonally, perhaps for weeks during the summer, requiring temporary 

settlement connected with caring for the animals and perhaps the processing of 

secondary products: a home away from home (Field, 2008; Mulville, 2008).  It is 

perhaps more likely that rock-art went out of use due to changes in underlying belief 

systems, rather than functional lifestyle changes as such. 

 

2.7 Discussion 

                                                                                                                                      

Two key issues arise from this chapter.  The first is that our understanding of the 

distribution pattern of rock-art may need some reconsideration.  Bradley sees rock-art 

as placed on the edges of high ground, overlooking the settled landscape, the 

entrances to valleys, and routes to monuments (Bradley, 1997: 85, 90, 120, 123).  

However, there may once have been rock-art, now lost, within óthe settled landscapeô.  

Furthermore, it is also possible that there is more rock-art in the uplands, as yet 

undiscovered, but well away from the edges and well away from views of the lowlands 

and settled landscape below, such as some of the rock-art above Loch Tay (Bradley, 

1997, 127).  Much interpretation rests on rock-art being essentially at the edges of high 

ground, overlooking the settled landscape; if this distribution were less polarised, these 

interpretations would not be telling the whole story. 
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Secondly, the problem of chronology is explored.  This is a long-standing difficulty in 

the interpretation of rock-art, though as it is addressed here, it is argued that there is no 

single óexplanationô for the making of rock-art.  Thus we are perhaps looking, as it were, 

at multiple, perhaps overlapping reasons for the making and re-using of rock-art, over 

the long period of time that rock-art was extant, and thus multiple chronologies.  Cups, 

for example, shown as probably beginning early, and finishing late, may not have held 

the same significance throughout, and indeed, cups may have had different 

significances at the same time.   

Bradleyôs approach in Signing the Land (1997) proposed a relatively short chronology, 

focussed on the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age.  His major study areas in Argyll 

and Northumberland have many monuments from this time, and both he, and Jones 

and colleagues in Argyll (Jones, Freedman, OôConnor, et al, 2011) see a whole 

landscape as monumentalised by rock-art.  They also see the landscape as inscribed 

by rock-art (Bradley, 1997: 9, 45, 79, 123; Jones, 2001; Freedman et al, 2011).  I argue 

that even if some of this is correct, there would be other interpretations for other times 

in which rock-art was playing an active role in peopleôs landscapes. 

Waddingtonôs review of rock-art studies (2007a) proposes a longer chronology, 

spanning two thousand, perhaps even as long as three thousand years, from as early 

as the late Mesolithic, through the Early Neolithic, and on to the later Bronze Age.  The 

possibility of a long chronology invites questions about the landscape context of rock-

art and its views, both from and of rock-art sites, because these must have changed 

over this long period of time.  A full understanding of the landscape context 

incorporates both environment and beliefs; a long chronology would probably involve 

major changes in belief systems during the time rock-art was extant.  We now turn to 

the study of landscape to attempt to tackle these questions. 
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Chapter Three: Landscapes of Rock-art 

 

3.1 Introduction 

                                                                                                                                          

It was suggested in Chapter One that what can be seen, both from and of rock-art sites, 

may have been an important consideration for the makers of rock-art (Chapter One 

section 1.1).  In Chapter Two, section 2.6, it was shown that the time depth during 

which rock-art was extant may have extended over two or three thousand years, from 

perhaps as early as the later Mesolithic, until as late as the later Bronze Age.  This 

must have encompassed significant changes in the environments, lifeways and beliefs 

of people who were making and using rock-art.  In this chapter, we discuss how the 

landscapes of rock-art might be re-created, albeit very partially.  Any attempt to 

reconstruct these lost landscapes must acknowledge that even in one place, there 

could be many landscapes of rock-art.   

The concept of landscape is highly complex, and is used in different ways by different 

workers.  The word landscape first appeared in the 17th Century, meaning a picture of a 

view.  Later it came to mean the view itself, but it still carried echoes of aesthetic 

values, of a view that is artistic and perhaps beautiful.  It is important to be aware that 

our modern-day interpretations of landscape may still be coloured by these principles, 

and thus not reflect at all how people in the past responded to the same sight 

(Chippindale & Nash, 2004; Cooney, 1994; Edmonds, 1999, 8; Edmonds, 2006; 

Johnston, 1998; Scarre, 2011).   

Key publications in British landscape archaeology were Aston & Rowleyôs Landscape 

Archaeology (1974) and Astonôs subsequent Interpreting the Landscape (1985), 

discussing approaches to fieldwork in post-Roman British landscapes, wanting to 

incorporate both time depth and a way of looking beyond sites alone, considering also 

the spaces between the sites.   Since then, British landscape archaeology has grown to 

incorporate a variety of approaches and theoretical standpoints, and is now a very large 

topic.  Space precludes a full overview of landscape studies here (but see, for example, 

Darvillôs review of 2008).  Broadly speaking, writers either approach landscape as 

synonymous with environment (eg Tipping et al, 2011), or see it as a personal and 
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social construction, the result of human involvement with environment (Wilson & David, 

2002).  Both approaches can be seen as valid, but are very different. 

For the purpose of this thesis, it is surely essential to re-create landscape in the terms 

of the people who lived within, used and moved through these areas; the values and 

significances that they placed on different aspects of their environment must have been 

very different from our own.  Bender (2006), developing this theme, says that people 

see the world from their position within it, not as external to it.  Thus a landscape may 

be differently perceived, that is, constructed, by a single observer at different times, or 

by different observers at the same time; the degree of difference will depend on the 

mental set of the observer(s), and is never static.  Furthermore, she says, landscape is 

always political: a personôs construction of landscape is permeated by their own 

personal, social and political understanding of the world.   

In our own day, we can see this when, for example, large colonising powers encounter 

much smaller indigenous societies with a view to legitimising taking control of the land 

(Bender, 2006).  For example, Vitebsky (1992), discussing the 20th Century Soviet 

expansion into Siberia, shows that the larger power may perceive a landscape of 

natural resources, timber and minerals, ripe for exploitation, whereas the indigenous 

population sees an ancestral landscape of intermingled religious- and subsistence-

based relationships with the land.  This kind of dichotomous view could also have 

happened in the past at times of major cultural shift, and as in Siberia, could result in 

very different but simultaneous constructions of landscape by people from different 

cultures.  We therefore need to be reflexive and aware of the historical context of our 

own views, so when we attempt to reconstruct past landscapes, we do so not as we 

might have seen them, could we stand there in prehistory, but as people of that time 

saw them (Cooney, 1994; Taçon, 2002). 

There are a number of different approaches to incorporating subjectivity into 

archaeological landscape research.  Phenomenology has become an influential but 

sometimes contentious approach, coming to prominence with Christopher Tilleyôs book, 

A phenomenology of landscape (Tilley, 1994; see also eg Tilley, 2008; 2010).  Other 

workers using this approach include Thomas (eg 1996, 2006), Cummings & Whittle (eg 

2004, 9-16), and Darvill (2008).  It has been much critiqued for sometimes apparently 
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ignoring environmental evidence and having an anti-science stance (eg Barrett & Ko, 

2009; Brück, 2005; Fleming, 2006; Johnson, 2012; Walsh, 2008; Walsh et al, 2006). 

In her critique of phenomenology, Brück (2005) commends  both Tilley (1994) and 

Thomas (1996; 2004, 143; see also Thomas 2006) for wanting to break down the 

subject-object opposition, accepting that there cannot be a ópureô object, as perceiving 

always leads into interpretation of what is perceived; that is, subject and object are 

always partly intermingled.  However, Brück then goes on to highlight some key 

problems with Tilleyôs approach in particular. 

Tilley does not explicitly describe his phenomenological methodology until his 2010 

book Interpreting Landscapes (2010, 30); throughout his work, though, he makes it 

clear that he uses the body, his own body, as the primary research tool, and sees the 

elicited emotions, his own emotions, as not only valid, but as primary research findings 

(Tilley, 2004).  In terms of walking the land, he focuses on known prehistoric sites, 

natural features, and lines of movement, but aims, as much as possible, to walk and 

become familiar with the whole area of interest.  However, Br¿ck thinks that Tilleyôs 

approach is seriously problematic, strongly rejecting his view that both our physicality 

and emotionality are the same as those of people in the past (Brück, 2005).  The 

human body, she says, incorporates social and cultural factors, so that even simple 

actions like walking, running or kneeling may have important cultural significance; we 

cannot project our own physical experience onto people in the past.  Similarly, 

emotions are culturally constructed and embedded in personal beliefs and experiences.  

Brück agrees with Tarlow (2000; see also Tarlow, 2010) that it is inappropriate to use 

oneôs own feelings as a reflection of the feelings of people in the past.  Tarlow points 

out that many languages contain words for emotions that have no equivalent in English, 

and thus no equivalent in our lexicon of emotions.  We thus cannot presume continuity 

of meaning from the deep past (Tarlow, 2010). 

Thomas (2006) also critiques Tilleyôs reliance on his own responses to his experiences, 

cautioning that we need to be aware that our modern Western views of space and 

place must intrude onto our attempts to recreate ancient landscapes.   

Darvillôs synthesis of how to approach landscape (2008) incorporates what he sees as 

the best aspects of Tilleyôs approach.  Darvill includes space, time, change and social 

action into his understanding of how landscape is made.  Space can be perceived at 
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different scales simultaneously; this is an important point that we return to on a number 

of occasions.  By concentrating solely on land, environment and subsistence, sites and 

monuments, we miss the wider spaces of peopleôs lives and experiences, including 

apparently empty space, and we miss the social and religious aspects of inhabiting the 

land, including the imprinting of memory and myth, spiritual experiences and beliefs, 

onto landscape.  All of this acts as a context for the production and reproduction of 

identity (Arsenault, 2004a; Darvill, 2008; Edmonds, 1997; 2001, 110 & 114; 2004, 53; 

Nash & Chippindale, 2002).   

When considering the affective component of how people construct their landscape, it 

is important to include the experiences of threat, danger and fear posed by certain 

aspects of the lived-in environment, notably forest (Davies et al, 2005).  Because 

modern-day British environments do not include large wild animals, it is easy to 

overlook the impact of sharing oneôs world with dangerous creatures, for example, 

aurochsen, bears, lynx and wolves, and, perhaps, other people.  Bradley (1997: 85, 90, 

123) describes rock-art as clearly outside and above the ósettled landscapeô, and thus, 

by inference, in these more risky areas ï but see below for a discussion of what ósettled 

landscapeô might mean.   

An alternative approach, whilst still aiming to incorporate peopleôs subjectivity into the 

construction of landscape, focuses on social relations, and the production and 

reproduction of power via control of material and symbolic resources.  Workers using 

this approach include Bradley (1997: 10-14, 81-89), and Jones et al (Freedman et al, 

2011), who see rock-art as sacred sites laid out in a large-scale, coherent system; that 

is, they (separately) imply the existence of óa man with a planô, and are also ignoring 

time depth. 

If some rock-art was closely connected to views, then we then have to consider not 

only if views were possible, but also what features of the landscape were being looked 

at and referenced.  Amongst others, Bradley, Tilley, Cummings and Whittle have 

claimed that we can do that (Bradley, 1997; Cummings, 2002; Cummings & Whittle, 

2003; Cummings & Whittle, 2004, 10; Tilley, 1994); though other writers have problems 

with this (Barrett & Ko, 2009; Brück, 2005; Fleming, 2005 & 2006).  

Tilley, Cummings and Whittle, all working in Wales, make much of Neolithic 

monuments referencing mountains such as Carn Ingli and Carn Meini, both in terms of 
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the orientation of the tombs, and in the shape of the capstone resembling the shape of 

one of the mountains on the horizon (Cummings & Whittle, 2004, 82; Tilley, 1994, 105).  

However, the resemblance between capstone and hill shape is not close, and the 

writers do not give strong evidence as to why these particular mountains should be 

selected; this is a major difficulty with their argument (Brück, 2005; Fleming 2005 & 

2006).   

In order to reconstruct rock-art landscapes, however partially, we begin by considering 

the environment in the areas where rock-art was made, how this changed over time, 

and whether views might have been possible.  We then move on to how people might 

have created landscape from this, considering their inhabitation and movement through 

the land, and how they might have perceived the land in terms of its resources and 

threats, both material and spiritual.  Re-creating lost landscapes in all their richness 

also involves the different scales, including the local area, the site locale, and in rock-

art landscapes, reaching right down to the surface of the rock itself (Last, 2010). 

                                                                                                                                        

3.2 Environments, inhabitation and movement 

                                                                                                                                           

It was suggested in Chapter Two that rock-art could have been made and used as early 

as the Late Mesolithic, certainly by the early Neolithic, and then through into the later 

Bronze Age.  In this section, environments, inhabitation and movement are considered 

in general terms over this whole time period; what is known of the specifics of 

Rombalds Moor is considered in the next chapter.  

 

3.2.1 Mesolithic 

With the end of the last glaciation, the climate warmed, ice melted, and the vegetation 

changed.  The lowlands were always more densely wooded than the uplands, with oak 

and lime in the valleys, and birch, pine and hazel, later oak as well, on the higher 

ground (Cummings & Whittle, 2003; Innes, 2006; Simmons, 1990; Spikins, 1999, 96).  

In the later Mesolithic, hunter-gatherers were increasingly attracted to higher ground, as 

woodland in the valley bottoms grew more closed and dense, perhaps also marshy and 

inclined to flood (Bannister, 1985, 20; Simmons, 1995; Spikins, 1999, 110).  Dense 
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woodland is not attractive to large herbivores, and Mesolithic hunter-gatherers are 

thought to have manipulated their environment, probably clearing woodland by 

deliberate burning; they might have used other methods of clearance as well, such as 

ring-barking, which cannot be seen in the archaeological record (Davies et al, 2005; 

Innes et al, 2013; Simmons, 1990; Fig 21 below).   

 

        

Fig 21     The effects of burning on woodland: forests in Nebraska, USA.                                      

Left:   Woodland at left of path has not been burnt for many years; woodland to right of path 

was burnt just weeks earlier.     In the unburnt area, the growth is very dense, almost no light 

can reach the forest floor, and visibility is very poor.                                                          

Right:       A group of ecologists standing knee-high in light, herb-rich, regenerating woodland, 

burnt four years in a row.   The larger trees have survived.  The new growth attracts browsing 

animals; the improved visibility would make them easier to hunt.                                      

Images:    Chris Helzer, The Prairie Ecologist      

http://prairieecologist.com/2012/05/15/saving-nebraskas-oak-woodlands-by-burning-them/  

 

The primeval woodland of the Mesolithic and Neolithic, before clearance, may have 

looked very different to todayôs secondary woodland, with trees in primeval woodland 

growing tall and straight, with the first branches at 10 or 15 metres above ground level 

(Bell & Noble, 2012).  This may have had implications for visibilities in woodland that 

we would not see replicated today.  Moreover, woodland may have been quite patchy, 

with more open areas being created not just by people but by natural occurrences such 

as beaver activities, lines of animal movement across passes or at watersides, and 

natural fires or tree-throws (Brown, 1997; Moore, 2000; Simmons, 1995).   
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Once established, clearings are likely to have been maintained by grazing animals and 

further human activity (Bell & Noble, 2012; Davies et al, 2005; Jacobi et al, 1976; 

Milner, 2006; Simmons, 2001; Spikins, 1999,107 & 116).  Simmons (1995) working in 

the North York Moors, describes an area which he thinks was deliberately cleared by 

Mesolithic people and then kept open for some 40-60 years; he thinks that in general, 

the environment here was patchy open woodland, with areas of open ground and peat 

bogs.  More open areas produce a nutritionally better regrowth attractive to animals; 

perhaps equally importantly, clearance also promotes the growth of a wider variety of 

plants that people might have foraged, including smaller trees such as hazel, which 

was not only an important food source, but through coppicing, an important source of 

wood (Bell & Noble, 2012).   

In the later Mesolithic, people continued to have a mobile hunting and gathering 

lifestyle, though recent research indicates that they had smaller ranges than in the 

earlier Mesolithic, and were probably less mobile.  They may have stayed in óbase 

campsô, perhaps seasonally, perhaps using different ones in summer and winter, 

though the notion of a seasonal round visiting the same places regularly may be an 

oversimplification (Conneller, 2010; Spikins, 2002, 59; Thomas, 2013: 197,198).   

Malham Tarn in the high Pennines of North Yorkshire may have been a summer-visited 

site.  Standing at 1230 feet above sea level (about 400m AOD), it regularly experiences 

strong winds, receiving 58 inches (about 1.5m) annual precipitation; it is often 

snowbound for long periods during the winter (Raistrick & Holmes, 1962).   It is on the 

shores of a post-glacial lake near the upper waters of the River Aire, and is also 

accessible by following the River Wharfe upstream; these rivers run immediately to the 

north and immediately to the south of Rombalds Moor.  Malham Tarn was probably 

visited frequently during the Mesolithic; when the site was investigated by Raistrick & 

Holmes (1962), a diverse range of lithic tools was recovered, indicating settlement and 

not just briefly-occupied hunting camps.   

The relationship between hunter-gatherers and land is described as tenure by Ingold 

(1986, 113, 134, 139 & 156).  It is focused on paths and on places, often small areas, 

where particular resources are found: subsistence-related, spiritual, or both.  This 

relationship becomes reflexive in the way it can be renewed by revisiting.  Ingold goes 

on to say that hunter-gatherers do not have a sense of ownership over large tracts of 
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land; indeed some of the indigenous peoples of Australia say that the people belong to 

the land more than the land belongs to the people, and óownershipô is largely focused 

on animals that have been killed (Bradley, 1998a, 34; Hodder, 1990, 44; Ingold 1986: 

113, 134, 139 & 156).  Hunter-gatherers may extend tenure over very large areas, so 

scale within landscapes is an important consideration; ethnographic studies of 

contemporary hunter-gatherers show that people may specifically look out at micro-

features, such as springs, whilst simultaneously looking at the entire world; and 

moreover simultaneously perceiving each as sources of both sacred and secular 

resources (Price, 2011; in South Africa, Smith & Blundell, 2004).  

Routes probably ran along the shoulders of the river valleys; people may have made 

use of the flatter hillside terraces, towards the edges, much like many footpaths today, 

for easier walking and better views down and along the valley.  Little has been 

considered of pilgrimage in connection with Mesolithic people, that is, journeys primarily 

for religious or spiritual reasons, but we should not rule it out, and some reasons for 

moving on might have had an underlying non-functional motivation, such as a need to 

visit certain places for religious reasons (Edmonds, 1997; and in Scandinavia, Mulk & 

Bayliss-Smith, 2007). 

 

3.2.2 Neolithic  

The change from hunter-gathering to farming marks a fundamental shift in peopleôs 

relationship with the land (Bradley, 1997, 34).  Considering this, Hodder sees the 

Neolithic as involving not only the domestication of plants and animals, but also, and 

perhaps even more importantly, the domestication of people and society.  His concepts 

of ódomusô and óagriosô, broadly representing respectively the home range and the wild, 

imply a growing divide between the safe, socialised world, and the increasingly 

threatening wild world beyond.  People owned the land where they lived, and placed 

their monuments within it (Hodder, 1990: 44, 97, 137).   

There may have been significant overlap between Neolithic and Mesolithic peoples, 

and the Transition may have been marked by conflict (Rowley-Conwy, 2004), though 

this is controversial (eg Thomas, 2013, 184).  In their study of Mesolithic lithics at 

Malham Tarn sites, Williams et al (1987) say that the flint for tools came probably from 

East Yorkshire, but chert tools were made from local sources of chert, some of it poor 
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quality.  They note increasing use of chert in the later Mesolithic, saying that this is 

common to other sites in the Pennines, and they suggest that this was because people 

no longer had access to flint from East Yorkshire due to the Neolithic presence there.  

Further to this, Conneller (2010) describes a very diverse and regionalised picture for 

the Mesolithic around the time of the appearance of the Neolithic, also stating that the 

Pennine uplands see small, briefly occupied Mesolithic camps, dated to 4200-3700 BC.   

Could this represent people driven out of their lower range and into the hills by 

incomers, with rock-art as a boundary phenomenon?  This would be a óMesolithicô 

rather than a óNeolithicô interpretation of Bradleyôs assertion that rock-art overlooks 

ófertile areasô and the ósettled landscapeô, standing on the boundary between these 

domesticated areas and the wild (Bradley, 1997: 72, 86, 90, 91; Waddington, 2007a).    

In Neolithic Britain, people may have lived in small extended family groups, in a fixed 

residence with a fixed plot, though perhaps only for a few years or a generation or so; 

some of the family were probably away seasonally with grazing animals (Darvill, 2010, 

88; Schulting 2008; Thomas 2013, 411).  Just how mobile, or settled, they were, 

especially in the earlier Neolithic, remains very contentious.  Equally unclear is our 

understanding of their subsistence base, and the balance between wild and 

domesticated foodstuffs, both plant and animal.  It now seems clear that the Neolithic 

was far from uniform over Britain (Edmonds, 1997; Sheridan, 2010), and West 

Yorkshire is not at all well-understood.    

Early Neolithic environments, as opposed to their landscapes, were probably very 

similar to those of the final Mesolithic, with a similar pattern of clearings amongst 

woodland, with similar implications for views.  However, clearings in the Neolithic were 

made for additional reasons, for perhaps more permanent settlement, crop-growing, 

and infield pasture, as well as perhaps for wild resources too (Bell & Noble, 2012; 

Cummings & Whittle, 2003; Robinson, 2000; Waddington, 2007a).  There would also 

have been a need for wood for structures. 

Houses were far from simply functional, having a deep ideological significance 

connecting them both to monumentality and to tombs (Bradley, 2007, 52; Brück, 2008; 

Cooney, 1997; Sheridan, 2013; Thomas 2013, 285).  Larger group identity was 

expressed via monument building, sometimes on top of an old settlement (Edmonds, 

1997; Pollard, 1999; Waddington, 1999, 104).  In Britain, remains of houses show 
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considerable variability in shape, though many houses of the earlier and middle 

Neolithic were rectilinear (Darvill, 1996), as opposed to the round or oval Mesolithic 

houses (Conneller et al, 2012; Gooder, 2007; Waddington et al, 2003; Waddington, 

2007b).  In the Yorkshire Pennines, no remains of Neolithic houses have been 

discovered, though the postholes of a rectilinear building, interpreted as a house, were 

discovered at Driffield, in East Yorkshire (Manby et al, 2003).   The remains of much 

more substantial large rectilinear Early Neolithic houses have been found on the other 

side of the Pennines at Lismore Fields near Buxton, Derbyshire (Garton, 1991). 

Considering the Neolithic in Yorkshire more widely, the remains of many monuments 

and monument complexes are known, such as the Rudston standing stone and 

cursuses of East Yorkshire, and in North Yorkshire, the Thornborough Henges 

(Bradley, 2007, 65; Harding, 2000a; Harding, 2013).  However, in the Pennines of West 

Yorkshire, there are very few remains other than flint scatters; there is only one known 

Neolithic monument, Bradley Moor Long Cairn near Skipton, to the west of Rombalds 

Moor, which is likely to be Early Neolithic (Vyner, 2008, 3).   

Working in Northumberland, Frodsham (2000) thinks that the (few) very large round 

cairns on hilltops, generally seen as Bronze Age, might be Neolithic as well.  One of 

these stands next to Bradley Moor Long Cairn, and there are three examples reported 

on Rombalds Moor itself: the Great and Little Skirtfuls of Stones, and the Moortop 

Great Cairn.  

Movement in the Neolithic, as with movement in the Mesolithic, must be considered at 

different scales, from local movement to long-distance journeys (Whittle, 1997).  

Although some monuments probably had mostly only local significance, others clearly 

drew in people from further away.  This probably applies not just to highly prominent 

sites such as the Ness of Brodgar on Orkney, or to Stonehenge, but also to more 

apparently regional sites; some monuments may have arisen en route to more famous 

places (Barrett, 1994, 139; Noble, 2007).   

Noting major henges where each of the major Yorkshire rivers leaves the hills and 

flows across the central plains, Vyner (2007a) suggests the existence of a major north-

south route, with the henges marking both the river crossings and the beginnings of the 

major trans-Pennine routes, which follow the river valleys.  These trans-Pennine routes 

might also be considered as pilgrimage routes themselves (Harding: 2012; 2013, 216; 
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Vyner, 2007a), as the finding of hundreds of Cumbrian polished axes in the Yorkshire 

Wolds in the east demonstrates the importance of bringing axes or rough-outs, across.  

There must have been well-travelled ways over the Pennines to Cumbria (Bradley & 

Edmonds, 1993, 45 & 53).  The Aire Gap, a major route between lowland Yorkshire and 

Cumbria, runs up Airedale past the southern side of Rombalds Moor, and on via 

Skipton and Settle (Yarwood, 1981).  This route is also accessible via Wharfedale, 

running north of Rombalds Moor, and over the pass to Airedale just east of Skipton.   

Ostensibly, this seems unlikely to be linked to making rock-art.  There are similar 

monuments at both ends of this route, both from the earlier and later Neolithic (Bradley 

& Edmonds, 1993,158 & 196), but along the route, we do not see similar rock-art in the 

western Pennines.  Apart from the very unusual site at Copt Howe, most of the rock-art 

reported in the Lake District massif, other than that on monuments, is cups-only 

(Sharpe, 2007, 390; Sharpe, 2015).   

 

3.2.3 Bronze Age 

Rock-art was going out of use by the later Bronze Age.  English uplands are often 

marked by frequent cairnfields, often interpreted as Bronze Age, comprising many 

small cairns, often connected by stretches of walling, and often close to hut circles and 

small enclosures (Barnatt, 2008; Johnston, 2008; Waddington, 2007a), with carved 

rocks sometimes found in the cairns or in the walling.  Portables, either small, often 

cup-marked rocks, or what seem to be quarried-off fragments of cup-and-ring marked 

rocks, have been found in cairns, including a few of those on Rombalds Moor.  The 

quarried fragments and some of the portables, their carvings very fresh, indicate that 

rock-art was being meaningfully incorporated into the cairns.  Larger carved stones are 

sometimes found used as cairn kerbstones, though whether the carvings are 

meaningfully incorporated or not is impossible to say (Boughey & Vickerman, 2003, 35 

& 40; Deakin, 2007; and see Chapter Six, section 6.5.2 below).  When carved rocks are 

found in ancient walling, it is even more difficult to understand whether the rock being 

carved mattered to the wall-builders, and the carved rock was merely a handy bit of 

rubble, or being moved out of the way. 

Bradley (1997, 7 & 65) clearly links rock-art to mobile lifestyles, to marking territory, and 

to pilgrimage, saying that as people became more fully settled in the Bronze Age, rock-
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art was no longer relevant.  Although the late Bronze Age saw a shift towards 

permanent homesteads and fields, there was probably still some mobility connected 

with transhumant pastoralism (Darvill, 2010, 240; Johnston, 2008).  The obsolescence 

of rock-art was perhaps more connected to an underlying change in ideology. 

 

3.3 The involvement of belief systems in the formation of landscape 

                                                                                                                                          

In the sections above, we have considered the environments in which people were 

making and using rock-art.  We have also seen how Mesolithic and Neolithic 

subsistence strategies must have been a major part of their construction of landscape, 

but to reconstruct their landscapes in all their richness requires a fusion of their 

environment with the ideological framework through which people experienced and 

understood their world.  However, we cannot access the mental states of people in 

prehistory, including any notion of their religious beliefs, except via evidence in the 

archaeological record of their behaviour, and if it is available, relevant ethnographic 

evidence (Thomas, 2011).  Clearly, there is no ethnographic evidence available from 

Britain, but we next consider if some ethnographic evidence, though not from Britain, 

may yet be applicable to a British context. 

Many writers now agree that hunter-gatherers of the whole sub-Arctic, from northern 

Scandinavia, across Siberia and across the north of North America, had a shared 

system of animistic and shamanistic beliefs and practices (Layton, 2003).  The word 

óshamanô was originally used only of Siberian religious practitioners, then of other sub-

Arctic peoples, but is now widely used to describe people worldwide with similar roles.  

It is also used, rather loosely, to describe some contemporary New Age religious 

practitioners.   

This animistic, shamanistic cosmology may go back into the Mesolithic at least, 

suggesting the possibility of a degree of continuity between relatively contemporary 

Eurasian shamanism and Mesolithic belief systems (Carmichael et al, 1994; Conneller, 

2011; Insoll, 2011; Jordan, 2008 & 2011; Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 2007; Price, 2010, 

2011; Scarre, 2008; Thomas, 2013, 194; Tilley, 1991, 129; Zvelebil, 2008).  Bradley 

has observed that there are clear elements of Mesolithic belief systems present in the 

cosmology of the Sami, a people of northern Scandinavia (2000, 62). 
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This ethnographic evidence comes first from studies of contemporary and historical 

northern hunter-gatherers in Siberia, and in Sapmi (Lappland, in northern Scandinavia 

and north-west Russia).  These peoples have an animistic world view, conceptualising 

the natural world such that elements of it are believed to have human attributes.  These 

elements include animals, trees, and natural features such as mountains, rivers, the 

wind, lightning and rock; the whole world is seen as animate.  Many sub-Arctic 

indigenous peoples also identify religious specialists, shamans, trained to be able to 

access other worlds on behalf of others.  Price describes how early researchers in 

Siberia saw ancient rock-art depictions of people, their clothing and drums, that were 

remarkably similar to the contemporary shamans they were encountering, suggesting 

continuity over very many generations  (Bradley, 2000, 32; Insoll, 2011; Jordan, 2003, 

136-137; Lahelma, 2005; Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 2007; Price, 2011).  The cosmology of 

the sub-Arctic peoples sees the world as divided into three layers, the heavens, the 

mundane world, and the underworld, often linked by a tree or a river (Bradley, 2000, 12; 

Guenther, 1999; Jordan, 2011; Mulk, 1994 & 2014; Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 2007; Price, 

2010 & 2011; Tilley, 1991, 130; Zvelebil, 2008; Fig 22 below).       

                                                  

 

Fig 22    The three-tiered world. 

A diagrammatic representation of the 

Sami cosmos, showing the three layers, 

the Upper World, Middle World and 

Underworld.  Máttaráhkká is the major 

female deity.                                       

Image: Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 2007. 

 

http://www.pasthorizonspr.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Fig3.jpg
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This world view is also seen in the modern-day Siberian Khanty, another of the sub-

Arctic peoples, extensively studied by Jordan.  He shows that Khanty people do not 

split the world into secular and spiritual, but see the whole world as inhabited by 

supernatural beings, connected to all aspects of the natural and human spheres: some 

are connected to a particular place, but others occupy everywhere (eg 2001; 2003, 135; 

2006).  Every aspect of life carries spiritual significance.  Both Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 

discussing the Sami (2007), and Jordan, discussing the Khanty (2001; 2003, 137), note 

that religious practice is not confined to specialist religious practitioners: shamans are 

involved in major ritual and observance, but most ritual behaviour is carried out by 

everyone, all the time, as part of the ordinary activities of daily life. 

The key question is whether these belief systems extended into Britain.  If so, they 

could have come in as early as when the country was re-populated after the Ice Age, or 

at any time after that, with later incomers (or both); the ideology could possibly also 

have arisen de novo in Britain (see below), or a combination of these.  Zvelebil (2008) 

strongly supported the idea that an animistic and shamanistic world view was adopted 

right across the north of Eurasia in the Mesolithic.   

Evidence from the early Mesolithic site at Star Carr, in North Yorkshire near 

Scarborough, strongly suggests shamanistic belief and practices.  At this site, 24 red 

deer antler-skull frontlets have been found.  The antlers had been reduced, perhaps to 

provide antler for other artefacts, perhaps to make them lighter in weight (or indeed 

both).  Two holes had also been made, presumably so that they could be worn 

(Conneller, 2004; Little et al, 2016; Fig 23 below). 

 

 

Fig 23  A red deer antler frontlet 

from Star Carr.   

Image: British Museum: 

http://www.britishmuseum.org/

research/collection_online/colle

ction_object_details/collection_i

mage_gallery.aspx?partid=1&ass

etid=1613134479&objectid=136

2906 
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Little and colleagues (2016) see the antler frontlets as clear evidence of shamanistic 

practice, making a strong case for shamanism in the British Mesolithic.  They say that 

wearing elements of an animal, to identify and transform into that species, is well-

recognised shamanistic ritual practice.   

During the time Star Carr was occupied, Britain remained connected to north-eastern 

Europe via Doggerland (Innes, Blackford & Simmons, 2011).  Elliott (2015), studying 

antler artefacts, shows the spread of Mesolithic technology across the North Sea Basin; 

where technologies can spread, clearly ideologies can spread too.  It is therefore 

entirely possible that shamanistic beliefs and practices came into Britain from north-

western Europe with Mesolithic people.   

This cosmology might have persisted into the Neolithic as well (Price, 2011; Thomas, 

2011).  Dronfield (1996) says that one of the deeper hallucinatory experiences of trance 

is the experience of moving in a vortex or tunnel; Thomas (2011) thinks that this might 

have been enhanced by the carrying out of ritual ceremonies in Neolithic passage 

tombs, and many motifs carved within these tombs are claimed as entoptic forms, as 

discussed below (Bradley, 1998a, 52; Lewis-Williams & Dowson, 1988).  It is therefore 

reasonable to consider using northern European ethnology in the interpretation of at 

least some British rock-art, within both Neolithic- and Mesolithic-based interpretations. 

We must also consider just how much world-wide ethnology we can use.  Working in 

southern Africa, Lewis-Williams and colleagues said that depictive rock-art there had 

been made by shamans in trance.  They went on to describe a neuropsychological 

basis for altered states of consciousness and self-induced or drug-induced 

hallucinations, in three stages of deepening trance, with a standard repertoire of 

hallucinatory motifs called entoptics, derived from the human nervous system.   

Because these phenomena are a feature of the human brain in general, Lewis-Williams 

and colleagues see altered states of consciousness, which they see as a key part of 

shamanistic practice, as not just a phenomenon of the sub-Arctic, but occurring 

globally: they are effectively suggesting that these concepts readily arise de novo 

(Bradley, 2000, 32; Lewis-Williams, 2001; Lewis-Williams & Dowson, 1988; Price, 

2011; for a critique, Thomas, 2011).  They go on to say that shamanistic beliefs 

underlie rock-art depictions in other parts of the world, and there is now a large group of 

writers supporting their ideas.  This group includes Whitley and colleagues in western 
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North America, who think that this world view perhaps extended down the Pacific north-

west and into the USA, and is very ancient indeed (Goldhahn, 2002; Turpin, 2001; 

Whitley, 2006; Whitley et al, 1999).  The three-tiered world, for example, is also the 

underlying cosmology of the Native American peoples of the Mississippi basin, USA 

(Wagner et al, 2004). 

The time depth here is very great, but McCall (2007) suggests that although details of 

practice are changeable, the basic cosmological concepts of the animistic and 

shamanistic world-view remain remarkably stable over time.  These belief systems 

often include a ómaster of animalsô living inside a mountain, who sends animals to the 

hunters (Conneller, 2011; Ingold, 1986, 244; Jordan, 2008).  In South African rock-art, 

there are carvings showing óhalfô animals, which Morris (2010) interprets as animals 

entering or leaving the rock.  These are very reminiscent of the stags emerging from 

curvilinear motifs in Galicia, Spain, cited by Bradley (1997, 55; Fig 24 below), 

demonstrating how very similar ideas can arise de novo in areas geographically and 

culturally very widely separated.     

    

 

 

 

 

Fig 24    Cup-and-rings with 

animals: Galicia.                     

Drawing of part of rock-art 

panel at Pedra Boullosa, 

Campo Lameiro, Galicia. Note 

animals closely associated 

with cup-and-rings (arrowed).   

Image: Antonio de la Peña, 

http://jlgalovart.blogspot.co.

uk/2010_11_01_archive.html 
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A key initial finding of the work of Lewis-Williams and colleagues was that without 

ethnography, depictive ancient art could be entirely misinterpreted.  For example, they 

said that depictions of eland, previously interpreted as hunting magic, could be shown 

via ethnography to have been depictions connected with shamans in trance states 

(Lewis-Williams & Dowson, 1988).   

Worldwide, most rock-art areas have many depictions (though there may be abstract 

motifs as well), showing, for example, images of people, foot- and hand-prints, animals 

and birds, boats, weapons, and supernatural beings.  British rock-art, however, is 

almost entirely abstract, though clearly depictions are not always the boon to 

interpretation that they might seem.  

However, the ideas of Lewis-Williams and colleagues about shamanism as the world-

wide earliest religion, based on altered states of consciousness, trance and 

hallucination, remain contentious.  Other writers, such as Bahn, Helvenston and 

Bednarik, reject the entire concept of altered states of consciousness and entoptic 

phenomena, saying amongst other things, that the ethnological reports have been 

misrepresented, the neurophysiology and neuropsychology are wrong, and the plant-

based drugs that might cause such hallucinations are not even found in the Old World 

(Bahn, 2010, 67-115; Bednarik, 1990 & 2013; Helvenston & Bahn, 2007; Helvenston, 

2014).   

This has led to a protracted and sometimes unseemly discussion in the literature (for 

discussions of this, see for example, Layton, 2000 and Price, 2011), though both Lewis-

Williams (2003) and Whitley (2011) have adopted a more moderate attitude, accepting 

that even in areas where shamans were active, non-shamans might also make rock-art, 

and that some rock-art was made in areas where shamanism was not practised.  Some 

Australian rock-art, for example, is known to have been made by people whose world 

view was not shamanistic (Layton, 2001).   

However, we really do not need to become involved in the debate as to whether some 

carvers were using altered states of consciousness as part of their religious, ritual, or 

carving behaviour.  For our purposes, it may not matter whether the carvers drew their 

inspiration for making, let us say, cup-and-rings, from their own internally generated 

hallucinations, or, to draw a random example, from raindrops in a puddle.  What 
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matters is the meaning and significance they gave to carving, to motifs, to landscape, 

and the inter-relationships between them. 

A further strand of ethnographic evidence that we may wish to consider when 

interpreting the rock-art landscapes of Rombalds Moor comes from western North 

America. Near the Columbia River in the Dalles-Deschutes region of the north-western 

USA, for example, there are thousands of images, both painted and carved, 400 in one 

rock shelter alone, many made by people engaged on a vision quest (Keyser et al, 

2005,60-78; Turpin, 2001).   

This term, like óshamanô, is also much over-used in a modern context.  It arises from the 

religious practices of the indigenous people of north-western America, meaning a 

journey into the wild, taken alone, in search of spiritual enlightenment or the acquisition 

of a spirit guide.   

Although it is part of religious practice in a shamanistic religious framework, people 

going out on a vision quest were frequently not shamans, vision questing being 

regularly undertaken by youngsters as part of their puberty rituals, or adults 

experiencing a personal crisis.  Almost everyone would go on a vision quest at least 

once in their life (Keyser et al, 2005, 101).   

Keyser et al (2005, 72-73) found that the rock-art made by ordinary people and by 

shamans was very different, with the óprivateô art of ordinary people usually being at 

small reticent sites, low down and not readily visible, often requiring the maker to 

crouch, kneel or lie down; these carvings were often made by clearly less-skilled 

people, and were perhaps not meant to be viewed.  Motifs made by shamans were 

found to be very different: this ópublicô art was much bigger, made more skilfully, and 

made onto vertical surfaces that were readily visible from some way off, though 

sometimes very difficult to access by the maker (ibid, 62, 70, 73-76; Fig 25 facing). 
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Fig 25     Tsagaglalal (She-who-watches), The Dalles, NW USA.                                                       

This  pecked and painted image has been moved from above the Columbia river, where The 

Dalles dam now stands. Many of the natural edges of the rocks have been chipped away, as 

the rock was believed to have medicinal power.                                                                        

Image: Peter Faris                                                          

http://rockartblog.blogspot.co.uk/2012/12/chipped-rock-edges-at-washington-state.html 

 

This has been a long discussion of the possible applicability of far-distant ethnography 

to the interpretation of British rock-art.  Even if this ethnography can help us to 

understand how and why rock-art might have been made and used in Britain, it may 

very well not be applicable to all of it.  British rock-art, including that on Rombalds Moor, 

was probably being made and used for over two thousand years.  It is unlikely to have 

been made for the same reasons throughout, and we should expect to find a 

palimpsest of sites, times overlying times, reflecting a palimpsest of reasons for 

carving, using and re-using rock-art. 
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3.4 Encountering the sacred: rock, natural monuments and sacred 

geographies 

                                                                                                                              

Edmonds (2001, 110 & 114) thinks that both the carving and the viewing of rock-art 

were spiritual experiences, and that both rock and the wider landscape were 

themselves deeply spiritual.  The built monuments of the Neolithic and later periods had 

profound religious and ideological importance, acting as symbolic resources, whilst 

having considerable social and political importance as well.  In northern Scandinavia, 

this has also been shown in the ways people treated natural monuments, the siejddes 

(see below), using them as places for deposition, and places that were visited even 

though some were away from the usual routes (Bradley, 2000, 5-10; Mulk & Bayliss-

Smith, 2007).   

 

3.4.1 Rock 

Earlier studies of rock-art panels often focussed entirely on the motifs, ignoring the 

stone on which they were carved.  However, many writers argue that in prehistory, 

stone was perceived as far from just a simple, neutral carving surface, but as sacred, 

animate, and having agency.  Rock, being hard, resilient, and long-lasting or even ever-

lasting, could represent bone, people and ancestral forces; the colours, textures and 

physicality of rock could carry meaning, and these qualities could be part of the choice 

of which rock to carve (Cooney, 2008; Jones & Tipping, 2011; Waddington, 1996).  

For us, rock is rock-solid and rock-hard, but ethnographic evidence shows that in 

hunter-gatherer belief systems, the rock surface can be a permeable membrane, with 

holes and cracks in the rock understood as ways into the spirit world.  This has been 

reported from as far afield as South Africa, North America and Australia (Lewis-

Williams & Dowson, 1990; Morris, 2010; Ouzman, 2001; Vinnicombe, 2010; Whitley, 

1998; 2010; 2011).     

Working in Britain, Tilley & Bennett (2001) suggest that people believed that ancestral 

beings used fissures and caves to move between worlds.  Even today in the West, 

people may believe that supernatural beings inhabit large rocks (Duell, 2015; see Fig 

26 facing).                                                                                                                             



101 
 

 

 

Furthermore, Jones (2015) suggests that even for us, the physical world is not inert.  In 

this paper, considering the philosophical underpinnings of his approach to 

interpretation, he describes how he and the other excavators at Torbhlaren óintra-actedô 

with the rocks around and upon which they were working, saying óour ýeldwork felt 

much more like an intra-active dialogue with another entity: rock.ô  This is an important 

point, returned to in Chapter Ten. 

                                                    

3.4.2 Natural monuments 

In some cases, largely or wholly unmodified natural features may have been seen as 

monuments.  These are places which were treated as sacred and special, perhaps 

perceived as ancestral, that is, something that had been made, but made by 

supernatural agency (Barnatt & Edmonds, 2002; Bradley, 1991a, 1998b, 2000; Davies 

& Robb, 2004; Ruggles, 1999, 120 and 153; Scarre, 2008; 2011).   

Bradleyôs case study of siejddes, Sami sacred sites, in what is now called Sapmi, 

showed that the sites chosen were striking features in the landscape (Bradley, 2000, 3-

13; Fig 27 overleaf).     

                                                                                                    

Fig 26  Ófeigskirkja rock, 

Garðabær, Reykjavik, Iceland.     

A large rock, believed to be an 

elf-church, being moved to a 

fresh site away from a new road.                                              

Image: E Jóhannesson, 

Morgunblaðið.                                          

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/ne

ws/article-3002096/Elf-safety-

Road-developers-Iceland-

ordered-giant-rock-route-

believed-ancient-elven-church-

Icelandic-folklore.html 
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Fig 27     Sami sacred sites, Sapmi, Finland.                          

Top left: Astuvansalmi, Mikkeli, lakeside cliff resembling a face, Finnish Lappland.                                        

Top centre: Ukonsaari island, with a sacred cave, Inari Lake, Finnish Lappland.                       

Top right: Crag Siejdde, Finland.                    

Bottom: three siejddes, after an engraving by Picart, 1724.  One resembles a bird, another a 

human heŀŘΦ  bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǘƭŜǊ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘŜŘ ōŜƴŜŀǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨōƛǊŘΩΦ                                                   

Images:   Top left: Ismo Luukkonen, 

http://www.bradshawfoundation.com/finland/gallery.php                                                        

Top centre: http://www.pasvik -inari.net/neu/images/religion/Ukonsaari%20Island.html      

Top right: 

http://www.luontoon.fi/Retkikohteet/historiakohteet/muinaisjaannokset/taatsinseitajataat

sinkirkko/Sivut/Default.aspx                          

Bottom:                                                                                

http://Samiblog.blogspot.co.uk/2009/07/ancient-gods-of-Sami-de-gamle-Samiske.html 
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Many sites were identified as siejddes because they resembled birds, animals or 

people, and the sites were almost never modified, though sometimes a different 

coloured rock was placed on top (Bradley, 2000, 3, 6 & 9; see also Mulk, 1994 and 

Lahelma, 2005).      

As these sites were treated in much the same way as built monuments, being places 

for deposition, for meeting other groups of people, or as special places on the seasonal 

round, it is reasonable to call them natural monuments, although in An Archaeology of 

Natural Places, Bradley himself did not like this term if the site remained unmodified 

(2000: 5, 6, 13 & 34).   

Amongst the Sami people, these unmodified or barely modified striking natural features 

clearly filled the role of monuments: some were in places set apart, difficult to find and 

difficult to reach, while others were visited regularly.  Many were rocks or caves; some 

were trees.  Sami people also made rock-art (Mulk & Bayliss-Smith, 2007). 

This is not an isolated finding; Bradley went on to show that striking natural features 

were treated similarly in the Mediterranean, for example in Crete and mainland Greece 

(2000, 18), and in Britain, he cited the dramatically shaped tors of south-west England 

as further examples (1998b).  Tilley (1996) thinks that these strangely shaped but 

natural hilltop rocks were treated as special places; Rough Tor on Bodmin Moor, for 

example, was enclosed in a stone-built enclosure with no entrance, as if walled-off. 

Considering British rock-art, Bradley described the sites chosen for carving as natural 

monuments, but was not always clear about what made them monumental (Bradley, 

1991a; 1997, 105).  As we shall see on Rombalds Moor, some sites are indeed quite 

impressive, large and highly visible, but many are so small that they cannot easily be 

seen from even a few metres away, small ground-level sites in an open tract of land, 

hardly monumental by any criteria (Bradley, 1991a; 1997, 105).   

Ruggles (1999, 120 and 153) suggests that some rock-art was made to mark places 

that were already sacred.  Sacred sites were often worked and re-worked, so that the 

sites remained sacred, but for changing reasons, the original reason even perhaps lost 

or mutated into myth (Arsenault, 2004a; Ruggles, 1999, 120).  Taking this further, a 

rock could have been perceived as a natural monument, as sacred, perhaps because it 

was a significant shape, but also simply if it had been marked by pre-existing rock-art, 
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the marks seen as ancestral (Bradley, 2000, 68; Chippindale & Nash, 2004).  Jones 

(2003) also thinks that motifs were perhaps added to intricate panels over a long period 

of time, as what he calls órepeated memorialisationô.  Given the long period of time over 

which rock-art was extant, a natural place might have been perceived as sacred; 

marked by rock-art because it was sacred; and carved again, perhaps repeatedly, 

because the rock-art had become sacred, perhaps ancestral, in itself. 

 

3.4.3 Sacred geographies 

The concept of a sacred geography implies that the world is animate and holy, that the 

whole land has agency, and that people have a reciprocal relationship with the land 

(Jones, Freedman, OôConnor, et al, 2011; Ruggles, 1999, 120).  Sacred geographies 

have been studied in many areas of the world, including Britain, and include both 

hunter-gatherer and later prehistoric landscapes (Carmichael et al, 2004; Jordan, 2008; 

Scarre, 2008).   

Working in North Yorkshire, Harding (2013, 216) describes the Thornborough Henges 

of the Neolithic as óa landscape where the air was thick with religionô.  He sees this 

area, standing by an entry/exit of a major pass over the Pennines, as a site visited by 

Neolithic people journeying between the lands east of the Pennines and the sources of 

greenstone Cumbrian axes in the west.  He goes on to say that these journeys are 

pilgrimages, important not only for religious reasons, but for social and political reasons 

as well, for the negotiation and construction of identities at both individual and group 

level, and at both secular and spiritual levels: the whole landscape is sacred, but has 

strong functional, social and political aspects too.  Ritual, religion and the sacred are 

completely enmeshed with the routine functional activities of daily living, as well as the 

social and political worlds.   

 

3.5 Moving through the landscape: routes and views 

                                                                                                                                          

In prehistory, people were likely involved in both short- and long-distance mobility, that 

is, they moved around their regularly visited home range, but might also make trips to 

less-frequently visited places, perhaps sometimes well outside their usual round.  Thus 
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we are considering not only the people who regularly inhabited Rombalds Moor, but 

also the people who might have been just passing through, for they were also 

constructing landscape.  Both sets of people may have been constructing landscape in 

a physical way too: by making rock-art.  Rocks may have been carved in a planned 

way, on or readily visible from regularly-used paths (Bradley, 1997: 78, 88, 124, 153; 

Freedman et al 2011; Jones, 2001); close to paths but hidden (Waddington 1996); or 

set apart from paths, at special places.  It might also have been made without any 

thought of who might see it later, made by the carver for personal reasons, without 

consideration of, or need for, any subsequent audience. 

If some rock-art was made on routes, demonstrating this would be difficult, for as 

Bradley remarks, ancient routes are notoriously difficult to identify.  Moreover, Ingold 

notes that routes are often not single main highways, but a plait of intersecting tracks 

like a braided river.  Even so, it is probably true to say that, as today, terrace edges and 

ridges make good pathways, simultaneously giving good coverage of the land along the 

terrace, and the land below (Bradley, 1997, 81; Ingold, 1986, 153).   

The salience of views is similarly difficult to demonstrate.  In some cases, rock-art may 

not have been made with any intention that it be viewed: in Australia, modern 

Aboriginal rock-art makers say that sometimes what matters is the making, not that the 

art is seen, or that it endures (Flood, 1997, 21).   

As we have seen, ethnographic evidence cited by Whitley (1998, 2010, 2011) and by 

Arsenault (2004a) in North America suggests that carvings were made not as part of a 

regional plan, but by individuals; they often chose sites which were in liminal places 

such as rocky outcrops, rock-shelters and caves, springs, or mountain tops.  Some of 

these places, by their nature, might have extensive views, but in many cases, the views 

were probably not the reason for the choice of site.  Also in North America, Turpin 

(2001) describes Algonkian youngsters on vision quest awaiting spiritual guidance, 

whilst sitting on narrow ledges beneath rock-art sites.  If they were concerned with a 

view, it seems that the view of the pre-existing rock-art site was its focus.   

If some rock-art was made and used in connection with views, then all the people 

actively involved with the site, both around the time of carving, and subsequently, must 

have made decisions about the visibilities that they wanted for the carvings.  In Britain, 

much rock-art stands in areas of high rainfall, the natural vegetation is woodland, and 
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without clearance and maintenance, carvings may rapidly disappear under moss and 

vegetation, paths becoming overgrown, and views may be very restricted or lost 

altogether, even in winter (see Fig 28 below).   

 

           

Fig 28     Vegetation and views                                                                                                            

Left: Woodland about 1km from Ormaig rock-art site, Argyll, in summer.                              

Right: View north in winter from 236/PW 05, Rombalds Moor, immediately above Ilkley.              

Images: Author & P Deacon. 

 

However, it is not just trees that must be considered; in the field, some carved stones 

are so low-lying that thicker bushy growth such as heather, bilberry, crowberry, or even 

just grass, can impede visibility; some stones may become overgrown, disappearing 

entirely.  The management of rock-art sites in prehistory has perhaps not been 

considered as much as it deserves. 
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3.6 Moving through the landscape: is rock-art a text? 

                                                                                                                                      

One of Bradleyôs key reasons for seeing rock-art as Neolithic was that not only did he 

see it as connected to, and contemporaneous with, Neolithic monuments, but that also 

he agreed with Tilley that material culture could be seen as communicative (Bradley, 

1997:10, 78, 113, 124; Tilley, 1991).  Tilley suggested that in effect, people were 

ówritingô on land.  Working at a set of riverside rock-art sites at Nämforsen in northern 

Sweden, he was impressed by the relationship between the sites and the violent rapids 

(Fig 29 below; and see also Fig 152 below).  The Nämforsen carvings were made by 

hunter-fisher-gatherers, and Tilley suggested that these, along with material culture in 

general, represented a form of text (1991: 17, 44).   

 

 

 

However, despite examining thousands of the carvings in detail, in terms of the designs 

(all figurative: elk, boats, shoe prints, people, tools, fish), the site types, and how these 

were combined, he was not able to come to any real conclusions other than that elk 

might relate to female, and boats to male (ibid, 53, 113 & 182). 

Although Tilleyôs work was inconclusive, Bradley thought this an idea worth pursuing.  

From his work in Argyll, he suggested that rock-art has an underlying ódesign grammarô, 

and that the carvings were put together incorporating a system of rules, though at no 

Fig 29 Nämforsen, Sweden.                      

The river flow is much diminished by 

a dam for the hydroelectric station 

upstream; the rapids were previously 

much more violent. 

The rock-art was painted by Swedish 

heritage authorities to make it more 

visible.                                   

Image:    

http://www.bradshawfoundation.co

m/scandinavia/sweden/introduction.

php 
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point was he able to say what these rules were (1997, 45 & 72).  He went on to say that 

we should consider óentire groups of carvings as a unitary system extending across a 

wider area [of land]ô, and that people ómay have needed to visit a whole sequence of é 

petroglyphsô (1997, 47 & 123).  Essentially, he thinks that rock-art is a coherent system 

of communication that can be read; Jones agrees with this, saying that because rock-

art is both readily visible and accessible, it is óessentially communicativeô, and its 

purpose was to define territory and rights of access to areas of land (Jones, 2001).  

Later, Jones and co-workers stated that the entire regional rock-art landscape of Argyll 

was laid out as a means of communicating information, presumably about rights of 

access, directed to people coming in (Jones, 2001; Freedman et al, 2011).   

Other workers profoundly disagree; examples from ethnography include Jordanôs work 

in Siberia (2003, 21), where he says simply that in general, material culture is not a 

form of text.  Ouzman (1998), working in southern Africa, also says that rock-art is not a 

language and it is not a text, though it can still carry meaning.  Further problems include 

the huge variety of ways in which the motifs were combined, and their individual 

variability, making it hard to understand how complex information could be represented 

and conveyed.  Furthermore, both Bradley, and Jones and co-workers are ignoring the 

very long duration of time over which rock-art was probably being made, implicitly 

presuming that this happened in a relatively very short time and in an unchanging 

ideological system.   

 

3.7 Discussion: recreating the lost landscapes of rock-art 

                                                                                                                                

Because of the complexity of rock-art landscapes, it is important to examine them in 

their entirety; even small and apparently insignificant carved stones have something to 

tell us about the way some of the features of a rock-art landscape might have related to 

each other.  Thus research projects that ignore these, concentrating on the larger and 

more intricately carved stones, may only be telling us part of the story.  Secondly, it is 

important to be constantly aware of time depth, and to consider what other 

archaeological features (including but not limited to rock-art) might already have been 

present when a particular carving was made, and how the carving might relate to these 

features, and relate to these and other features over time.   
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Rock-art sites include a wide range of landscape settings, site-types and motifs, so 

including all the sites, and the long expanse of time over which rock-art was made and 

used, makes it highly unlikely that there will be one neat explanation for the making of 

rock-art.  We should expect to see interpretations that might cover only some of the 

sites during a particular time, or different understandings of the same site, implying that 

over time, people treated sites in changing ways.  

A major focus for this study is the investigation of views, both from and of rock-art sites.  

How people perceived and used features of the natural world, including rock, must 

have been very different from our own.  Ethnographic information from places and 

peoples very distant both in time and space has been discussed in this chapter, going 

on to include the terms óshamanismô and óvision questô, both of which might seem exotic 

and sensational if applied to Yorkshire and Rombalds Moor.  Nevertheless, a case has 

been made that this ethnographic evidence might be appropriately used in the 

interpretation of at least some British rock-art, including that on the Moor. 

In the next chapter, Rombalds Moor is examined, looking at both the environments and 

archaeology of the study area, and applying the ways of thinking about landscape, 

chronology and rock-art that have been discussed here.  It is important to consider 

rock-art within the wider context of how land was occupied and understood, with an 

awareness of how this must have been in a constant process of change throughout the 

long period of time in which rock-art was being made and used. 
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Chapter Four: Rombalds Moor 

 

4.1 Introduction 

                                                                                                                                                                    

Rombalds Moor is in the West Yorkshire Pennines, between the Rivers Wharfe to the 

north, and Aire to the south.  The Guiseley Gap in the east separates it from a lower 

hill, the Chevin; to the west, the Silsden Gap separates it from the higher Pennines.  In 

the south-east, it is separated from Baildon Moor by a pass (Fig 30 below).   

 

 

 

Fig 30  Rombalds Moor. 

Top: Map of Britain, showing 

position of detail map below. 

Bottom: Central northern England, 

showing position of Rombalds 

Moor.   

Facing: Map of Rombalds Moor 

and environs. 

Images: ©Crown copyright/database 

right 2016.  Ordnance Survey/EDINA 

supplied service. 

 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































