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Summary

This report presents the results of an archaeological
excavation at Eynesbury, St Neots, in the Cambridgeshire,
undertaken between July 2000 and January 2001 by
Wessex Archaeology. The excavation area comprised a
12ha area of land to the south of the modern settlement of
St Neots. The site contained the remains of a ritual
ceremonial and funerary complex dating from the
Neolithic and the Bronze Age, as well as evidence for
Romano-British land-use and Saxon occupation.

The prehistoric complex contained two Early
Neolithic cursus enclosures, from which OSL (optically
stimulated luminescence) dating results of 4150±350 BC
and 4150±340 BC were obtained. An Early Neolithic
hengiform ring-ditch was also excavated; oak charcoal
from a pit that was used to close an entrance in the
ring-ditch provided a radiocarbon date of 3970–3690 cal.
BC. A Neolithic long barrow, with placed deposits that
included human and animal remains as well as artefacts,
was radiocarbon dated to 2900–2350 cal. BC from antler
recovered from the base of the ditch. An undated double
enclosure is believed to represent another Neolithic ritual

or funerary monument, while discrete Neolithic pits
containing placed deposits were also excavated.

Later funerary activity included an Early Bronze Age
(2400–1500 BC) urned cremation burial and a small
number of unurned cremation burials, at least one of
which was of Middle Bronze Age date (1400–1040 cal.
BC). A large enclosure made up of c. 440 pits of Late
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age date (1100–600 BC) may also
have been of ritual significance. There was evidence for
Late Bronze Age metalworking activity.

In the Romano-British period the site was part of an
agricultural landscape, as evidenced by field boundaries
and associated stock management enclosures and
droveways.

The site also provided evidence for Saxon occupation,
including seven sunken-featured buildings recorded in the
western part of the site. These dated to the 7th century AD.
A small number of associated features were excavated,
including large rubbish pits and a smithing furnace for
ironworking.

Résumé

Le présent rapport contient les résultats des fouilles que
l’équipe du Wessex Archeology a effectuées à Eynesbury
dans le Cambridgeshire entre juillet 2000 et janvier 2001.
S’étendant sur 12 hectares de terres, la zone des fouilles
est située au sud de l’implantation récente de St Neots. Le
site contient un ensemble de vestiges consacrés à des rites
funéraires et cérémoniels qui datent du néolithique et de
l’âge du bronze. On trouve également les traces d’une
occupation saxonne et d’une exploitation de la terre
remontant à la période romano-britannique.

L’ensemble préhistorique comprend deux enceintes
cursus remontant au début du néolithique. Plus
précisément, l’utilisation de la luminescence stimulée par
optique (OSL) a permis de situer la date de leur construc-
tion entre 4150 ± 350 BC et 4150 ± 340 BC. Un fossé
circulaire de type henge a également été fouillé et une
datation au carbone 14 de charbon de bois de chêne issu
d’une fosse fermant l’une des entrées du fossé a donné
pour résultat une période comprise entre 3970 et 3690 cal.
BC. Il a également été possible de dater au carbone un long
tumulus néolithique en analysant une ramure découverte
au pied du fossé. Ce tumulus présentait des dépôts
contenant des restes humains et animaux ainsi que des
artefacts et la datation a permis d’indiquer une période
comprise entre 2900 et 350 cal. BC. On a également
découvert une double enceinte non datée qui représente

probablement un autre monument funéraire et rituel. Des
fosses néolithiques discrètes où étaient placés des dépôts
ont également été fouillées.

Une activité funéraire plus tardive a pris la forme
d’une inhumation avec crémation à urne datant du début
de l’âge du bronze (2400–1500 BC) et d’un petit nombre
de crémations sans urne dont l’une au moins datait de
l’âge du bronze moyen (1400–1040 cal. BC). Il est
également possible qu’une grande enceinte composée
d’environ 440 fosses datant de la fin de l’âge du bronze et
du début de l’âge du fer (1100–600 BC) soit chargée d’une
signification rituelle. On a en outre trouvé des traces de
travail du fer datant de la fin de l’âge du bronze.

A la période romano-britannique, le site faisait partie
d’un paysage agricole, comme le montrent les limites des
champs, ainsi que les enclos qui permettaient de garder le
bétail et les chemins destinés à leur passage.

Le site contient également les traces d’une occupation
saxonne qui comprenait sept bâtiments au plancher
affaissé dans la partie ouest du site. Ces bâtiments datent
du septième siècle AD. Un petit nombre d’éléments
associés ont été découverts, parmi lesquels de grandes
fosses contenant des déchets et un four de forge destiné au
travail du fer.

(Traduction: Didier Don)
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Zusammenfassung

Dieser Bericht enthält die Resultate einer archäologischen
Grabung in Cambridgeshire, die zwischen Juli 2000 und
Januar 2001 von Wessex Archaelogy unternommen
wurde. Das Grabungsareal bestand aus 12 ha Land südlich
des heutigen St. Neots. Auf dem Gelände wurden Reste
einer rituellen Kult- und Graban- lage aus der
Jungsteinzeit und Bronzezeit sowie Hinweise auf eine
römerzeitliche Landnutzung und eine angelsächsische
Besiedlung gefunden.

Der prähistorische Komplex enthielt zwei früh-
neolithische Cursus-Monumente, für die mittels OSL
(Optisch Stimulierter Luminiszenz) Datierungen von
4150±350 v. Chr. und 4150±340 v. Chr. ermittelt
wurden. Dazu wurde ein frühneolithischer, Henge-
förmiger Ringgraben freigelegt. In einer Grube
gefundene Holzkohle aus Eichenholz, die dazu diente,
einen Eingang in den Ringgraben zu verschließen,
lieferte eine C-14- Datierung von 3970–3690 cal. BC.
Ein neolithisches Langhügelgrab mit intentionellen
Deponierungen aus menschlichen und tierischen Resten
und Artefakten wurde mithilfe eines Geweihs vom
Grund des Grabens durch Radiokarbonmessung auf
2900–2350 cal. BC datiert. Eine nicht datierte
Doppeleinfriedung wird für eine weitere neolithische

Kult- oder Grabstätte gehalten. Zudem förderte die
Grabung neolithische Einzelgruben mit intentionellen
Deponierungen zutage.

Zu den zeitlich jüngeren Grabfunden zählten ein
frühbronzezeitliches (2400–1500 v. Chr.) Urnengrab und
eine geringe Zahl an Brandbestattungen ohne Urne, von
denen mindestens eine auf die mittlere Bronzezeit zurück-
geht (1400–1040 cal. BC). Eine große, aus etwa 440
Gruben bestehende Einhegung aus der späten Bronze-
/frühen Eisenzeit (1100–600 v. Chr.) könnte ebenso einen
kultischen Hintergrund gehabt haben. Es wurden
Hinweise auf eine Metallbearbeitung in der späten
Bronzezeit gefunden.

Während der Römerzeit war das Gelände Teil einer
Agrarlandschaft, belegt durch Feldgrenzen und zuge-
hörige Vieheinhegungen und Viehwege.

Die Grabungsstätte enthielt auch Belege für eine
angelsächsische Besiedlung, darunter sieben eingetiefte
Grubenhäuser aus dem 7. Jh. n. Chr., die sich auf dem
Westteil des Geländes fanden. Außerdem wurden einige
zugehörige große Abfallgruben und ein Schmelzofen für
die Eisenerzeugung ausgegraben.

(Übersetzung: Gerlinde Krug)
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1.  Introduction

Excavations at Eynesbury, Cambridgeshire, were
undertaken by Wessex Archaeology over a period of seven
months, in July 2000–January 2001, prior to a proposed
housing development. The proposed development
affected a c. 41ha area of land to the south of the modern
settlement of St Neots, centred on NGR TL 180 585. The
excavation area itself comprised 12ha of this larger area,
within which a detailed archaeological investigation of a
c. 345m wide strip of land included all of the then known
larger archaeological landscape features. The site was
bounded by the River Great Ouse to the west, the A428
(A45) road to the south, Barford Road to the east and the
grounds of the Ernulf Community School to the north
(Fig. 1).

The site lies within the floodplain of the Great Ouse
River. The underlying geology (Fig. 1) comprises first and
second terrace gravels, which in turn overlay Oxford Clay
deposits (BGS Sheet 187 Huntingdon 1975). Flood channel
alluvium has been deposited on the site (Kemp 1993; 1997;
1998; Palmer 1993; 1995; Wessex Archaeology 2001a),
with deposits of sandy clays and clays filling wide, shallow
north–south aligned palaeochannels that cross it. These
represented flood channels rather than relict channels of the
Great Ouse itself. During the excavations the site was badly
flooded for some months, especially in the area of a
north–south flood channel recorded in its western part. The
site lay generally at around 15m above Ordnance Datum
(aOD), with the top of the gravel deposits (encountered at
14.60–14.90m aOD in the west) rising very slightly to the
east, and particularly the south-east, to 15.26–16.20m aOD.

I. Background to the excavation
(Plate I; Figs 1 and 2)

The River Great Ouse valley is an area particularly rich in
archaeological sites of various periods. The area of this
development proved no exception, and had previously
been subject to archaeological investigations by, or on
behalf of , the Archaeological Field Unit of
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC AFU) as part of
the planning process (Fig. 2). The results of those
investigations had highlighted the archaeological
potential of the site, particularly for the prehistoric period
and, to a lesser extent, the Romano-British and Saxon
periods. The specific results of each archaeological
investigation either on or near the site are briefly
summarised below.

An Early Bronze Age burial mound to the south of the
site was excavated in 1984 (Herne 1984). A buried soil
beneath the mound remnant indicated that stable woodland
had predominated prior to barrow construction, but that tree
clearance and cultivation had also occurred (Malim 1999,
80) in the earlier Neolithic. Pits and post-holes near the
burial mound contained Mortlake pottery and suggested
domestic settlement. An enclosure ditch containing
Grooved Ware pottery was subsequently re-cut as a burial
mound ditch, while five Saxon inhumations of the 7th
century AD were recorded at the edge of the mound

remnant (op. cit.). Pits, a possible well and a post-built
structure, all dated to the 8th–10th centuries AD (Oakey
1996), and may represent a relatively short-lived farmstead
(Spoerry 2000, 152).

Evaluation trenching and an excavation were carried
out in 1993 and 1994 to the south-east of the site (Kemp
1993; 1997), this work being supported by aerial photo-
graphic evidence (Palmer 1993). A 16m-diameter
ring-ditch with two entrances was thought to be a possible
Neolithic hengiform monument or an Early Bronze Age
barrow (Kemp 1993). This was associated with post-holes
and pits. The aerial photographic survey recorded a settle-
ment and associated droveway ditches to the east of
Barford Road (Fig. 43), which were probably of Iron Age
or Romano-British date (Palmer 1993). The droveway
ditches could clearly be seen continuing into the eastern
part of the present site (Kemp 1997).

Also in 1993, a geophysical and test pit survey was
undertaken immediately to the north of the site (Alexander
1993). A series of small, pit-like anomalies and linear
features were recorded in the western half of this area. The
survey recorded pits, inter-cutting ditches and truncated
wall foundations. These were interpreted as possible
outbuildings and property boundaries associated with a
Romano-British villa complex to the west of the area (see

1
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Figure 2  Archaeological investigations near the site



also Spoerry 2000). A north–south aligned gravel road
probably represented the eastern limit of settlement.
Pottery and coin finds suggested that settlement dated to
the late 3rd–5th centuries AD.

Another excavation to the immediate north of the site
(Macaulay 1994) recorded the western and eastern ditches
of a possible cursus monument known to exist in the
northern part of the present site. Some residual
Romano-British pottery was recovered from one of the
ditches.

More extensive aerial photographic survey and inten-
sive archaeological fieldwork, including fieldwalking and
auger surveys of palaeochannels, was also undertaken prior
to the completion of a desk-based assessment (Palmer
1995, Oakey 1996). A major concentration of Late
Mesolithic/Early Neolithic worked flint was recorded
close to the river to the south-west of the site, but the most
important results were obtained from the further aerial
survey (Palmer 1995). This recorded at least three possible
cursus monuments, a long barrow, a large ring-ditch, a
large pit alignment enclosure, a possible Romano-British
temple and a continuation of the Iron Age/Romano-British
droveway system recorded to the south-east of the site and
to the east of Barford Road (Oakey 1996).

These results led to a further programme of
archaeological investigations on the site in 1997 including
targeted evaluation trenches, test pits, geophysical survey
and a metal-detector survey (Kemp 1998). The work
confirmed the presence of the large landscape features
identified through the aerial photographic surveys,
although few of them could be securely dated. The
presence of so many archaeological features in or around
the site, particularly prehistoric monuments usually
interpreted as being of ritual significance, confirmed the
importance of this particular location within the River
Great Ouse valley (Malim 1999; 2000).

In May–June 2000 further works were requested,
including additional evaluation trenches and an auger
survey of the flood channel. This work was undertaken by
Wessex Archaeology. The evaluation trenches covered the
northern and western areas of the site. The results (Wessex
Archaeology 2001a) confirmed those of 1997 (Kemp
1998). A programme of excavation by Wessex Archae-
ology was then agreed, the results of which are presented in
this volume.

In February 2001, Wessex Archaeology was
commissioned to undertake an archaeological excavation
of a c. 0.5ha area of land in advance of extension of a Tesco
superstore (Fig. 2). The few features recorded included
two Iron Age post-holes and a small number of Neolithic
tree-throws (Wessex Archaeology 2001b).

II. The excavation
(Plate I; Fig. 3)

Cambridgeshire County Council Heritage Service
(CCCHS) decided that a large-scale open area excavation
should be completed before any development of the site
began. The extent of the excavation area defined by
CCCHS comprised a c. 345m wide north–south corridor
of land that contained the greatest concentration of known
archaeological features. At the time of excavation the land
was designated as agricultural ‘set-aside’and was covered
in unharvested crops and shrubs. The fieldwork was
undertaken in June 2000–January 2001, in the most

appalling conditions seen in a British summer for many a
year (Plate I).

Methods
(Fig. 3)
The excavation area was set out using a Total Station (TS)
digital surveying instrument using nearby buildings as
reference points so as to relate the site plan to Ordnance
Survey co-ordinates. The heights (m aOD) were derived
from an Ordnance Survey spot height. The excavation area
was machine-stripped under archaeological supervision
using two 360º mechanical excavators with toothless
buckets. Machining continued downwards until
archaeological features became visible at depths of c.
0.50–0.60m below the existing ground surface, where
they were seen cut into the underlying gravels. In
conjunction with CCCHS it was agreed to leave standing
baulks across the ring-ditch in the south-western part of
the site and the long barrow in the northern area. It was
hoped that traces of bank or mound material might survive
within the baulks. If pre-construction buried soil deposits
were preserved below any bank/mound remnant, they
might contain important palaeo-environmental
information similar to that found previously (Herne
1984).

All archaeological features, deposits and excavation
edges were surveyed using the TS. Scaled plans and
sections were drawn by hand. The TS was also used to plot
the position of all ‘Objects’(small finds), including metal-
detector finds, three-dimensionally during machining.
The excavation itself (Fig. 3) comprised a number of
smaller areas separated by sections that remained
unavailable due to physical constraints such as the
locations of public rights of way and overhead power
cables. CCCHS requested that an area in the central–
northern part of the site be evaluated (Fig. 3: Trenches
11–15) during the excavation fieldwork. In conjunction
with CCCHS and the developer, it was agreed that
archaeological evidence in this area, and to the east of a
north–south haul road, was to be preserved in situ through
design changes to the proposed development.

Excavation sampling
A nominal excavation sample of 10% (by length) of all
linear features was originally requested by CCCHS.
During initial investigations, very few artefacts were
recovered from the cursus ditches or the Romano-British
droveway ditches and a reduction in the sampled excava-
tion lengths of these features was agreed with CCCHS.
The north and south cursus monuments were both initially
investigated by means of hand-excavated sections,
amounting to 5–7% samples (by length). The ditches were
then 100% machine-excavated under archaeological
supervision to expose any structured or other significant
deposits or artefacts in the remaining areas. Approxi-
mately 2% (by length) of the Romano-British droveway
ditches was sampled; all other linear features were
sampled at overall intensities of 2–5% (by length).

After the ring-ditch in the south-west of the site had
been characterised as a hengiform monument, rather than
a possible Early Bronze Age barrow ditch, CCCHS
specified a minimum excavation sample of 75% (Wessex
Archaeology 2000). Initially, a 10% sample (by length) of
the long barrow ditch circuit was undertaken to
characterise the stratigraphic sequence within the ditch
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and to ascertain the stratigraphic and spatial locations of
any structured deposits that may have been present. The
results of these initial investigations indicated that
structured deposits were present in the northern part of the
long barrow ditch only, below a ‘stabilisation horizon’
(Chapter 2). It was agreed to concentrate further
investigation of the monument on its northern part. All
non-pit-alignment pits were to be half-sectioned. A 5%
sample of the pit alignment pits (i.e. half-sectioning one
pit in ten) was agreed after the initial 10% sample
produced very few artefacts. Where post-holes or
stake-holes formed elements of a structure all were
half-sectioned. The degree to which non-structural
post-holes or stake-holes were sample excavated rested on
on-site judgements regarding their relative importance
and group value.

The environmental sampling aims and strategy are
discussed in Chapter 6.

Natural deposits and soil sequence
The topsoil was a mixture of dark greyish-brown sandy
silt and sandy loam containing gravel, and exhibiting fine
root disturbance. This deposit was of a relatively uniform
thickness of 0.25–0.36m. Some worked flint was
recovered from this deposit. Immediately below the
topsoil was a subsoil of pale to mid yellowish-brown and
reddish-brown sandy silt and sandy loam, with very rare to
sparse gravel. On average this deposit was 0.30m thick,
except in the southernmost part of the site where it
thickened to 0.60m.

Alluvial deposits had been recognised during earlier
auger surveys of the flood channels recorded in the
western part of the site (Oakey 1996; Wessex Archaeology
2001a). To the north-west the alluvium was c. 0.2m thick
and consisted of a light blue or grey silty clay which
contained some prehistoric worked flint material and
animal bone. Elsewhere it was c. 0.3–0.4m thick and was a
pale to light yellowish-brown silty clay with virtually no
coarse components; this material also contained animal
bone and prehistoric worked flint. The finds from both
alluvial deposits may represent erosion of nearby
settlement material upstream, into the flood channel,
during seasonal flooding.

A number of features cut the alluvium. Most of these
were pits forming the west side of a pit alignment
enclosure. In the southernmost part of this side of the pit
alignment a similar deposit could be seen in the sides of
the pits below a c. 0.4–0.5m thickness of natural gravel.
This would indicate that successive flooding events had
occurred, resulting in the interleaved profile evident in the
pit sides.

The natural gravel appeared over the whole of the site
and lay directly below the subsoil where it was not
overlain by flood-channel alluvium. This deposit lay in a
pale to mid yellowish-brown or mid greyish-brown
medium–coarse sandy silt matrix. In places, bands of
medium to coarse, mid–dark orange-brown sand were
recorded within the gravel, especially in the sides of some
of the deeper features.

4

Plate I  Fieldwork conditions on 30 October 2000, looking east across the northern part of the site. The long barrow
baulks can be seen in the background to the left
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2.  Earlier Prehistoric Activity
(10,000–2400 BC)

As predicted from earlier fieldwork surveys (Oakey 1996;
Kemp 1997; 1998; Wessex Archaeology 2001a) and aerial
photographic surveys (Palmer 1993; 1995), the excavation
recorded extensive prehistoric landscape features.
Although stratigraphic relationships between features were
rare, and the predominantly prehistoric features contained
few artefacts, a sequence of events could still be recon-
structed. A summary of the stratigraphic sequence is given
below in chronological order and illustrated by a series of
period plans (Figs 4, 20, 24 and 27). All the excavated
features are shown in Figure 3.

I. Mesolithic activity (10,000–4000 BC)

A single long, patinated, unretouched, flint blade was
recorded from the earliest fill (513) of the northern cursus
ditch during evaluation works (Wessex Archaeology
2001a). This was provisionally dated to the Upper
Palaeolithic/Early Mesolithic periods (12,000–8500 BC).
A dense scatter of Mesolithic and Neolithic worked flint
was recovered from topsoil towards the south-west of the
site during an evaluation (Oakey 1996, 6). A small number
of dense scatters of Mesolithic/Early Neolithic worked
flint have been recorded along the east banks of the Great
Ouse to the north-west, west and south-west of the site
(see Fig. 42).

II. Neolithic activity (4000–2400 BC)

A range of Neolithic monuments and feature types was
present. They show continued use of the site throughout
the Neolithic period.

Cursus monuments
(Plate II; Figs 4–6)
The eastern area of the site contained two large
sub-rectangular enclosures which have both already been
identified as cursus monuments (Malim 1999; 2000),
although this classification is not entirely unequivocal
(Last 1999, 93). The overall scale of the monuments
places them within Loveday’s ‘minor cursus’ category
(Loveday 1985; Harding and Barclay 1999, 2, 38ff) but
they have obvious scale and morphological similarities to
long mortuary enclosures. The formal similarities
between these long, linear monuments and other classes of
Early Neolithic monument (bank barrows, mortuary
enclosures, long barrows) probably indicate an overlap in
patterns of ritual behaviour, with a common emphasis on
processional movements or paths within the landscape.

North cursus 2602
(Plate II; Figs 4 and 5)
This was clearly visible in earlier aerial photographs of the area, and
contained later long barrow 2589 in its south-west corner. Thirteen
sections were excavated across the enclosure ditch, comprising 7.4% of
the feature length available for investigation. Only the southern end of
the monument lay within the boundaries of the proposed development

area, but Macaulay recorded both ditches immediately to the north
(Macaulay 1994). The enclosure was at least 101m long and 65m wide,
enclosing an area of at least c. 0.66ha. It was aligned slightly north-east
of due north–south. From the south end of the feature there was a clear
eastward curvature in both western and eastern ditches, amounting to a
deviation of at least c.5m within the excavated area. A single 7.1m-wide
entrance was recorded in the middle of the south side. The enclosure had
been cut by a later pit alignment enclosure (2519), droveway ditches
(2595, 2596) and an unurned cremation burial pit (2856) on its east side.

The ditch was continuous and had a moderate ‘U’-shaped basal
profile. On average it was 2.0–2.4m wide and 0.4–0.8m deep (Fig. 5).
There was no indication that the enclosure had had either an internal or
external bank. The fill sequence started with primary gravels derived
from weathering of the ditch sides. Secondary fills were orange–brown
silt or clayey sand deposits containing some gravel, indicative of slow
infilling. The tertiary fills were predominantly greyish-brown clay loams
with common gravel inclusions. The tertiary fills were only observed in a
small number of ditch sections, indicating the truncation of archaeolog-
ical features in the northern part of the site.

An Upper Palaeolithic/Early Mesolithic long flint blade was recov-
ered from the primary fill (513) of the ditch in the eastern part of the
enclosure. At the eastern entrance ditch terminal, a small number of
Beaker sherds (c. 2600–1800 BC) were recovered from the surface of the
tertiary fills. Two large deer antlers (Obj. Nos 2365, 2366) — possibly
picks used during the enclosure’s construction — were recorded from a
primary gravel fill (3249) of the very south-western corner of the enclo-
sure ditch (Plate II). A radiocarbon determination attempt on Obj. No.
2365 failed (Table 16, p.63). A Middle to Late Bronze Age unurned
cremation burial (2856), including redeposited pyre debris, cut the
north-eastern extent of the latest ditch fills. Charcoal from the pyre debris
was radiocarbon dated to 1400–1040 cal. BC (2980±60 BP; Table 16).
An optically stimulated luminescence (OSL) date of 4860–3450 BC was
obtained from the primary fills of the south-western corner of the cursus
(Fig. 5b, Table 17).

South cursus 2514
(Figs 4 and 6)
This lay c. 100m to the south of the north cursus. The ‘enclosure’ had
regular, straight sides and rounded, right-angled corners. Nearly all of
the enclosure was available for investigation except for its south-eastern
corner, where modern gravel quarrying had removed it. It was 316m long
and 77m wide, enclosing an area of c. 2.43ha. The east and north sides of
the enclosure were short of a complete rectangle by c. 178m and c. 56m
respectively, creating a c. 185m wide ‘gap’in the north-eastern part of the
feature. Eighteen sections were excavated across the enclosure ditch,
comprising 5.2% of the total ditch length exposed.

The ditch was continuous and of regular dimensions (2.0–2.6m wide
and 0.5–0.8m deep), with a moderate ‘U’-shaped profile (Fig. 6). An
internal gravel bank raised along all four sides of the monument had
subsequently collapsed or had been deliberately destroyed. The filling
sequence comprised primary deposits of orange–brown sandy silts and
clayey sands which were c. 0.1–0.5m thick and mostly deposited against
the inside edge of the ditch. These probably represent the accumulation
of fine material from the original ground surface at the time of the enclo-
sure’s construction. The secondary fills were very consistent throughout
and represented the collapse and/or destruction of the internal gravel
bank. They were characterised by gravel-rich deposits of 0.1–0.5m
thickness deposited against the inside edge of the ditch. Finally, the ditch
was filled with a thick deposit of mid-brown to greyish-brown fine sandy
silts, with few coarse components.

Finds and dating
There were few finds from the cursus monuments. The assemblage
mainly comprised animal bone and worked flint, with a few sherds of
later pottery. The finds were mainly from the secondary and tertiary ditch
fills, although some worked flint was recovered from the primary fills.
Sherds of Romano-British pottery were recovered from tertiary fills. A
shallow pit (4150) (Fig. 6d), which cut the tertiary fills of the west ditch
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(4160) of the south cursus, had a charcoal-rich fill (4151) that contained
grog-tempered Beaker pottery (c. 2600–1800 BC). It has already been
noted that Beaker period pottery was recovered from a spread on the very
top of the ditch fills surviving in the north cursus entrance. A
Middle–Late Bronze Age cremation-related feature cut the north cursus
ditch. The Beaker-period pottery in the uppermost fills of both cursus
enclosures gives a terminus post quem for both enclosures and indicates a
contemporary or slightly later date for their ?deliberate backfilling and
disuse. An internally consistent sequence of optically stimulated lumi-
nescence (OSL) results was obtained from the fills of the western ditch of
the cursus (Fig. 6d). These results, when modelled using Bayesian math-
ematics, indicate a construction date of 4610–3540 BC (Figs 6d and 33;
Table 17). The sequence of OSL results indicates collapse or slighting of
the internal bank material into the ditch in the late 4th/early 3rd millennia
BC (Figs 6d and 33; Table 17). The OSL result of 3030–2020 BC for the
later secondary fills for the ditch is consistent with the date of the Beaker
material recovered from later pit 4150.

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
(Plate III; Figs 4, 7 and 8)
This sub-oval ring-ditch in the south-west part of the site
had been recognised in aerial photographs (Oakey 1996)
and earlier evaluation trenching (Kemp 1998, 13–14). It
was tentatively identified by Kemp as an Early Bronze
Age barrow ring-ditch.

The morphology and scale of the ring-ditch, with its
two entrances and indications of a former external bank,
place it within the later Neolithic (3000–2400 BC)
monument tradition of henge construction (Harding and
Lee 1987). However, its relatively small scale — its
internal diameter is less than 20m — suggests it is better
described as a hengiform monument (English Heritage
2003). The exact function of hengiform monuments has
been difficult to ascertain, though they generally produce

evidence suggesting association with mortuary prac-
tices. They often form elements of monumental
complexes associated with mortuary or ceremonial prac-
tices, along with cursus monuments, long barrows, long
mortuary enclosures and timber circles. Current inter-
pretations see hengiform monuments as fulfilling a ritual
or ceremonial role closely associated with mortuary
practices.

Ninety-seven percent of the monument was excavated
(Plate III). It had been disturbed by a pit alignment
enclosure (2519) on its north side and by rectilinear ditch
2518 on its central and east sides. The sub-oval ring-ditch
was 19m wide at its maximum from east to west, and 16m
maximum from north to south (Fig. 7), with two
entrances; one to the east-south-east (c. 3.7m wide) and
one to the north-north-west (1.3m wide). Slightly oval
planforms have been associated with two-entrance henge
monuments (Harding and Lee 1987, 42). Both the
entrances had been closed off later in the use of the
monument, by a small gully (5111) and a large pit (5181)
respectively.

The south-eastern entrance had initially been
narrowed by excavation of a large ‘D’-shaped pit (5109),
1.88m wide, 1.39m long and 0.47m deep and with a
moderate concave profile. While this feature’s strati-
graphic relationship with the ring-ditch terminal
(5211/5261) to the south could not be ascertained, gully
5111 was later than pit 5109. We can propose that pit 5109
probably post-dated the construction of the ring-ditch and
offered a simple solution to a need to restrict the
south-eastern entrance, which would originally have been
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c. 4m wide, to c. 2.5m. Finally, the excavation of gully
5111 closed off this entrance completely.

Gully 5111 was a shallow ‘U’-profiled curvilinear
feature, 0.7–1.0m wide and 0.17–0.30m deep, which was
at least 5m long. It did not seem to extend beyond the
entrance ditch terminals. The gully post-dated the
secondary fills of terminal 5159 to the north of the
south-eastern entrance, and was also later than pit 5109.

The northern entrance had also been blocked, possibly
at a later stage of the monument’s use. The closing pit
5181 (Plate III; Fig. 8I) was sub-circular, steep-sided and
flat-bottomed, with a maximum diameter of c. 1.5m, and
was 0.75m deep; located centrally within the entrance, it
barely intersected with both ditch terminals. A
radiocarbon date of 3970–3690 cal. BC (4995±65 BP;
Table 16) was obtained from a charcoal-rich deposit at its
base.

The ring-ditch
The character of most of the ring-ditch sides and base suggest that a
continuous ditch had originally been excavated. However, shallow traces
of sub-oval pits were recorded in the very base of the ring-ditch to either
side of the south-east entrance, and these could clearly be seen in a longi-
tudinal composite section. These sections suggest that, at least in parts of
the circuit, elongated pits had been excavated and then amalgamated into
a continuous ditch, all possibly during the initial construction of the
monument. Although they were recorded in the base of the ring-ditch, pit
cuts were not evident in the ditches sides, suggesting that final excavation
of the continuous ditch had removed nearly all traces of the earlier pits.

The ditch’s dimensions varied around its circuit (Fig. 8). The most
marked differences occurred between the ditch sections in the
north-eastern and south-western sectors of the monument. There were
also contrasts in ditch morphology, filling sequences and artefact
content. This might suggest significant differences in the function or
importance of particular sectors of the ring-ditch, reflecting the range of
practices that may have been undertaken during the use of the monument.

The ring-ditch was at its widest and deepest in its south-eastern
sector, immediately south of the entrance. Here it contained the greatest
density of artefacts and was 2.0m wide and 0.8m deep, with steep,
concave sides and a relatively flat base. Continuing clockwise around the
monument, the ditch became narrower and shallower, and the slope of
the sides more gradual, until the northern entrance terminal. To the west
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the ditch was c. 1.0–1.4m wide and 0.45–0.60m deep, with moderate to
steep ‘U’-shaped lower profiles. Between both entrances, in the
north-western sector, the ditch was a shallow ‘U’-shaped feature c.
0.9–1.3m wide and only c. 0.2–0.5m deep. In the north-eastern sector the
ditch had a steep, convex ‘V’-shaped profile that was 1.2m wide and
0.4m deep, and was totally dissimilar to the rest of the ring-ditch circuit.

No remnants of any external gravel bank were recorded outside the
ditch itself. Nearly all of the ditch sections in the south, south-western
and western sectors of the monument showed a deposit of gravel-rich
material 0.2–0.3m thick at the mid-point in the stratigraphic sequence,
however, and this had also been noted during the evaluation (Kemp 1998,
14). This deposit, where present, was always recorded against the outer
edge of the ditch and clearly represented collapsed external bank
material.

The ditch deposits
The primary ring-ditch siltings were recorded in the eastern sector of the
ring-ditch circuit but were otherwise absent, suggesting regular
cleaning-out of the ditch. They were 0.1–0.2m thick, mid–dark
greyish-brown or orange–brown sandy silts with rare coarse compo-
nents. This reflects their derivation, from the existing ground surface or
from redeposited natural gravels and sands respectively. No finds were
recovered from these primary fills. They were overlaid by orange–brown
sandy silts with gravel. These secondary deposits filled most of the exca-
vated ring-ditch segments and represent a relatively slow infilling of the
ditch after the initial period of ditch cleaning came to an end.

The secondary fills, where present, represent the reduction of the
external gravel bank and were particularly prominent in the
south-western and south-eastern sectors of the ring-ditch (Fig. 8). In
other sections the secondary fills were composed of mid-greyish-brown
silty or sandy clay, or of loam deposits. The fine silty or loamy texture
and relatively darker colour of these soils might indicate the slow
build-up of a general organic-rich topsoil. The tertiary fills were
mid–dark orange–brown sandy silts, representing final infilling of the
ditch and abandonment of the monument. Their limited extent and
overall depth would confirm the truncation of the monument that was
evident from the surviving section of external bank material.

Finds were only recovered from the secondary (predominantly) and
tertiary fills. The assemblage included 791g (264 sherds) of Early
Neolithic pottery, 360 pieces of worked flint, 19g of burnt flint and 54g of
animal bone. The largest quantities of worked flint (77.5%), Early
Neolithic pottery (97.6%) and animal bone (98%) were recovered from
ditch fills immediately south of the south-eastern entrance (Fig. 9); this
material was predominantly from secondary fills. Other concentrations
occurred in the south-south-western and western sectors. Some cremated
animal bone was also recovered south of the south-east entrance
terminal. This suggests that the south and south-eastern sectors of the
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monument were of particular significance. Approximately half of the
Early Neolithic pottery assemblage from the site came from the
hengiform ring-ditch fills. Of the ring-ditch assemblage, 50.8% (by
weight) was recovered from the secondary fills and 49.2% from the
tertiary fills.

The character of the worked flint assemblage correlates with the Early
Neolithic date of the pottery, suggesting a relatively early date for the
monument’s construction and use. This is confirmed by the radiocarbon
date of 3970–3690 cal. BC (4995±65 BP; Table 16) obtained from a
deposit rich in oak charcoal towards the base of closing pit 5181 (Chapter
6, p.62).

A small pit (5200) cut the upper layers of ditch segment 5196 in the
southern sector of the ring-ditch (Fig. 7). This was oval and measured 0.90m
by 0.50m in plan and 0.34m deep, with steep concave sides and a concave
base, and may have been sealed by the final filling of the ring-ditch. It had
probably been deliberately backfilled in a single episode. A small, nearly
complete Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery vessel (Obj. No. 2243)
was placed in the very bottom (not shown in Fig. 8).

All of this evidence suggests that the monument remained an impor-
tant focus for human activity and practices, possibly of a ritual or
ceremonial nature, even in the later prehistoric periods. This issue is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 8. The recovery of Early Neolithic
pottery from secondary and tertiary fills suggests a relatively discrete
period for the use of the monument itself, however.

A small number of possible pits and post-holes were recorded within
the ring-ditch during both the evaluation (Kemp 1998, 14) and the excava-
tion. Apart for a single pit (5117) which contained a sherd of Saxon pottery
all were undated, and they need not have been associated with the
ring-ditch.

Neolithic pits
(Plate IV; Figs 4, 10 and 11)
A total of 30 Neolithic pits (Table 1) were recorded in the
western part of the site, including five displaying re-cuts
and two with evidence of two re-diggings. In addition five
pits of possible Neolithic date were recorded (2997, 3006,
3951, 4556, 4557), one of which (3006) had been cut by
pit 3017. These were assigned a Neolithic date on account
of their morphology, fill characteristics, location and/or
finds assemblages, or their stratigraphic relationships
with pits of definite Neolithic date. Three major pit groups
were recognised (Fig. 4 insets): a ‘south’ (Fig. 10c),
‘central’(Fig. 10b) and ‘north’group (Fig. 10a). The large,
dispersed linear south group was located immediately to
the north of hengiform ring-ditch 2513 while the two other
groups were in the western part of the site, to either side of
the flood channel (Fig. 4).
The pits were generally sub-circular or sub-oval in plan, 0.7–1.8m in
extent and 0.15–0.4m deep (Table 1). While they contained between one
and six discrete fills, most had only one or two. The homogeneous nature
of the pit fills, with a lack of primary deposits from weathering/erosion,
suggests they were backfilled rapidly with dump material soon after they
were originally dug. The pits generally contained dark grey–brown or
black silty clay fills, suggesting that the soil had a high organic content
when originally deposited.

The Neolithic pits produced the majority of the worked flint from the
site, being found within them in greater densities than were recorded from
the other earlier prehistoric features. The flint included numerous
retouched tools (scrapers, microdenticulate blades, some arrowheads),
hammerstones, flint cores and polished flint axe fragments. At least seven
individual pits (2721, 3511, 3596, 3601, 3610, 4702, 4900) contained
large amounts of worked flint (c. 100–200 pieces), including many
retouched pieces. One pit (3596) with two re-cuts (3601, 3610) was
recorded in the north group, and a single pit (3511) in the south group. The
final three pits (2721, 4702, 4900) with worked flint concentrations were
recorded as a tight cluster within the central group of five pits (Fig. 10b).

Finds from the Neolithic pits also included animal bone, deer antler,
charred plant remains, hazel nutshells and fired clay fragments, as well as
‘odd’ local and non-local stones. Pit 3929 (north group) contained a
nearly complete later Neolithic (3000–2400 BC) Grooved Ware vessel at
its base and large sherds of Grooved Ware pottery in a re-cutting (3933).

The worked flint assemblage from the Neolithic pits was predomi-
nantly later Neolithic (3000–2400 BC) in character. This was especially
true of those pits located towards the northern part of the site, although an
earlier Neolithic component was more conspicuous in the pits of the
south and central groups. A radiocarbon date of 3650–3360 cal. BC

(4743±60 BP; Table 16) was obtained from an oak-charcoal-rich layer
within pit 2716, in the south group.

Except for the Grooved Ware pit 3929 with a re-cut (3933) (north
group), all the pottery recovered from the other Neolithic pits was Early
Neolithic. A broad chronological trend may be seen in the disposition of
the Neolithic pit groups. The pits of the south group — particularly those
further to the west — contained the largest densities of Early Neolithic
pottery, whereas the pits containing diagnostic later Neolithic flint tool
types (2721, 2726, 3331, 3596, 4903, 2983) occurred mainly in the
central and north groups. The manner in which the north group also
produced the re-cut Grooved Ware pit reinforces this pattern. Two pits
(2721, 2983) contained Early Neolithic pottery and diagnostically later
Neolithic flint tool types. The pottery from 2983 comprised only three
small, heavily abraded sherds. These pieces, and the single sherd from
the fill of 2721, are probably all residual.

Noteworthy Neolithic pits
(Plate IV; Figs 10 and 11)
Three Neolithic pits (2982, 3596, 3929) in the north group are worthy of
greater description, as the depositional sequences within them were very
different in character and more complex than those in the other pits yet
bore striking similarities with each other (Fig. 11). They were 1.0–1.5m
in diameter and 0.18–0.47m deep, with shallow to steep concave sides
terminating in very shallowly concave, almost flat bases. The fills were
all suggestive of deliberate dumping of material, rather than natural
infilling processes, although pit 3596 contained a very minor primary fill
(3604) of mid-yellowish-brown very sandy silt derived from weathering
of the pit sides.
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Pit 3596 cut an earlier Neolithic pit (3607). The truncated remains of
pit 3607 consisted of only a 0.45m-long, 0.22m-wide sub-circular cut
with a moderately concave side, only 0.1m deep. The fill (3608) was a
mixed, redeposited, very sandy orange-brown clay deposit, which
contained fired clay fragments, worked flint and a polished flint axe frag-
ment (Obj. No. 2310).

The three pits contained series of alternating deposits of redeposited
natural alluvial clay and relatively artefact-rich darker loams, the latter
interpreted as dumps. The alluvial clay deposits were mixed
orange-brown silty or sandy clays with rare coarse components. This
material was probably derived from sources of alluvial clays in the flood
channel to the east or from the sides of the River Great Ouse to the imme-
diate west. Except for the fills (3600, 3602) of a re-cut of pit 3596 (3610),
which contained a little pottery, worked flint and animal bone, these
deposits contained no artefacts. The dump deposits were characterised
by sharply-defined, very dark grey–black silty clay deposits which
contained abundant charcoal, and very common worked flint pieces
including retouched scrapers and blades (Table 1).

Animal bone (some burnt), fired clay and Early Neolithic pottery
were recovered from these deposits. Finds also included a hammerstone,
‘odd’ local and non-local stones, pottery and animal bone. The unusual
stones included a spherical ironstone geode (Obj. No. 2276) and a
septarian concretion (Obj. No. 2282) placed in pit 3596, possibly as part
of an in situ structured deposit (Richards and Thomas 1984) (Plate IV).

Pits 3596 and 3929 each displayed two re-cuts, and pit 2982 a single
re-cut. These re-diggings cut either alluvial or dump deposits in equal
measure. They were generally 0.4–0.8m in diameter and 0.10–0.25m
deep, and terminated at the interface with the earlier artefact-rich,
dumped deposits in all the pits except 3929. These re-cuts were filled
with the dump deposits described above.

Long barrow 2589
(Plates V–VIII; Figs 4, 12–15)
An elongated oval ditched long barrow was recorded
within the area of the north cursus. It was aligned approxi-
mately north-north-east–south-south-west and measured
(externally) 58.5m long and 29m wide but narrowed to the
south, where it was only 20m wide. Although the inner
edge of the ditch circuit was quite straight along its sides,
there was a marked curved edge on the outer edge of the
ditch where the feature widened to the north. The scale
and trapezoidal shape of the monument both support its
classification as a long barrow rather than an oval barrow,
although its construction is dated to the later Neolithic
period (see below).

The ditch (Figs 12–14) was generally c. 5–7m wide
and 1.0–1.3m deep in the northern part of the monument
and 2.6–3.0m wide and 0.6–0.8m deep further to the
south. In a number of the sections excavated at the north
end, and along the barrow sides, localised ditch re-cuts or
pits were recorded towards the base of the ditch filling
sequences. The ditch had originally been dug out as a
continuous feature. A total of 22 sections were excavated
across it, representing 13% (by length) of the southern part
and 81% (by length) of the northern part of the circuit.

Little artefactual material was recovered from either of
the evaluations, by CCC AFU (Kemp 1998) or Wessex
Archaeology (2001a), apart from undiagnostic worked
flint and slightly mineralised animal bone. Initial investi-
gation of the long barrow during the excavation phase of
works included the digging of sixteen hand-excavated
‘evaluation’ sections (c. 1.2m wide), distributed equally
around the ditch circuit. These were fully excavated in
order to characterise the ditch fill sequences, confirm the
presence/absence and stratigraphic location of artefactual
material or structured deposits, and clarify the apparent
narrowing of the ditch towards its southern end Apart from
a saddle quernstone fragment from the very base of the
north-western section, very few artefacts were recovered
from the northern part of the ditch circuit during these ini-
tial sections; even fewer finds (mostly worked flint) were
recovered from the initial sections further to the south. It
was therefore agreed that no further excavation was
required in the southern part of the long barrow. It was not
until the final section was excavated along the middle of
the west side that large human cranial fragments were
recovered from primary and secondary fills (Table 34,
1–3; Fig. 12, 1–3) below the stabilisation horizon. A
reworked polished axe (Obj. No. 2328) from the Group VI
Langdale factory (Pl. V), was recorded from the tertiary
fills within the same section (Fig. 12). These discoveries
suggested that possible structured deposits might occur
that were contemporary with the building or initial use of
the monument and that such deposits were not randomly
placed around the ditch.

A highly uniform stratigraphic sequence was recorded
in all the northern sections of the ditch, including a very
well-defined stabilisation horizon partway through the
secondary fills that probably represented a turf line.
Unfortunately snail and pollen preservation was negli-
gible within samples of this deposit (Chapter 6, p.71). It
was agreed that the remaining tertiary fills, and the upper
part of the secondary fills in the northern part of the long
barrow only, could be machined out down to the level of
this stabilisation horizon without damaging archaeolog-
ical horizons that might contain structured deposits.
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Plate IV  Neolithic structured deposit of animal bone,
worked flint and fired clay in pit 3596. Note the
spherical ironstone geode (Obj. No. 2276) in the

foreground and a septarian concretion (Obj. No. 2282)
in the background (scales 0.20m and 0.50m)
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Below this level, after cleaning, the remainder of the ditch
fills within the partially machine-excavated segments in
the northern part of the ditch were fully excavated by
hand.

Deposition sequence
The primary gravels were characterised by medium–coarse, mid to dark
orange–brown sandy silts with abundant sub-angular/sub-rounded
gravel components (<40mm), and were up to 0.50m thick. These
deposits were derived from the erosion of the natural gravel in the ditch
sides during initial weathering.

Five antler picks were recovered from the primary gravels at the
north end of the barrow, some of them lying against the base of the ditch.
It was difficult to obtain a radiocarbon determination from any of the
bone or antler material from the ditch due to mineralisation caused by the
prevailing high water table (Chapter 5, p.64). However, a result was
obtained from one antler pick from the primary gravels in the base of the
ditch  (Obj.  No.  2380),  which  was  probably  used  during  the  ditch
construction, producing a radiocarbon date of 2900–2350 cal. BC
(4004±55 BP; Table 16). This indicates a Late Neolithic date for the
construction of the long barrow.

Lying against the very base of the ditch, or interleaved with the
primary gravel fills, was a series of primary fine (gleyed) grey clays with
very few coarse components. These deposits, which were not present in
the southern ditch sections, also comprised the fills of ditch re-cuts and
pits where these secondary features were recorded. They probably repre-
sent the slow accumulation of material from the existing ground surface
or the side of the ditch at the time of the features’construction, and also to
some extent the deliberate dumping of material within the feature.

The primary gravel, and sometimes the primary gleyed clay fills of
the long barrow ditch, had been cut by the localised later re-cuts or pits.
These re-cuts were only recorded in the northern part of the ditch circuit,
where the feature was widest. Except for two examples (6357, 6479)
these re-cuts/pits were not identified in plan during excavation, but
became apparent in section after further excavation of the ditch sections
and weathering of the section faces. Only in the northernmost section
(Fig. 13b) did the re-cut cut into secondary fills. The re-cuts were usually
1.2–1.5m wide and 0.4–0.5m deep. Where they occurred they were
usually filled with the fine gleyed clay deposits already described, and
rarely with gravels from collapse/erosion of the sides. In only two
sections, in the west side and in the north of the monument, were these
features filled with secondary deposits. The differing stratigraphic loca-
tions of these re-cuts, and their localised extents, suggest that particular
parts of the long barrow circuit had been re-cut or redefined episodically,
rather than within the context of some overall ditch maintenance scheme.
Possibly these episodic events represent ceremonial or ritual practices, as
some contained structured deposits (see below). In the northernmost part
of the long barrow one of these re-cuts, which contained a large saddle
quernstone fragment, had clearly cut collapsed external bank material,
and possible collapsed mound material also (Fig. 14b). The results
overall suggest that these re-cuts were localised and episodic events,
carried out in the earlier part of the monument’s use but were not part of
practices carried out to ensure the overall ditch remained clear of
collapsed or eroded material.

Structured deposits (Richards and Thomas 1984) of human and
animal remains were recorded in the primary fills in the base of the orig-
inal ditch and (less frequently) of the ditch re-cuts/pits. These mostly
comprised unarticulated animal bones and included at least eleven ox
skulls, although partially articulated human remains were also recorded
(Fig. 12). The individual finds from these deposits also included worked
flint, a single saddle quernstone fragment and polished axe fragments.
The structured deposits were all recorded at the north end of the long
barrow ditch. A major concentration of at least seven ox skulls, along
with a disarticulated human arm bone and disarticulated sheep/goat
bones, lay on the base of the ditch in the north-north-western part of the
barrow (Plate VI).

Two areas in the north-eastern part of the monument contained
partially articulated human remains that appear to have been disturbed
whilst still exposed in the ditch (Chapter 7, p.98). A distal humerus frag-
ment in the eastern part of the ditch had been cut and partially polished,
possibly by use for an unknown purpose. Two human tibia and skull frag-
ments in the western part of the ditch indicated that that a third burial may
have been located here. At least five individuals were identified from the
disarticulated and partially articulated human bone (Plate VII). These
included three females greater than 35 years of age, a fourth possible
female of c. 15–25 years, and a single male aged over 18 years (Table 34).
The condition of the bones from the west side of the barrow indicated
fragmentation caused by trampling and short-term exposure to weath-
ering. In the case of one individual (6087) the skull fragments were

recovered from the primary ditch silts (Table 34, 1–2) but the tibia frag-
ments (Table 34, 3) were found in secondary fills of a re-cut which cut the
primary ditch fills, suggesting the disturbance of an earlier burial
(Chapter 7, p.98).

A large oak tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347; Fig. 15) bearing some
evidence for working (p.32) had been buried in an inverted and
near-vertical position within a large sub-circular pit, 6332 (Plate VIII).
The pit cut primary gravel deposits and lower secondary fills on the
outside (western) edge of the barrow ditch in its western part. The tree
trunk had been sealed by a later secondary silt, a grey gleyed clay deposit.
Attempts at dendrochronological dating failed to produce a definite
result. A radiocarbon determination on identified rings offered a
terminus post quem for its felling of 2240–1880 cal. BC (Chapter 5, p.66,
Table 16). This would indicate that the tree trunk had been incorporated
into the pit c. 500–600 years after the long barrow was constructed.

The secondary deposits, where they occurred, were predominantly
fine, homogeneous clayey silts or silty clays with a pale to mid-grey
colour, and were 0.4–0.6m thick. In the later phases of the secondary
filling a very dark greyish-brown to black deposit was recorded in
sections at the northern end of the monument. This indicated a possible
turf-line within the ditch, and represents a stabilisation horizon within
the filling sequence. In some sections the secondary fills contained
placed deposits at the basal interface with the primary silts of the ditch or
its re-cuts.

The tertiary fills were characterised by brown or orange–brown
sandy silts. These were 0.25–0.6m thick, with rare to common gravel,
and in places were interleaved with gravel-rich deposits. They represent
phases of relative stability in the area of the long barrow, interspersed
with espisodes of localised activity (ground disturbance and/or
ploughing) leading to the incorporation of coarser deposits. In the
north-eastern part of the long barrow, these deposits had been cut by a
large Early Iron Age pit (6395) containing structured deposits. The
remains of a possible Middle–Late Bronze Age (1500–700 BC) unurned
cremation burial were recovered from the uppermost level of a ditch
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Plate V   Reworked Group VI (Langdale) polished
stone axe (Obj. No. 2328)
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Plate VI  Excavation of ox skulls in the north end of the base of the long barrow ditch, view from the south-west

Plate VII  Partially articulated human arm bones (Bone Groups 12 and 13) in the base of the long barrow ditch,
east side, view from the north (scale 0.20m)
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Plate VIII  Removing tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347) from a pit cutting the west side of the long barrow ditch
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Figure 15  Oak tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347)



segment in the south-eastern part of the monument. Three sherds of Late
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery were recovered from secondary and
tertiary fills of the long barrow ditch, and three sherds of Beaker pottery
from tertiary fills.

Mound and bank remnants
A possible mound remnant — a gravel deposit on the inner edge of the
ditch — was recorded in the northern part of the long barrow. This layer
was only seen in the north-facing section of the northern transverse
baulk, and in the north-western ‘interior’ of the long barrow ditch, as a
0.12–0.2m thick deposit (Fig. 14b–c). It was very similar, though very
slightly darker in colour, to the underlying gravel natural, and had a mid
orange–brown sandy or clayey silt matrix. Its very slightly darker colour
may have been the result of incorporation of organic material derived
from ploughing and animal burrowing or tree-throws. It lay directly on
the natural gravel; the absence of any buried soil horizons sealed below it
indicated that turf and topsoil had been removed from the area before the
construction of the monument.

An external gravel bank remnant (1.3–2.0m wide and 0.2–0.3m
thick) was recorded in the baulk sections at the north end of the barrow.
This bank, which also lay directly on the natural gravel, was composed of
material very similar to the primary gravel fills. It was up to 0.32m thick
and was recorded across the mid-point of the north-facing barrow
section, slumping down the inner faces of the western and eastern sides
of the north end of the barrow ditch. It had a pale to mid orange–brown
coarse sandy clay silt matrix. No finds were recovered from the deposit.
A shallow pit (403/6168), which contained a near-complete Saxon
pottery vessel (Obj. No. 2000) on its base, cut the external bank.

A gully (6049) was recorded at the north end of the monument.
Perpendicular to the central axis of the long barrow and centrally located,
this was 8.5m long, 0.6m wide and 0.4m deep, with a moderate
‘U’-shaped profile. One possible associated post-hole (417/6067) 0.61m
diameter and 0.13m deep was recorded at the eastern end. This gully may
possibly have represented the remains of a palisade for a higher mound at
the north end of the monument. However it is difficult, from such scant
remains, to ascertain any constructional details for such a revetment.

A small sub-oval pit (443), 0.95m by 0.65m by 0.25m deep, was
recorded immediately south of the west end of the gully but contained no
finds. All other possible internal features that were investigated were
found to be of natural origin.

Summary
The northern end of the long barrow contained many
structured deposits dominated by human and animal
remains. Some of the antler picks and antler fragments
were probably associated with the construction of the
monument, a common depositional practice at Neolithic
monuments. The deposits from the ditch suggest a span of
at least 500–600 years when the monument was a focus for
Neolithic ritual practices. The later cutting of the
monument by a possible Middle–Late Bronze Age
cremation-related feature, as well as by a large Late
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pit containing structured
deposits, might indicate the monument’s continuing
importance as a focus of ritual activities 2000 years after
its initial construction.

The location of the majority of the structured deposits
at the north end of the barrow ditch, the marked widening
of the ditch at the north end, and the presence of a possible
palisade gully all suggest that the northern part of the
barrow was the focus of ritual importance and of activities
associated with the monument. It must be reiterated,
however, that only 13% of the southern end of the
monument was investigated and it is possible that other
structured deposits were not revealed.

At the northern end of the monument, the widening of
the monument ditch and of the barrow overall, as well as
the possible palisade gully, would have provided a
visually impressive focus for the participants of the rituals
taking place in front of it. The localised excavation of
ditch re-cuts or pits suggests that maintenance of the ditch
circuit was an ad hoc, episodic process, sometimes
associated with the placing of structured deposits and

therefore in itself possibly part of ritual practice. The
possible mound remnant survived in only a very small
area, and the ditch sections did not indicate the collapse of
any substantial mound. The lack of inhumations or
deposits within the ditch circuit (under the area once
occupied by a mound) indicates that while the barrow
mound was a focus for mortuary practices, the ritual
deposits associated with these practices were incorporated
into the ditch.

Undated: possible Neolithic features
(Figs 4 and 16)

Double enclosure 2588
(Figs 4 and 16)
This feature lay 62m west of long barrow 2589 and was initially
regarded, on the basis of aerial photographic evidence, as a possible
Romano-British villa site (Oakey 1996). It comprised two joined enclo-
sures, a sub-circular enclosure to the south and a sub-rectangular one to
the north (Fig. 16). Its axis of symmetry was almost identical to that of
the long barrow, i.e. north-north-east–south-south-west. Fifteen sections
were excavated across the enclosure ditches, comprising 18.5% of their
total extent. Three undated post-holes in the southern enclosure and a
large undated post-hole in the eastern part of the sub-rectangular enclo-
sure were recorded, but their significance is unknown. An undated,
truncated pit (1.23m diameter and 0.22m deep) was recorded within the
enclosure during the evaluation (Kemp 1998, 10), while another
undated, sub-oval pit (5738, 0.8m by 0.61m by 0.3m deep) was recorded
near the middle of the sub-rectangular enclosure. It is difficult to prove
any association between the double enclosure and these pits.

The sub-circular component of the double enclosure was of c. 10m
diameter, with a straightening of the west and north sides to describe a
near right-angle in its north-western part. The enclosure was bounded by
a steep, ‘U’-shaped ditch, c. 1m wide and 0.6–0.7m deep, on its west,
south and east sides. At least 60–70% of the filling sequence was
composed of primary deposits, represented by fine gleyed, blue–grey
clays and pale to mid yellowish-brown sands (derived from erosion of the
ditch sides). The secondary fills included orange–brown and
greyish-brown sandy or clayey silts. This sequence is quite similar to that
seen in the long barrow ditch fills.

The sub-rectangular enclosure was c. 14.4m long and 8.5m wide and
widened slightly at its west end. There was also a noticeable curvature in
both its north-western and south-eastern sides, with both end ditches
curving inwards by c. 1m to meet the sub-circular enclosure, to which it
may have been added. The ditch had a moderate ‘U’-shaped lower profile
and was 0.8m wide and 0.5–0.6m deep, narrowing slightly at its intersec-
tion with the sub-circular enclosure. The central (south-west) section
was a very shallow ‘U’-shaped gully that was only 0.7m wide and 0.15m
deep, and was possibly a later addition.

Very few finds were recorded from the double enclosure except for a
few pieces of worked flint and some animal bone from later fills.
However, a large deer antler fragment (Obj. No. 2252), possibly a pick,
was recovered from the primary fill (4688) of the eastern intersection
(4682) of the two enclosures. The similarities to the long barrow in terms
of filling sequence and axis of symmetry might suggest that this monu-
ment was contemporary with it, and thus of Late Neolithic date.

Ditch 2591
(Fig. 4)
This small, slightly sinuous ditch was aligned north-north-east to
south-south-west in the northern part of the site and continued further to
the south, where it was recorded in an evaluation trench. Its alignment
was identical to those of long barrow 2589 17m to the east, and double
enclosure 2588 41m to the west. The ditch was at least 155m in length.
Some discontinuities recorded were mostly a result of ‘shallowing-off’
due to truncation rather than indicating genuine terminals, but one defi-
nite 10m-wide entrance was recorded towards the southern exposed
extent of the ditch. The ditch was a moderate ‘U’-profiled feature c.
0.80m wide and 0.20–0.36m deep. Its primary fills derived from the
erosion of the natural gravel sides, while secondary deposits representing
the slow infilling of the feature during its use.

Only two pieces of worked flint were recovered from the feature but
the similarity in alignment with, and close proximity to, long barrow
2589 and double enclosure 2588 might suggest a spatial relationship and
contemporaneity between the three features. Unfortunately an indirect
stratigraphic relationship with the north cursus 2602, via a small
east–west gully feature in the very north of the site, was unproven.
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Figure 16  Double enclosure 2588

Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Secondary 3 5 5 1 3 23 62 60 26 32 12 232

Tertiary 1 3 3 2 1 9 47 36 12 6 8 128

Total 1 3 8 8 3 4 32 109 96 38 38 20 360

% Secondary 1 2 2 5 1 10 27 26 11 14 5

% Tertiary 1 2 2 1 1 7 37 28 9 5 6

1 scrapers; 2 other tools; 3 miscellaneous retouch; 4 flake cores; 5 broken flake cores; 6 blade/let cores; 7 chips; 8 unbroken flakes; 9 broken flakes; 10
unbroken blade/lets; 11 broken blade/lets; 12 debitage
Table 2  Totals of worked flint from hengiform ring-ditch 2513



III. Artefacts

Flint
by Phil Harding
The total flint assemblage of 3513 pieces has been
quantified by type and the results of this are held in
archive. Stratified groups of material from the hengiform
ring-ditch 2513 (360), cursus monuments 2514 (20) and
2602 (12), long barrow 2589 (64) and 28 out of 35
Neolithic pits (1856), including re-cuts and pits of
possible Neolithic date, have been selected for detailed
analysis and the results are described below. This sample
for detailed analysis comprised 2340 pieces, a 66.6%
sample of the total assemblage. Flint that may have been
redeposited in features of later date has not been examined
in more detail.

Raw material and condition
Flint occurs as a component of the local river terrace
gravel and is likely to have been derived from the chalk
outcrops that form the south-east part of the Ouse Basin c.
20km to the south-east. Additional nodules may have been
introduced to the area by advancing ice sheets and
incorporated into the local deposits of boulder clay. A
gravel origin for the raw material is probably more likely,
judging by the condition of the cortex, which is heavily
weathered. The flint itself is unpatinated, black to mottled
grey and of good quality for tool manufacture.

Cursus monuments
The two cursus monuments produced isolated pieces of
worked flint from individual sample sections, but overall
the density of flint was low.

North cursus 2602
Five blade/lets and six flakes were recovered from three sections across
the monument, including seven pieces from the primary fills. There was
also a flake core from the surface of the cursus. A blade and two bladelets
from the primary fill of a section in the very south-east corner of the
cursus may be from the same nodule. They provide the best evidence for
in situ knapping and are the most diagnostic artefacts from the primary
fills of the monument.

South cursus 2514
Two flakes and a blade core were found in the secondary fills with a
microdenticulate, a utilised flake and eight assorted blades and flakes
from the tertiary fills. The utilised flake was a well-made blank which
had been removed from a prepared single-platform, facetted core. Most
of this material is undiagnostic, but the blade core and blades (some with
abraded butts) and the utilised flake are more likely to date to the
Neolithic period. The material may relate to the use of the cursus or
represent residual material which has silted into the ditch. A blade core, a
flake core, two broken flakes, two flakes with marginal edge retouch and
a fragment of debitage were also recorded as surface finds.

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
The relatively small group of flint from the hengiform ring-ditch has
been quantified and the totals are shown in Table 2.

Flint distribution coincided closely with deposits containing Early
Neolithic pottery. The principal concentration, comprising 279 pieces
(77.5%), was closely defined in an area of eight square metres around the
inner edge of the south-east quadrant of the monument (Fig. 9). It
occurred in both secondary and tertiary ditch fills, which suggests that
the material has undergone some vertical post-depositional movement.
Nineteen pieces of flint were also found in the gully 5111 which closed
the south-eastern entrance. Twenty-five pieces of flint were found in two
small groups in the secondary fills in the south and west parts of the ditch
circuit, which also contained Early Neolithic pottery. There were no
apparent concentrations of in situ knapping debris, although two parts of
a broken flake could be refitted. This small quantity of flint, and the
almost-total absence of retouched tools, suggests that occupation was
not extensive immediately around the site.

Most of the assemblage from the ring-ditch is in mint condition, with
no apparent edge damage from tillage or soil creep. Given that some of
the flake edges are extremely delicate the quantity of post-depositional
movement is likely to have been minimal. The absence of identifiable
concentrations of material suggests, however, that material silted into the
ditch as a result of activity which took place around the south-eastern part
of the monument. The composition of the assemblage, its condition and
technology, suggests that it is broadly contemporary and may be
considered as one group. There are incipient thermal fractures in some of
the rejected cores, and other cores were made from thermally fractured
pieces of flint.

The assemblage includes fourteen pieces of burnt, worked flint of
which five were cores or broken fragments.

Technology
The flint industry from the ring-ditch comprises flakes and blades
produced as tool blanks. The assemblage includes representative
examples of flakes from all phases of blank production, including core
preparation. The quantity of blades and bladelets (flakes where length is
twice breadth), which form 21% of the assemblage, and associated cores
and technology, including one crested blade and four platform
rejuvenation tablets, is consistent with knowledge of deliberate blade
manufacture. An additional crested piece is almost certainly a
by-product of core rejuvenation. Striking platforms were frequently
abraded and flake butts are correspondingly narrow. There are two flakes
which may be bifacial thinning flakes, suggesting that core tool
manufacture may have taken place.

Five cores and fragments of broken debitage were burnt, but cores
are under-represented at the site. While none of the cores are well-flaked
blade/let cores, the technology and residual scar patterns indicate that
flaking aimed to maximise the length of the core and utilise flake ridges
to produce long blanks. One core was made on a flake blank and another
on a broken thermal fragment.

Tools
An end scraper with a broken blade was found in the tertiary fill of the
ditch. There was also a bifacially flaked discoidal knife, a broken bifacial
flake knife and a truncated blade from closing gully 5111 at the
south-eastern entrance. There were no other diagnostic tools, all other
pieces comprised fragments with miscellaneous retouch. There was also
a flake from a ground flint axe, and two blades with marginal edge
retouch which may have resulted from use.

Conclusions
The flint assemblage appears to be generally homogeneous throughout
the secondary and tertiary fills. There has clearly been some vertical
movement, although the horizontal distribution appears to be a reliable
indicator of activity. There is a strong correspondence between the
distribution of flint and that of Early Neolithic pottery. There are no
undisturbed deposits of knapping debris. The assemblage comprises
principally knapping waste from all stages of tool manufacture. There
are no diagnostic tools apart from the scraper, which is broken, and a
discoidal knife. There does not appear to have been a long period of
occupation involving large-scale tool manufacture, use and discard. The
technology is consistent with a flake and blade industry using a range of
techniques to ensure core control. Blades account for 20% of the total
assemblage. While it is possible that some of this material is residual
Mesolithic flintwork, it is equally possible that it is of Early Neolithic
date. There are other recorded scatters of Mesolithic/Early Neolithic flint
along the eastern bank of the Great Ouse valley in the area.

Neolithic pits
The flint artefacts from 35 pit cuts, including their re-cuts
and several possible Neolithic pits (of which 28 contained
flint) have been quantified and tabulated. The results are
shown in Table 3. The results indicate that pits contained
between four (2726) and 416 (3596 and two re-cuts)
pieces of worked flint. The largest concentration of flint
was located around the southern part of the site, with
smaller amounts from pits to the north (Table 1). The
results also indicate that retouched tools, scrapers,
arrowheads, microdenticulates and miscellaneous
retouched material account for 16% of the pit contents.
Retouched tools could account for up to 37% of the
contents of an individual pit (4900). This is far greater than
the average percentage of retouched material to waste as
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calculated by Wainwright (1972, 66) at Broome Heath,
where he concluded it was 3% from the pits whereas the
average was 4–5% for prehistoric sites generally.

Technology
The 185 unbroken flakes from pit 3596 and its re-cuts (3601, 3610) have
been analysed as the largest sample of waste from the pits. The results of
flake dimension analysis show that they range from 12mm to 88mm long
and 8mm to 82mm broad. The ratios of length to breadth indicate that
most are squat in plan with only 13% blades (length = twice breadth).
The limited surface area of cortex which remains on the dorsal surface of
the flakes (75% have only 25% cover) and the thinness of the flakes (48%
measure less than 6mm thick) suggests that this material represents the
by-products of core trimming and rejuvenation to maintain flake blank
production of prepared cores. Very little of the irregular waste from core
preparation was present in the pits. This work was probably undertaken
elsewhere, although large primary flakes were selected as scraper blanks.
Many of the waste flakes from pit 3596 were smaller than the preferred
size of tool blanks.

Cores are under-represented in the pit assemblage generally. Only
two large biconical cores from pit 4903 are of a size, technology and
quality of flaking which is similar to that seen on the tools and waste
flakes. The remaining eighteen cores, which include single-platform,
biconical, globular and unclassified forms, are too small and often with
insufficient flaking to have provided usable tool blanks. Remnant scar
patterns on the dorsal surfaces of the flakes indicate that while 64% of
those that could be analysed had been removed from single-platform
cores, others with radial flaking patterns had probably been removed
from biconical cores.

The quality of the flaking indicates that the work was undertaken by
highly competent flint knappers. Most flake butts are plain (55%) although
faceting (9%) was used as a significant part of core preparation to predeter-
mine the flaking angle: 69% of all flakes that could be measured recorded
flaking angles above 75°. Platform abrasion was used more sparingly.
Only 36 flakes have abraded butts and sometimes this rarely extends
beyond basic edge trimming. It is uncertain as to what types of hammer
were used for flaking. Two hard hammers, one a large flint nodule and one
of quartzite, were found but at least 45% of the flakes appear to have been
removed using hammers that were softer than the flint.

The potential for refitting material is limited, but a core preparation
‘Janus’ flake refits to what may be a blade core made on a flake from pit
3331. It was also possible to reconstruct a small nodule comprising two
cores and flakes from pit 3596, and to recognise flakes and an associated
core from pit 3515. These last two examples are represented by small
flakes which lay beyond the range of tool blanks. Elsewhere there are
also bulbar scars and retouching chips from the sieved residue, which
confirm on-site knapping.

Tools
The 103 scrapers form the most common tool type and account for 5% of
the total flint assemblage, 70% of the retouched tools and 34% of all
edge-retouched pieces. The 94 examples that were examined include 73
end scrapers made on flakes, 10 end scrapers made on blades, 10 side
scrapers made on flakes and a double end scraper. Sixteen scrapers are
broken and two burnt. Metrical analysis shows that scraper blanks cluster
within the range 40–60mm long and 30–50mm broad and that 87% of all
scrapers measure 6–15mm thick. Seventy-one percent of the scrapers
retain 25% or less cortical cover and 27% of all flake butts are facetted.
These results confirm that scrapers were made from blanks that were
removed from deliberately prepared cores. Retouch is consistently regular,
direct and continuous, forming a convex edge ranging from 20–59mm
(59%) long, although retouch frequently extends onto the edges.

Three individual pits (3331, 4900 and 3596 with its re-cut 3601) —
which did not necessarily contain the largest flint concentrations —
contained most of the scrapers. These pits, which are approximately
100m apart, are single features within each of the three main groups.

Although most scrapers show no obvious signs of use, some have
well-worn edges. Others have straightened parts of the blade arc that may
have resulted from resharpening. Other scrapers have no cortex, which
indicates that large nodules of flint have been turned into well-prepared
and -maintained cores

Microdenticulates comprise 38 flakes and blades (2% of the overall
flint assemblage and 12% of the retouched tool assemblage), of which
one is burnt and six broken. The ratios of length to breadth demonstrate
that these tools were made on elongated flakes. They were also selected
for one concave or straight edge, approximately 20–39mm long, although
six have been notched along both edges. Four microdenticulates have

characteristically glossy edges, which has been consistently interpreted
as silica gloss.

The microdenticulates grade into a group of blades and flakes with
marginal retouch along one edge, which have been included with
miscellaneous material. The retouch on the blade component shares
similarities to that on the microdenticulates and may have served a
similar function. The miscellaneous flakes also include some with
lengths of marginal retouch along an edge, but they also include less
systematic pieces that may have resulted from a range of functions. The
distribution of microdenticulates shows that fifteen were found in pit
3596, which contained the most flint. The remainder were distributed
thinly across the site, although nine were found in six of the pits
immediately north of the hengiform ring-ditch. These pits include some
that did not necessarily contain large flint assemblages. The addition of
the blades, and some flakes, with marginal retouch to this distribution
enhances the density of pieces within the pits north of the hengiform
enclosure, suggesting that this is a significant concentration.

The excavation produced eight chisel (transverse) arrowheads and
two probable oblique arrowheads, which were concentrated in two pits
of the north group (3596, 2982) and three pits from the central group
(2721, 2726, 4903). There is also one from the south group (3331), and a
fragment of a burnt leaf arrowhead from pit 2716. Direct or bifacial
retouch was normally used to truncate/thin the proximal end of the blank
with direct flaking employed to shape the distal end, which is frequently
concave.

Thirteen flake knives were found. They include two backed knives, a
probable discoidal knife and ten miscellaneous flake knives. They show
limited modification and were selected for their functional cutting edge,
which was generally used unretouched.

Two flakes from ground flint axes were found, in pits 2982 and 2721.
There was also a blade segment of an axe in pit 3607 which had snapped
at the haft, and a bifacial core tool roughout in pit 4900. A broken
fabricator was found in pit 4702.

Long barrow 2589
The flint from the long barrow has been quantified and is shown by
context in Table 4. Only eight pieces of worked flint, including a
plunged blade and a flake with a facetted butt, were recovered from the
primary fills, in contrast with the large quantities of bone and antler.
The most significant concentration of flint was found in the secondary
and tertiary fills of four sections (6029, 6275, 6082, 6242) midway
along the west barrow ditch. This area produced a stone axe from the
Group VI Langdale axe factory (Plate V) and 33 pieces of flint
including two large biconical cores and a large flint hammerstone all
with a distinctive pink staining, a semi-discoidal core and a retouched
flake from 6265 which was flaked with a ‘burin’blow. This technique is
similar to a number of small cores seen at ‘The Diamond’ (Stonehenge
Environs Project: Harding 1990). A smaller assemblage of twelve
pieces, including a chisel arrowhead of Clarke’s (1934) C type and a
flake from a ground flint axe, was excavated from three sections (6116,
6350, 6265) at a point midway along the east barrow ditch. Neither
group extended northwards beyond the line of the palisade gully at the
north end of the monument. Retouched pieces accounted for 24% of all
material from these contexts although only two implements were diag-
nostic scrapers, the remainder comprising broken tools and flakes with
miscellaneous retouch. Elsewhere, a semi-discoidal core was recorded
from a secondary fill in section 6254, in the mid-east of the ditch.

Additional unassociated material from the tertiary fill included two
residual blades, one of which showed marginal edge retouch, and two
well-made end scrapers made on flakes. A well-made knife was found in
the topsoil in the north-west area of the long barrow.

The almost total absence of flint from the primary ditch fills is
notable given the quantity of bone and antler present. Flint knapping may
be expected to have taken place during the construction and use of this
substantial monument. The principal evidence for flintworking is
contained in the secondary and tertiary fills of the ditch at a point
associated with a stabilisation horizon. The horizontal distribution
suggests that activity had shifted from the north end of the monument
during its primary use to the side ditches at a later date. There is nothing
about the flint assemblage that indicates the date of the earlier activity,
although the core technology and chisel arrowhead suggest that the later
occupation is of Late Neolithic date. The two groups of material from the
ditches contained relatively high proportions of retouched material and
cores, including those made of raw material that may have been selected
for its appearance rather than its flaking qualities. The evidence suggests
that this activity was not industrial, was probably not domestic, and may
well indicate continued ritual use.
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Discussion
The flint assemblage is a well-preserved sample of
material that reflects a diverse range of activities at the
site. There is a clear distinction between pits with a high
proportion of tools and those predominantly filled with
waste flakes. The distribution of tools reflects not only a
diverse range of activities but also indicates either that
these activities were not being undertaken at the same time
or that individual pits were dug to receive certain types of
tools. The concentrations of scrapers from the pits
represent a considerable outlay of labour, less in their
manufacture than in their use. Edge wear and probable
evidence of resharpening suggest that this was prolonged.

If these tools were used to process hides it suggests that
large numbers of hides were being worked on by many
people at one time. Their deposition in a limited number of
pits may indicate some kind of gathering at the completion
of the task.

The distribution of microdenticulates appears to
indicate a different area of activity, near the hengiform
ring-ditch. The function of this tool type is still not
completely understood. The most widely held view is that
its use relates to harvesting silica-rich plants. It seems
unlikely that these tools were used as components of
composite tools as nothing has been done to modify their
shape to allow their insertion in a handle.
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Pit no. Total 1 2 3 4 not retouched waste cores

2716 8 0 1 0 0 1 7 0

2721 191 9 2 3 19 33 150 8

2726 4 1 1 0 0 2 2 0

2982 193 1 3 0 5 9 179 5

2996 24 0 0 0 2 2 21 1

2997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3318 32 1 0 1 6 8 24 0

3328 8 0 0 1 0 1 7 0

3331 69 14 1 0 2 17 48 4

3511 128 1 0 0 3 4 122 2

3513 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

3515 46 0 0 2 8 10 35 1

3517 53 2 0 3 3 8 45 0

3596 416 33 1 15 28 77 335 4

3601 96 10 0 3 4 17 78 1

3605 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

3607 5 0 0 0 1 1 4 0

3610 67 2 1 1 9 13 52 2

3929 23 3 0 0 2 5 17 1

3933 58 2 0 1 5 8 50 0

3944 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3948 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4311 53 2 0 0 2 4 49 0

4702 158 4 0 1 16 21 135 2

4704 35 2 0 2 5 9 22 4

4900 86 14 0 1 17 32 54 0

4903 13 1 1 0 1 3 8 2

4915 80 1 0 1 16 18 62 0

1 scrapers; 2 projectiles; 3 denticulates; 4 other retouch
Table 3  Totals of worked flint from Neolithic pits

Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Primary 5 1 1 1 8

Secondary 1 3 2 4 2 6 3 2 23

Tertiary 4 2 2 5 1 6 5 1 1 27

Subsoil 1 1

Topsoil 1 1 2 1 5

Total 5 6 5 9 2 1 19 9 5 1 2 64

1 scrapers; 2 other tools; 3 miscellaneous retouch; 4 flake cores; 5 broken flake cores; 6 blade/let cores; 7 chips; 8 unbroken flakes; 9 broken flakes;
10 unbroken blade/lets; 11 broken blade/lets; 12 debitage
Table 4  Totals of worked flint from long barrow 2589



The composition and technology of the flint
assemblage appears to be predominantly later Neolithic.
However only pit 3929 (and its re-cut 3933), which
contained no diagnostic flint, also produced Late
Neolithic Grooved Ware pottery, and all other diagnostic
pottery from the pits was of Early Neolithic date. The ratio
of blades to squat and broad flakes has been used to
separate Early Neolithic from Late Neolithic flint
industries; however, there has often been a degree of
overlap that has limited the value of the results. The
published results for Early Neolithic assemblages have
varied considerably between 10–30% across much of
southern England (Ford 1987, table 2), while those for the
Late Neolithic have ranged from 11% at Durrington Walls
(Wainwright and Longworth 1971, 162) to 13% at King
Barrow Ridge, Wiltshire (Harding 1990, fig. 149). More
specifically, in eastern England, blade representation in
Early Neolithic assemblages has ranged from 24% at
Padholme Road Sub-Site, Peterborough (Pryor 1974,
table 3) to 15% at Tattershall Thorpe, Lincolnshire (Healy
1983, fig. 2) and Spong Hill, Norfolk (Healy 1988, fig.
36), and 7% at the Middle Neolithic site at Etton,
Cambridgeshire (Middleton 1998, 220). The blade
component at Eynesbury for individual pits with over 20
pieces of worked flint ranged from 7% to 33% (mean
16%). These variations may be partially due to the number
of blades that could have been selected for use as
unretouched tools. They do little to provide a reliable
indicator of date.

Wainwright and Longworth (1971) listed scrapers,
chisel arrowheads, serrated flakes (microdenticulates)
and knives as those items frequently associated with later
Neolithic assemblages; with the exception of chisel
arrowheads, however, they also occur in the Early
Neolithic period. Smith (1965, 95) noted that Late
Neolithic scrapers from the West Kennet Avenue were
consistently thinner than scrapers from Windmill Hill.
This was confirmed at Durrington Walls (Wainwright
and Longworth 1971, 95) and by Late Neolithic assem-
blages at King Barrow Ridge and Wilsford Down
(Harding 1990, 222) within the Stonehenge Environs.
The scrapers from Eynesbury were also predominantly
thin and often made on flakes with facetted butts, a
feature of Late Neolithic scrapers from West Kennet
Avenue (Smith 1965, 95).

Chisel arrowheads were originally classified and dated
by Clark (1934) to the Late Neolithic. Wainwright and
Longworth (1971, 259) refined the associations, noting
that chisel arrowheads at the West Kennet Avenue and the
upper ditch silts of the Windmill Hill enclosure occurred
with Mortlake, Fengate, Beaker and Collared Urn pottery
but that oblique arrowheads at Durrington Walls were
associated with Grooved Ware. However the development
of the chisel arrowhead has been the subject of some
debate. Isolated chisel arrowheads have been found on
sites with ‘Middle’ Neolithic leaf arrowheads and
Mildenhall pottery at Hurst Fen, Suffolk (Clark et al.
1960, 225) and at Broome Heath, Norfolk (Wainwright
1972, 57). More recently Middleton (1998, 234) identified
28 ‘chisel’ arrowheads at Etton, of which most were
assigned to the Late Neolithic on the basis of the
associated pottery; three, however, occurred in pits with
Middle Neolithic pottery. The Eynesbury assemblage
differs from these in that it contains chisel arrowheads,
with only a single burnt leaf arrowhead from pit 2716.

The distribution and composition of the flint artefacts
within the pits is more telling, however. As described
above, the pits fall into three principal spatial groups. Pits
in all three groups contained Early Neolithic pottery
(Pottery, below) but by far the greatest concentrations
were in pits in the south group, just to the north of the
hengiform ring-ditch 2513. Virtually all the pits in this
group produced some flintwork, but only two produced
diagnostic pieces. Pit 3331 included a group of fourteen
end scrapers and a chisel arrowhead, whilst pit 2716
produced a burnt leaf arrowhead and 20 sherds of Early
Neolithic pottery and was radiocarbon dated to
3650–3360 cal. BC (Table 16). Pit 4915 produced some 80
worked flints, including several microdenticulate pieces
on blade-like flakes, and the largest assemblage of Early
Neolithic pottery from the pits in this area.

Pits in the centre and north groups produced very little
Early Neolithic pottery by comparison, but the flintwork
includes chisel and oblique arrowheads, groups of
scrapers, a fabricator and polished axe fragments. The
majority of diagnostically Late Neolithic flint artefacts
were found within pits in these two clusters. Overall, the
composition of the tool element (excluding simple
edge-retouched pieces) present in the pit assemblage is
indicative of ‘normal’ domestic, Late Neolithic flintwork
(69% scrapers, 7% arrowheads, 24% other tools), but the
range and variety of flint types present in some of the pits
may indicate deliberate disposal in those individual
features. It is noticeable that pits with the largest
assemblages of flintwork also contain the greatest range
of types/largest number of retouched tools (Table 1),
which suggests selection of material rather than the
dumping of general knapping waste (cf. pits at Down
Farm, Cranborne Chase: Barrett et al. 1991, 79–84) —
this is confirmed by the technological/metrical analysis
(above). Pit 3929 and its re-cut 3933 each contained a
substantial deposit of Grooved Ware, and may therefore
have been the latest pit excavated. This feature also
contained a fair-sized assemblage of flintwork (86 pieces
including 13 retouched tools (15% of the total), though
there is nothing remarkable in this group.

In conclusion, while the flint assemblage from the pits
is predominantly later Neolithic in character, pits in the
southern area contained a more conspicuous Early
Neolithic element and this accords with the nature and
date of the archaeological features and pottery recorded
there. Pits further to the north and west contained a much
more obvious Late Neolithic component. The overall
composition of the flint assemblage suggests normal
domestic activity in the later Neolithic but there is
evidence for some selection of artefacts deposited in the
pits. Despite the presence of Grooved Ware in one of the
pits, however, there is no conclusive evidence for
‘structured’ deposition.

Pottery
by Lorraine Mepham
(Figs 17 and 18)

Early Neolithic pottery
The earliest pottery on the site comprises a significant
group (just over 500 sherds) of Early Neolithic material,
deriving partly from the hengiform ring-ditch 2513 and
partly from a range of pits. Eight fabric types were
identified amongst this group — five flint-tempered, one
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sandy, one shelly and one containing prominent iron
compounds. Fabric totals and brief descriptions are given
in Table 5; detailed fabric descriptions are presented in the
Appendix.

The condition of this part of the assemblage is
generally poor. The relative friability of the fabrics (in
comparison, for example, with the later prehistoric wares)
has led to greater fragmentation. Sherds are small and
abraded; mean sherd weight overall is 3.5g. The shelly
fabric SH2 is heavily leached. A maximum number of 29
vessels has been calculated on the basis of the number of
rim sherds.

The fabrics show a wide range of variation, both in the
level of preparation of the raw materials and in the
finishing and surface treatment of the vessels. At the
coarser end of the range there are fabrics such as FL1, with
prominent inclusions protruding through the surfaces,
while contrasting fabrics such as FL5 contain well-sorted,
finer flint inclusions, with some attempt to disguise
inclusions by covering surfaces in a thin layer of slip. The
incidence of this surface treatment technique may be
underestimated, however, since post-depositional
abrasion is likely to have removed all traces of it in many
cases.

The 29 rim sherds have been classified according to
the system used at Hurst Fen and Etton (Clarke et al. 1960;
Kinnes 1998), of which three forms were recognised at
Eynesbury — simple, rolled-over, and externally
thickened. In addition, a plain everted form was also
recognised (Robertson-Mackay 1987, fig. 37). Two rims
were too small for attribution to type. The correlation of
rim form and fabric type is given in Table 6. No complete
profiles were reconstructable, and rim diameters could be
ascertained for only seven vessels (Fig. 17).

The rims have been further grouped, as far as possible,
using the system advocated by Cleal (1992, fig. 21.2),
which combines the three-fold ‘open’, ‘closed’ and
‘neutral’ division with a further subdivision (into ‘simple’
or ‘inflected’) according to restriction. Eleven vessels
could be classified in this way (Table 7). It may be noted
that no ‘Composite’ vessel forms (from Cleal’s typology)
could be identified at Eynesbury, although the presence of
carinated forms is indicated by the occurrence of a handful
of body sherds. The dominance of closed (three examples)
and neutral forms (five examples) over open forms (three
examples) here is interesting. A note of caution should
perhaps be sounded, however — the rims are represented
in most cases by only small percentages, and even small
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Fabric code Number Weight (g)

FL1: Coarse, irregular; sparsely flint-tempered, some quartz 71 324

FL2: Moderately coarse flint-tempered, with quartz 42 324

FL3: Moderately coarse, fairly well sorted flint temper 27 120

FL4: Relatively fine flint-tempered, some quartz 1 2

FL5: Fairly fine, well sorted flint; some quartz 10 36

FE1: Prominent iron compounds, some sand 29 103

SH2: Moderately coarse shelly fabric, frequently leached 346 898

QU1: Medium-grained sandy, some fine flint 5 13

Total 531 1820

Table 5  Early Neolithic pottery fabric totals

Rim form FL1 FL2 FL3 FL5 SH2 QU1 Total

Rolled over rim 1 1 3 1 5 11

Plain everted rim 1 1 1 3 6

Simple rim 1 1 1 3

Externally thickened rim 1 2 3 1 7

Rim form unspecified 2 2

Carinated body sherd 1 1 1 2 5

Total 4 5 6 2 16 1 34

Table 6  Correlation of Early Neolithic rim forms and fabric types

Closed Neutral Open

Rim form Simple Inflected Simple Inflected Simple Inflected

Rolled-over rim 2 3

Plain everted rim 1 1

Externally thickened rim 1 1 2

Total 1 2 1 4 2 1

Table 7  Classification of Early Neolithic vessel forms



irregularities in the rim can influence the orientation as
illustrated.

Possible decoration was noted on only one vessel: a
neutral form with rolled-over rim (Fig. 17, 1), bearing
faint, random punctate impressions. Again, it is possible
that post-depositional abrasion has obscured other decora-
tion, but it is unlikely that all traces could have been
removed. The survival of evidence for surface treatment
has likewise been affected, but at least one vessel was
burnished (Fig. 17, 9).

Distribution
Approximately half of the Early Neolithic assemblage (264 sherds;
791g) derived from the secondary and tertiary fills of the hengiform
ring-ditch (group 2513); no sherds were recovered from the primary fills.
All fabric types except FE1 and SH2 are represented. Diagnostic sherds
comprise eleven examples of rolled-over rims (Fig. 17, 2–3), five plain
everted rims (Fig. 17, 4–5), two plain rims and two externally thickened
rims, as well as all five carinated sherds. The mean sherd weight from the
ring-ditch fills as a whole is 3.1g. This does not vary significantly
between secondary and tertiary fills (2.8g and 3.3g respectively); in other
words, deposition is likely to have taken place throughout secondary and
tertiary fills within a relatively short space of time.

Within the ring-ditch the pottery shows definite differential
distribution, with a marked concentration in the south-eastern sector, just
to the south of the entrance (Fig. 9). Sections cut within this sector
produced 233 of the 264 sherds from the ring-ditch, while a further 17
sherds came from ‘closing gully’ 5111. Only four other sections
produced pottery, two in the south-western sector (seven and five sherds
respectively) and two in the western sector (one sherd from each). There
was no evidence here, however, of the deliberate deposition of single
vessels, or even large parts of single vessels; each section excavated
produced sherds in a mix of fabrics, with few joining sherds. Nor is there
any indication here of the deliberate selection of particular vessel parts
(e.g. rim sherds). No cross-context joins were noted. This, then, appears
to represent the discard of ‘normal’ domestic refuse rather than the kind
of structured deposition observed, for example, within the ditches of the
Etton causewayed enclosure (Pryor et al. 1998).

A further 114 sherds (225g; mean sherd weight 2.0g) came from pit
cluster 2557, just to the north of ring-ditch 2513. Fabrics FE1 and SH2
are represented. There are no diagnostic sherds; all are body sherds.

A smaller group (65 sherds; 501g; mean sherd weight 7.7g) was recov-
ered from pit 4915, again very close to ring-ditch 2513. Fabrics represented
are FL2, FL5 and QU1, and diagnostic sherds comprise one rolled-over rim
(Fig. 17, 1) and three externally thickened rims (Fig. 17, 7–9).

The remaining 81 sherds (283g) were found in small quantities in
the fills of ten pits and one natural feature, and from tertiary fills of the
long barrow ditch (mean sherd weight overall 3.5g). These features
produced a restricted range of fabric types (FL1, FL2 and FE1), and only
two diagnostic sherds — two externally thickened rims, from pits 3328
(Fig. 17, 11) and 3601 (Fig. 17, 10). The features were spread across the
site, with a few in the south pit group, to the north of ring-ditch 2513, and
the rest in the central and north pit groups, either side of the flood
channel. Given the small quantities of pottery, no further spatial
comment is possible.

The Early Neolithic assemblage from Eynesbury
comprises a fairly restricted range of vessel forms, both
open and closed, and includes some carinated forms.
Perhaps its most noticeable feature, however, is the almost
complete absence of decoration.

While this assemblage finds some parallels with each
of the major East Anglian assemblages from Etton, Hurst
Fen and Broome Heath (Kinnes 1998; Clark et al. 1960;
Wainwright 1972), there are features which distinguish it
from all three. In terms of fabrics, the predominance of
flint-tempered wares is echoed at both Hurst Fen and
Broome Heath but not, apparently, at Etton, where a
greater range of fabrics containing mixed shell, sand,
organic and flint inclusions is listed. Both Etton and
Hurst Fen, however, produced heavily leached fabrics
described as ‘corky’, like fabrics LI1 and SH2 at
Eynesbury.

Rim forms from Eynesbury are predominantly
unthickened, either plain, everted, or in the rolled-over
variant (20 examples out of the 27 classifiable forms).
This contrasts with both Etton and Hurst Fen, where heavy
rims predominate, but is closer to Broome Heath, where
simple and rolled-over rims together make up 84% of the
classifiable assemblage. Broome Heath is also similar in
its almost total lack of decoration, which is particularly
rich and varied at Etton and prominent, although less
frequent, at Hurst Fen.

Differences in the proportion of decorated vessels and
in the range of rim forms may, however, be misleading in
terms of any overall classification for the Eynesbury
assemblage. Cleal (1992) has pointed out the flaws in the
traditional framework for Early Neolithic pottery, and her
alternative approach has revealed apparent preferences for
particular vessel forms at various sites. Unfortunately the
assemblage from Eynesbury is too small to make any
statistically viable comments on the range of vessel forms
(Table 7), but does seem to support a preference for
inflected over simple forms, such as that Cleal has
highlighted for Broome Heath and Staines (ibid., 302).
Such ceramic variation may have been influenced by a
complex set of factors, but amongst these the nature of the
activities undertaken on the site must have been important
— the activities here may have been quite different to
those taking place, for example, at the Etton causewayed
enclosure.

A radiocarbon date of 3970–3690 cal. BC (4995±65
BP; Table 16) from the closing pit (5181) of the hengiform
ring-ditch north entrance corresponds well with dates
obtained from the causewayed enclosure ditch at Etton,
and from other sites that have produced Mildenhall
pottery in East Anglia and the East Midlands, such as
Briar Hill and Haddenham (Pryor 1998, 352).

Illustrated vessels
(Fig. 17)
1. Rolled-over rim, fabric SH2. PRN (Pottery Record No.) 61, Obj No

2180, context 4916, pit 4915.
2. Rolled-over rim, fabric SH2. PRN 12, context 5282, cut 5278,

hengiform ring-ditch 2513 (secondary fill).
3. Rolled-over rim, fabric SH2. PRN 43, context 5310, 5309,

hengiform ring-ditch 2513 (tertiary fill).
4. Plain everted rim, fabric FL3. PRN 23, context 5324, cut 5323,

hengiform ring-ditch 2513 (tertiary fill).
5. Plain everted rim, fabric FL5. PRN 78, context 5112, 5111,

hengiform ring-ditch 2513 (secondary fill).
6. Externally thickened rim, fabric FL1. PRN 30, context 2720, pit

2721.
7. Externally thickened rim, fabric SH2. PRN 60, Obj No 2180,

context 4916, pit 4915.
8. Externally thickened rim, fabric SH2. PRN 62, Obj No 2180,

context 4916, pit 4915.
9. Externally thickened rim, fabric FL2. PRN 65, Obj No 2180,

context 4916, pit 4915.
10. Externally thickened rim, fabric FL2. PRN 34, context 3597, pit

3601.
11. Externally thickened rim, fabric SH2. PRN 124, Obj. No. 2182,

context 3326, pit 3328.

Late Neolithic pottery
Late Neolithic pottery is represented by sherds of Grooved
Ware from pit 3929 and its re-cut (3933) in the north group
of Neolithic pits. All the Grooved Ware is in the same
calcareous fabric type, which is exclusively Grooved
Ware (total 51 sherds; 570g). The fabric can be described
as follows:
LI 1 Very coarse fabric tempered with shelly limestone
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Figure 17  Early Neolithic pottery. Scale 1:3

Figure 18  Late Neolithic pottery. Scale 1:3



The larger of the two groups (48 sherds) came from pit
3929 and represents a maximum of three vessels,
apparently deliberately deposited (Fig. 18, 1–4). Only one
rim survives, bearing plastic decoration on the internal rim
bevel, which is heavily grooved (Fig. 18, 1). The
decorative scheme on the external upper part of the vessel
has been largely erased by post-depositional abrasion, but
consists of herringbone motifs above a horizontal linear
scheme. A second vessel (or possibly more than one) is
represented by body and base sherds (Fig. 18, 2, 3) with
grooved decoration that appears to form converging linear
motifs. A second base sherd, with no apparent decoration,
may belong to a third vessel (Fig. 18, 4).

This group of vessels displays a range of traits, which
have affinities with two of the main sub-styles of Grooved
Ware pottery — the Clacton and the Woodlands styles.
The style and complexity of the decoration on the internal
rim bevel, with its plastic decoration, is certainly
characteristic of the Clacton style (Wainwright and
Longworth 1971, 237), although it should be noted that
such decoration on the exterior would be more typical of
the Woodlands style (ibid., 240). Also characteristic of the
Woodlands style are the converging linear motifs seen on
the body and base sherds. This mixture of traits from two
sub-styles is interesting, and tends to support the recently
advanced theory that the Clacton and Woodlands
sub-styles are in fact variants of the same tradition
(Garwood 1999).

Three tiny sherds came from pit 3933 (the re-cut of pit
3929), including one decorated (finger-impressed) body
sherd and a rim too small for profile to be ascertained.

Illustrated vessel(s)
(Fig. 18)
1. Rim sherds, fabric LI 1. PRN 101, Obj. No. 2267, context 3940, pit

3929.
2. Base sherd, incised decoration, fabric LI 1. Obj No 2267, context

3940, pit 3929.
3. Body sherds, incised decoration, fabric LI 1. Obj No 2267, context

3940, pit 3929.
4. Base sherd, fabric LI 1. Obj No 2267, context 3940, pit 3929.

Other finds
by Rob Court and Lorraine Mepham, with a contribution
by Maisie Taylor
Apart from pottery and worked flint, other cultural mate-
rial from Neolithic features is sparse, and comprises small
quantities of stone, fired clay and burnt, unworked flint.
The evidence for the deliberate collection of red deer
antlers for utilisation during the Neolithic period, and the
occurrence in the primary fills of the long barrow of worn
antlers used as ‘picks’, are discussed with the rest of the
faunal assemblage (Chapter 6, p.90).

Tree trunk
by Maisie Taylor
(Fig. 15)
The oak tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347) was recovered from pit
6332 (Fig. 12). The pit cut the primary gravels and lower
secondary fills in the west of the long barrow ditch and the
trunk had been deliberately placed in the pit in an inverted

position. The piece is from the base of a tree which has
been worked. Some of the shaping is undoubtedly natural
but its shape has been enhanced.

The trunk (Fig. 15) is probably the stump of a tree
felled by a distinctive method which appears to have been
developed in the Neolithic (Jorgensen 1985). There are
also slots on the outside and at one end of the tree which
are definitely not natural as they cut across the medullary
rays. They may be connected with the removal of bark
and/or sapwood. The inverted position of the trunk takes
on new significance given recent work on the central tree
of the timber circle at Holme-next-the-Sea, Norfolk,
which dated to 2050/49 BC (Pryor 2001b, 270; Brennand
and Taylor 2003), and other inverted trees which have
been identified in Cambridgeshire associated with burnt
mounds which form part of a larger prehistoric ceremonial
complex (M. Knight, pers. comm.).

Stone
Fifteen objects of stone were recovered from Neolithic features,
including both worked objects and apparently unworked pieces. Most of
these apparently formed part of deliberately placed deposits.

Two objects formed part of the structured deposits excavated within
the ditches of the long barrow. These comprise a polished axe and a
single saddle quern fragment. The axe (Obj. No. 2328) is a Group VI
Langdale product which has been extensively reworked, so that only a
very small proportion of the polished surface survives (Plate V). The
saddle quern is in a fine-grained, micaceous sandstone; there is little sign
of wear on the upper (grinding) surface but the object has been broken,
approximately in half. Given the provenance of this object, the breakage
may have been deliberate.

Three objects came from Neolithic pit 3596 (north group) and two
more were found in a re-cut (3610) of the same pit. All seem to have been
deliberately deposited in this feature. They comprise a spherical
ironstone geode, a rounded quartz pebble which may have been utilised
as a hammerstone — there are possible traces of pecking at one end —
and a collection of fragments from a septarian concretion. These
concretions are usually formed of the same material as the host sediment,
but are cemented by other minerals. They have a characteristic cracked
appearance, with polygonal and radiating patterns of veins. The striking
petrographic structure in this case was one of numerous rectilinear veins
filled with small quartzitic crystals. Two further objects were found
within the re-cut (3610): a fossil echinoid and a sub-rectangular object
(120 x 30 x 28mm) with rounded ends, which was very worn and
smoothed and possibly utilised.

A broken rubber (approximately half of a flattish, ovoid pebble)
came from pit 3318 within the south group of pits.

Other stone from Neolithic contexts is less certainly utilised, or
bears no apparent signs of working at all. These items include a rounded
quartz pebble from pit 3328 (south group), with possible signs of wear at
one end, and six fragments of fine-grained sandstone, slightly burnt but
apparently unworked, from pits 2721 (central group) and pits 3511,4915
(south group).

Fired clay
Fired clay from Neolithic features amounts to 59 fragments (219g).
None of this material is diagnostic, but consists of small, abraded and
featureless fragments. These are likely, however, to have had a structural
origin. All fragments derived from pit fills, with no particular
concentration — the highest quantity recovered from any one pit was
72g, from pit 3331 (south group).

Burnt flint
Burnt, unworked flint occurred in very small quantities in Neolithic
contexts (20 fragments; 151g). A handful of pieces were recovered from
the long barrow ditch and the hengiform ring-ditch; otherwise this
material was recovered from various pits, including three within the
south pit group. This is not a chronologically distinctive material type,
and the activity or activities from which it originated are unknown.
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3.  Later Prehistoric Activity (2400 BC–AD 43)

I. Early– Bronze Age (2400–1100 BC)
(Plate IX; Figs 19 and 20)

Few features of possible Bronze Age date were recorded,
and only seven of these were Early Bronze Age. These
were a single urned cremation burial and six features
containing cremated human bone. Further details
regarding the human remains are presented in Chapter 7.

Urned cremation burial
(Plate IX; Figs 19 and 20)
A cremation burial within a decorated Collared Urn (Obj.
No. 2249: Fig. 19 No. 6) was recorded in a small circular
pit (2814) c. 47m to the north-east of ring-ditch 2513. The
urn was buried upside down in the pit (0.37m diameter and
0.19m deep), which had vertical sides and a flat base. The
backfill deposits surrounding the collared urn (2812 and
2815) also contained cremated human bone.

Unurned cremation burials and redeposited pyre
debris pits
(Fig. 20)
Five pits (2820, 2856, 3230, 3245, 4175) and a spread
(6001) contained cremated human bone fragments. The
cremation burials either lay within the area occupied by
the south group of Neolithic pits to the north of the
hengiform ring-ditch (2820), or were within 25–75m of
the long barrow/north cursus area. The fills of these
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Figure 19  Early Bronze Age pottery. Scale 1:4

Plate IX Decorated collared urn (Obj. No 2249)
containing a cremation burial in pit 2814



features generally were indicative of unurned cremation
burials or of buried deposits of redeposited pyre debris.
Direct dating is available from only one of these features
(2856): this pit cut the latest fills of the north cursus (2602)
ditch and was radiocarbon dated to 1400–1040 cal. BC
(2980±60 BP; Table 16). Another example (6001) lay on
the surface of the tertiary ditch fills (dating to the period of
Beaker currency, or earlier) of the south-eastern sector of
the long barrow (Chapter 2, p.20).

Pit 2820 was immediately east of the urned cremation
burial 2814, and its close proximity to that burial might
suggest contemporaneity. Pit 2820 was a larger circular
feature (1.8m diameter and 0.21m deep) with a moderate,
concave, ‘U’-shaped profile. Human bone fragments
within the pyre debris contained in the two features did not
come from the same individual(s). At least two were
represented in 2814, and one in 2820.

The pits were generally oval or sub-circular in shape,
with ‘U’-shaped profiles and shallow to moderately
concave sides terminating in either concave or flat bases.
They were 0.3–1.8m in diameter (generally 0.3–0.65m)
and 0.12–0.28m deep. Most were filled with one or two
deposits of very dark grey or black silty clay or loam with
sparse to common human cremated bone fragments.
These were generally distributed evenly throughout the pit
fills, but occasionally were concentrated in specific areas.

The location of these features within an area of
Neolithic pits, as well as over and around the long barrow
and north cursus area, could indicate a broadly later
Neolithic date. Late Neolithic cremation-related features
have been recorded in association with monuments within
Neolithic ritual complexes (Cleal et al. 1995; Whittle et al.
1992). It is possible that the features besides pit 2856, and
possibly 2820, date to the Late Neolithic in view of their
proximity to the hengiform ring-ditch and long barrow
monuments within the Eynesbury complex. If, on the
other hand, they date to the Middle–Late Bronze Age then
they would illustrate the continuing, or renewed,
importance of these earlier Neolithic features/locations in
the Middle–Late Bronze Age ritual landscape. The spatial
and symbolic links to earlier monuments, with so many
years and generations between them, may have been a
poignant reminder of the power these places in the
landscape held for people in later periods.

II. Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age
(1100–400 BC)

Pit alignment enclosure 2519
(Plates X and XI; Figs 20 and 21)
The pit alignment enclosure was recorded in earlier aerial
photographs of the site (Oakey 1996) and was investigated
during the evaluation works (Kemp 1998; Wessex
Archaeology 2001a). The pit sizes, shapes and contents
are summarised in Table 8. The enclosure was aligned
north–south and continued beyond the northern boundary
of the site. It was at least 426m long and 180m wide,
enclosing an area of c. 7.67ha, and was probably
composed of at least 440 pits, assuming that there were no
significant gaps in the alignments. At least five pits were
excavated by CCC AFU (Kemp 1998), and a single
example by Wessex Archaeology (2001a), during earlier
evaluation work on the site. Fifty-five pits were investi-
gated during the excavation. (c. 33% of the 167 pits exposed
within the site). As in the evaluation works, relatively few

sherds of pottery, and very few pieces of worked flint or
animal bone, were recovered from the enclosure pits. Most
of these finds were from secondary fills. The pottery dated
to the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age.

The pit alignments exhibited a marked sinuosity in
plan. None displayed evidence for an internal or external
bank to the enclosure when it was constructed. None of the
pits contained a post-pipe or any other indications that
they had originally held upright timber posts. Although
some features on the west side were steep-sided concave
pits that could feasibly have held large posts, many were
shallow, with flat bases.

The south side of the enclosure cut through the
northern sector of hengiform ring-ditch 2513 (Fig. 7, Pl.
XI) and the west side of south cursus 2514 (Fig. 3). The
east side of the pit alignment enclosure lay 3–5m within
the east side of the north cursus. The alignment of the
northern ends of both east and west sides of the pit
alignment enclosure clearly curved to the east (by c. 8.5m
within the stripped area), following the curvature of the
north cursus (2602) ditches. The east side had been
superseded along virtually its entire length by a
Romano-British droveway ditch (Fig. 24); in some places
the line of the pit alignment could still be seen where the
superimposed droveway ditch had deviated from the
enclosure’s eastern side. In all the sections excavated
across ditch 2595 the enclosure pits were recorded below
it, and had clearly been cut by the later ditch.
The pits varied in shape, with oval, circular and sub-rectangular exam-
ples. In each case, the longest axis followed the alignment of the
particular side of the enclosure in which the pit was located. Slight
changes in the size and shape of pits in particular sections of the enclo-
sure sides might suggest they had been excavated at different times, or by
different teams of people. However, there was no indication of any alter-
nating or sequential patterning of pit sizes or shapes. The
circular/sub-circular pits tended to be more ‘U’-shaped in profile with
steep/moderate, concave sides and concave bases (Fig. 21). The oval and
sub-rectangular pits tended to have more shallow or near-vertical sides,
respectively, and near-flat (slightly concave) or flat bases. The pits
ranged in size from 0.8–1.7m in extent and were 0.23–0.7m deep, with a
0.5–1.0m wide gap between them. All the pottery recovered from the pits
was of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age date.

The filling sequences of the pits were generally very similar, with
most containing one or two discrete deposits. Homogeneous, sterile,
primary fills of mid orange–brown sandy loams or silts derived from the
erosion of the pit sides. In many cases they filled up a large part of the pit,
indicating significant erosion. Where bands of loose sand within the
natural gravel were exposed during the excavation of a feature they were
prone to collapse and excessive erosion. Secondary fills were generally
characterised by mid greyish-brown silty clays or loams, suggesting
slow infilling by fine material. In some cases these filled the pit entirely,
probably indicating deliberate dumping of fine material and/or silting
before significant erosion of the pit sides could occur.

Three pit alignment enclosure pits (5102, 5143 and 5193), which lay
immediately north of (and intersected with) ring-ditch 2513, also had
associated post-holes (respectively 5122, 5145, 5191: Fig. 7). The
post-holes were set against the very northern edge of these pits, and on
the pits’centre-line. The pits themselves were either oval (5143, 5193) or
sub-circular (5102) in plan, with steep or near-vertical concave sides and
slightly concave bases. Each contained a single fill of mid to dark
greyish-brown sandy clay silt or sandy silty loam with occasional gravel
inclusions, suggesting slow infilling of the pits over time rather than
rapid backfilling with dump material. All the fills contained pottery frag-
ments except that of 5143, which contained charcoal flecks.

The post-holes associated with the pits were 0.3–0.36m diameter
and 0.22–0.37m deep; the only stratigraphic relationship recorded was
that post-hole 5191 cut pit 5193. All the post-holes had vertical or
near-vertical straight sides and slightly concave or flat bases, and
contained deposits similar to the fills of the pits with which they were
associated. Post-hole 5122 clearly showed traces of a post-pipe (5124)
and backfill (5123) in its section. The backfill was characterised by mid
greyish-brown (with a reddish tinge) sandy silty loam with occasional
gravel. The post-pipe was filled by dark greyish-brown/black silty sand

34



35

206

5614

5607

4671

1108

3269

3267

4322

6395

6182
2632

3100

3315

4100

4115
4905

8622

4376

5
1
7
9
0
0

5
1
8
0
0
0

5
1
8
2
0
0

258700

258600

258500

258400

258300

0 50 100m

Pit alignment
enclosure 2519

Pit alignment
enclosure 2519

Pit alignment
enclosure 2519

Pit alignment
enclosure 2519

21a (pit 3531)

21b (pit 3525)

21c (pit 2559)

21d (pit 4602)

21f (pits 3920 & 3922) 21e (pit 3922)

North Cursus

Hengiform
Ring ditch

3230
3245

4175

2820
2814

Key:

 Late Bronze Age/
 Early Iron Age feature

 Bronze Age feature

 Prehistoric feature

 Flood channel deposits

 Modern disturbance

 Extrapolation of pit
 alignment enclosure

 Section figure No.

 Cremation related feature

21a

2782

3521

(C14 date:
2980  60 BP)

2856

6001

Figure 20  Plan showing all Bronze Age and Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age features



(ashy material) with abundant charcoal lumps and flecks representing
the remains of the burnt-out post.

It might be significant that the only pit alignment pits that were asso-
ciated with post-holes were those located immediately north of the
hengiform ring-ditch 2513. The pits clearly cut the ring-ditch, and pit
5193 was cut by the associated post-hole 5191. Perhaps this particular
part of the pit alignment enclosure was marked as being significant as it
intersected with an earlier monument that was still of significance in the
landscape. Its marking with posts may have taken place at a later date
than the pits’ infilling, or maybe immediately after the pits were cut.

Other pits
(Fig. 20)
Only seventeen discrete pits, and a hearth, have been dated
to this period on the basis of the pottery contained within
them. They have a broad distribution, with no distinct
spatial clustering or possible association with earlier
monuments or pit clusters, except in the case of one that
cut the hengiform ring-ditch. They have been divided into
two main groups, a ‘north group’ (eleven) and a ‘south’
group (six), which are summarised in Table 9.

North group
An irregular oval-shaped pit (206) in the western part of the site cut the
flood channel alluvium (209). The pit contained a single fill (207): a very
dark brown–black silt which contained 239 sherds of later prehistoric
pottery and fired clay fragments relating to metalworking, including
mould fragments (Obj. No.2001) from the casting of a Bronze Age sock-
eted axe (Fig. 23). It also contained worked flint. This suggests that
bronzecasting had taken place on the site in the Late Bronze Age
(1100–700 BC).

Thirty metres to the north of pit 206 was a hearth (5614) which
contained abundant charcoal and burnt flint. The natural sandy silty clay
matrix of the natural gravel around the inside of the top of the cut had
been fire-reddened. The hearth has been tentatively dated to this period
due to its proximity to the metalworking-associated material to the south,
although it might be of any date.

A short line of four large pits, with two outlying but similar features,
was recorded along the western side of pit alignment enclosure 2519.
Two of the large pits (3267, 3269) were investigated. These pits were
totally different in character to those of the nearby pit alignment pits in
terms of morphology, dimensions and fill characteristics. They were
sub-circular in plan and were 2m (3267) and 3m (3269) in diameter, with
shallow concave sides terminating in flat bases at a depth of only 0.23m.
Both pits cut the flood channel alluvium (2603) at this point, while pit
3267 cut pit 3269. Both contained fills derived from weathering of the
flood channel alluvium, characterised by light to mid yellowish-brown
silts with virtually no inclusions. They contained occasional pottery and
worked flint. Two similar pits found in evaluation Trench 11, of which
one was excavated (1108), had a similar fill derived from the flood
channel alluvium. Pit 1108 contained two flint cores (Obj. Nos 2313,
2314).

Pit 4322 lay within the line of the western side of the pit alignment
enclosure 2519, although it did not form part of the latter monument.
Secondary fills (4323–4325) contained animal bone, worked flint and
pottery of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age and Iron Age date. A small
re-cut (4376) was recorded in the north-facing section, slightly to the
west side of earlier pit 4322. Its single fill (4377), a dark greyish-brown
clayey silt, contained a fragment of lava quernstone (Obj. No. 2308).

A large pit (4671) occurred in an area of cremation-related features,
at the north end of a stripped haul road. This pit was the largest of this date
investigated and contained an abundance of charcoal laid down in a
number of discrete depositional events suggestive of nearby domestic
activity. It also contained pottery, animal bone and worked stone. Pit
6395 cut the east side of the long barrow (Fig. 12) and contained struc-
tured deposits including pottery, large saddle quernstone fragments,
worked flint, animal bone and a human skull fragment, as well as a
near-complete Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery vessel (Obj. No.
2383) on the pit base. The human skull fragment from the latest fill
(6456) may be redeposited material derived from one of the inhumations
in the long barrow ditch.

South group
These pits were generally circular or oval, with steep, concave sides and
flat bases. The basal fills (where recorded) were predominantly
yellowish-brown sands and sandy silts composed of material derived
from the weathering of the pit sides during initial exposure. The later fills
were light to mid greyish-brown sandy silts and sandy loams, which

represent the slow infilling of the features as well as deliberate dumping
of material derived from settlement activity. Finds generally included
pottery, animal bone, worked flint, and more rarely quernstone frag-
ments and charcoal. A smaller pit (8622) in this group in the
south-westernmost part of the site contained large pottery sherds, animal
bone and charcoal, as well as an iron blade. The most notable of this
group of pits was small pit 5200, which cut the upper layers of ditch
segment 5196 in the southern sector of hengiform ring-ditch 2513
(Chapter 2, Fig. 7). The pit had been backfilled rapidly and a small,
nearly complete Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery vessel (Obj.
No. 2243) placed in its very base.

Summary
The pits and possible hearth contained material suggestive
of settlement activity in the north-western part of the site.
Some of this activity was associated with metalworking,
as shown by the contents of pit 206 (Fig. 23). Possibly the
nearby hearth was also associated with this activity. The
large pit (4671) in the north group containing successive
dumps of charcoal-rich material may also indicate more
than ephemeral, episodic settlement activity. The
cremation burials — if indeed they are all Middle–Late
Bronze Age in date — and the pit alignment enclosure
would suggest that the site was of ritual and ceremonial
significance during these periods.

The presence of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age and
Iron Age features in the northern and southern parts of
the site, in conjunction with the pottery evidence, might
indicate extensive but short-lived, unenclosed settlement
in the area. If the cremation burials all date to the Late
Bronze Age, however, then this would suggest a
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Plate X   Excavation of pits of the west side of pit
alignment enclosure 2519, view from the south
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Plate XI  South side of pit alignment enclosure 2519 intersecting with the northern part of hengiform ring-ditch
2513, view from the west (scales 2m)
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Feature Contexts Size/diameter (m) Depth (m) Shape Finds

2559 2560–2562 1.14 x 0.88 0.44 oval pottery, quernstone frag., charcoal

2577 2581–2582 1.13 x 1.05 0.42 sub-oval pottery, worked and burnt flint, fired clay

2604 2605–2606 1.05 0.38 sub-circular pottery, large red flint nodule

2735 2733–2734 1.23 0.66 sub-circular worked flint

2770 2767–2769 1.03 0.69 sub-circular none

2773 2771–2772 1.08 0.68 sub-circular pottery

2775 2774 0.76 x 0.62 0.23 sub-rectangular none

2778 2776–2777 1.28 x 0.43 0.45 sub-rectangular none

2782 2781 1.30 x 0.48 0.49 sub-rectangular pottery, worked flint, animal bone

2792 2789–2791 0.84 x 0.66 0.58 oval pottery, animal bone, fired clay

2794 2793 1.10 x 0.37 0.33 sub-rectangular pottery, worked flint, animal bone

2888 2884–2887 1.10 x 0.60 0.79 sub-oval none

2892 2865 ??? 0 n/a none (pit remnant in base of later pit)

2970 2971–2973 1.14 x 0.86 0.55 sub-circular worked flint

2974 2975–2976 1.50 x 0.80 0.61 sub-circular none

2977 2978–2979 1.40 x 1.0 0.33 oval none

3110 3111 1.08 x 0.52 0.82 sub-circular none

3118 3119–3122 0.70 x 0.42 0.6 oval pottery, worked flint

3129 3131, 3144 1.35 0.73 sub-circular none

3130 3133–3134, 3143 1.30 0.69 sub-circular none

3137 3138 1.35 0.39 sub-circular none

3141 3142, 3148 1.10 0.74 sub-circular none

3146 3147 1.05 0.45 sub-circular pottery

3255 3261–3262 1.40 x 1.20 0.75 oval none

3263 3264–3265 1.60 x 1.10 0.42 oval pottery

3350 3348–3349 1.19 x 0.67 0.42 sub-oval worked and burnt flint

3353 3351–3352 0.83 x 0.83 0.6 sub-oval pottery and worked flint

3360 3358–3359 0.60 0.47 sub-circular pottery and worked flint

3363 3361–3362 0.76 x 0.69 0.45 sub-oval pottery, worked flint, animal bone

3375 3376–3377 2.10 x 1.51 0.57 oval none

3521 3522–3524 1.55 x 1.43 0.9 sub-circular worked flint

3525 3526–3527 1.44 x 1.09 0.6 sub-oval pottery and worked flint

3528 3529 0.90 x 0.90 0.24 sub-oval none

3531 3532–3533 1.77 x 1.54 0.37 sub-rectangular worked and burnt flint

3534 3536 1.50 x 1.09 0.46 sub-oval worked flint

3535 3537 0.95 x 0.87 0.37 sub-oval pottery and worked flint

3538 3539–3541 1.44 x 1.38 0.64 sub-circular none

3590 3595 1.0 x 0.32 0.38 oval none

3920 3921 1.30 x 1.04 0.48 sub-circular pottery

3922 3923 1.05 x 0.92 0.33 sub-circular none

3926 3927 0.55 x 0.27 0.25 sub-circular none

3965 3966–3968 1.75 0.46 sub-circular none

4170 4171–4172 1.6 0.57 circular none

4361 4362–4363 ??? 0.67 sub-circular? none (appears in section  - very truncated
by Roman droveway ditch)

4602 4603 2.0 x 1.40 0.65 oval pottery

4709 4710 1.56 x 1.0 0.56 oval none

4935 4936 0.44 0.15 sub-circular none

4937 4938 1.60 x 1.24 0.68 sub-oval none

4939 4940 1.54 x 0.80 0.45 sub-oval none

4941 4942 1.02 x 0.85 0.47 sub-circular pottery and worked flint

4943 4944 1.12 x 0.86 0.64 sub-circular worked flint

5019 5020–5022 1.80 x 1.40 0.6 oval none

5102 5103 0.90 0.58 sub-circular pottery

5143 5144 1.48 x 0.89 0.45 oval none

5172 5173 1.50 x 0.90 0.5 oval pottery

5179 5180 1.20 x 0.42 0.45 oval pottery

5193 5194, 5195 1.47 x 0.92 0.54 oval pottery

Table 8  Summary information on pit alignment enclosure 2519



relatively long-lived presence by a community at this
location. The settlement evidence from the non-align-
ment pits and hearth might suggest domestic activities
associated with episodic visits to the site for ritual or
ceremonial observances. The river valley’s clay, wood
and water resources would have made it an ideal location
for potting, as well as for metalworking, during periods
of occupation here.

The area was obviously one of great ritual importance
too. The specific locations of pits containing structured
deposits — cutting the long barrow and the hengiform
ring-ditch — point to the continuing significance of these
monuments to local communities in the Late Bronze
Age/Early Iron Age. This is further emphasised by the
physical and spatial links that the pit alignment enclosure
established with the north cursus, the hengiform
ring-ditch and the flood channel (Chapter 8, p.106).

Undated ?later prehistoric features
A discontinuous sub-circular enclosure of c. 20m diameter
(Fig. 3) was recorded in the north-western corner of the
south cursus 2514. The enclosure comprised a narrow and
shallow ditch 0.81–1.61m wide and 0.11–0.32m deep, with
moderate to steep, concave or flat sides and a flat base. No
finds were recovered from the ditch. However, it was
stratigraphically earlier than Romano-British droveway
ditches 2595 and 2596. The single fill of the enclosure
comprised a mid- to reddish-brown sandy clay loam with
few gravel inclusions. No features were found within the
enclosure. It could not have been constructed whilst the
internal bank of the south cursus still existed. This fact, and
the coincident alignment of an undated east–west linear

feature to the east, might suggest that both features
post-dated the final disappearance of the bank.

III. Artefacts

Early Bronze Age pottery
by Lorraine Mepham
(Plate IX; Fig. 22)
The Early Bronze Age group includes identifiable sherds
of Beaker and Collared Urn, as well as a few undiagnostic
sherds assigned to this period on the grounds of fabric.
Four fabrics were identified, three of them grog-tempered
and one sandy. Fabric totals and brief descriptions are
given in Table 10; detailed fabric descriptions are
presented in the Appendix.

Identifiable Beaker material comprises 25 sherds, of
which seven small, abraded sherds were recovered from
the surface of the tertiary fills of the north cursus ditch
(group 2602, from the eastern terminal of the entrance).
All these are in the sandy fabric QU6, and include one rim
sherd (Fig. 19, 1) and six body sherds (one illustrated: Fig.
19, 2); all are likely to derive from a single vessel, with
incised decoration, although of unknown overall profile.

A further eleven sherds came from pit 4150 (which cut
the south cursus ditch 2514, in the south-west), all in the
grog-tempered fabric GR1. Again, these sherds are rela-
tively abraded. At least three vessels are represented here,
including two fineware vessels, one with comb-impressed
decoration (Fig. 19, 3) and the second with incised decora-
tion (Fig. 19, 4). The third vessel is a rusticated Beaker, with
finger-impressed decoration (Fig. 19, 5). Three very small
sherds from the tertiary fill of the long barrow ditch (Group
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Feature Contexts Size/diameter (m) Depth (m) Shape Finds

North group

206 207 1.02 x 1.10 0.19 irreg. oval abundant pottery (inc. large sherds), worked flint,
fired clay, including Bronze Age socketed axe
mould frags

1108 1109 1.53 0.23 sub-circular x2 flint cores

2632 2633 0.41 x 0.32 unexc. sub-circular pottery (surface finds)

3267 3268 2.0 0.23 sub-circular pottery, charcoal

3269 3270 3.0 0.23 sub-circular pottery, worked and burnt flint, animal bone,
charcoal

4322 4323–4329,
4372–4375

2.61 x 1.90 0.64 oval pottery, worked flint, animal bone

4376 4377 1.30 0.28 cub-circular lava quernstone frag. (poss. pit alignment pit)

4671 4672–4680 4.0 x 2.2 1.1 sub-oval pottery, animal bone, abundant charcoal, worked
stone

5607 5605–5606,
5608

1.24 0.4 sub-circular pottery, worked flint, animal bone, abundant
charcoal

5614 5613 0.50 0.07 sub-circular hearth pit - abundant charcoal and burnt flint

6395 6396,
6456–6458

2.12 1.15 circular animal bone, near-complete pottery vessel, saddle
quern fragments, worked flint, human skull
fragments

South group

3100 3101,
3103–3104

1.50 x 1.40 0.32 oval animal bone, worked flint, quernstone fragments

3315 3313–3314 1.14 0.55 circular pottery, animal bone, worked flint, charcoal

4100 4101–4105 2.2 x 2.0 0.92 sub-circular pottery, animal bone, worked flint

4115 4116–4119 1.75 x 1.50 0.75 sub-rectangular pottery, animal bone, worked flint, charcoal

4905 4906 0.72 0.16 circular pottery, burnt flint

8622 8623 0.95 x 0.70 0.15 oval pottery, animal bone, charcoal, iron blade

Table 9  Summary information on discrete LBA/EIA pit features



2589), in grog-tempered fabric GR2, are also of the Beaker
tradition; these carry incised decoration.

Three further grog-tempered sherds, all residual —
two from pit 2604 (within pit alignment 2519) and one
from Romano-British droveway ditch 3577 — have been
assigned a Late Neolithic date on fabric grounds. These
are undiagnostic, and cannot be assigned to any specific
ceramic tradition. All are in fabric GR2.

Pit 2814 contained an urned cremation burial,
enclosed in a largely complete Collared Urn (Plate IX).
The vessel is in a soft, soapy, grog-tempered fabric (GR3)
and is of tripartite profile, decorated with twisted cord
chevrons on the collar, and with twisted cord horseshoes
around the middle zone (Fig. 19, 6).

Illustrated vessels
(Fig. 19)
1. Beaker rim sherd, incised decoration, fabric QU6. PRN 151, Obj.

No. 2320, context 3243, cut 3237, cursus ditch (tertiary fill).
2. Beaker body sherd, incised decoration, fabric QU6. PRN 150, Obj.

No. 2320, context 3243, cut 3237, cursus ditch (tertiary fill).
3. Beaker body sherd, comb-impressed decoration, fabric GR1. PRN

104, context 4151, pit 4150.
4. Beaker body sherd, incised decoration, fabric GR1. PRN 105,

context 4151, pit 4150.
5. Beaker body sherds, finger-impressed decoration, fabric GR1.

PRN 103, context 4151, pit 4150.
6. Collared Urn, impressed twisted cord decoration on collar and

around middle zone, fabric GR2. PRN 203, context 2812, pit 2814.

Later prehistoric pottery
by Lorraine Mepham
(Fig. 22)
Leaving aside the material described in Chapter 2
(pp.28–32), the remainder of the prehistoric assemblage
(682 sherds; 4971g) comprises a somewhat diverse range
of fabric types, with relatively little diagnostic material.
Dating for this part of the assemblage is not clear-cut, and
much of it remains only broadly ‘later prehistoric’,
although what diagnostic material there is suggests a Late
Bronze Age/ Early Iron Age date range. The immediate
pre-Roman Iron Age material is not dealt with here, but is
included along with the Romano-British assemblage
(Chapter 4, pp.47–8).

Eighteen fabrics were identified: six flint-tempered,
six sandy, four shelly and two limestone-tempered. Fabric
totals and brief descriptions are given in Table 11; detailed
fabric descriptions are presented in the Appendix.

All of the raw materials used in the fabrics could have
been locally obtained and there is no evidence for
anything other than fairly localised production, although
the range of fabrics would indicate that a range of sources
was being exploited. The range includes both
‘coarsewares’ (e.g. FL6, FL7) and ‘finewares’ (e.g. FL10,
FL11, QU4), although the distinction is sometimes
blurred.
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Fabric type Number Weight (g)

GR1: Beaker; fairly coarse grog-tempered fabric, with quartz 11 115

GR2: Beaker; soft, soapy, fine grog-tempered fabric 7 12

QU6: Beaker; medium-grained sandy fabric, some grog 7 9

GR3: Collared Urn; soft, soapy, fairly coarse grog-tempered 150 1393

Total 175 1529

Table 10  Early Bronze Age pottery fabric totals

Fabric Code Number Weight (g)

FL6:  Coarse, sparsely flint-tempered 74 824

FL7:  Moderately coarse flint-tempered, with quartz 63 1551

FL8:  Fairly well sorted flint temper, moderately coarse 13 61

FL9:  Coarse, rare flint temper; sparse quartz 11 39

FL10:  Moderate fine flint temper, well sorted 8 13

FL11:  Sparse, relatively fine flint temper 17 47

QU2: Fineware fabric, fine sandy 20 61

QU3:  Medium-grained sandy fabric, some ?shell 40 225

QU4:  Fine-grained sandy fabric 36 195

QU5:  Medium-grained sandy fabric with sparse flint 10 41

QU7:  Coarse sandy fabric with flint 79 561

QU8:  Coarse sandy fabric (variant of QU7?) 11 78

SH1:  Coarse, shelly fabric (shelly limestone) 203 643

SH3:  Moderately fine shelly fabric (variant of SH1?) 61 367

SH4: Fineware fabric; fine, sparse shell, some fine flint 15 121

SH5:  Shelly fabric with grog, soapy feel 1 36

LI2:  Moderately fine calcareous (?limestone) 1 9

LI3:  Moderately fine fabric with shelly limestone 19 99

Total 682 4971

Table 11  Later prehistoric pottery fabric totals



The quantity of diagnostic material within the later
prehistoric assemblage is extremely small. Of the 37 rim
sherds present, only eleven could be assigned to vessel
form. Six vessel forms were identified:
1. Bipartite coarseware jars with inturned necks, short upright or

slightly everted rims (Fig. 22, 1, 2)
2. Bipartite fineware jar with inturned neck and applied lug handle(s)

(Fig. 22, 3)
3. Shouldered coarseware vessels with concave necks and thickened

rims (Fig. 22, 4)
4. Coarseware vessel, profile as type 3 but open (Fig. 22, 5–7)
5. Coarseware jar, necked, with rounded shoulder (Fig. 22, 8)
6. Sharply carinated, fineware bowls with concave necks (Fig. 22, 9)

Fingertip- and fingernail-impressed shoulders (three
examples) could derive from either Type 1 or Type 3
vessels; none can be linked to vessel form. One
finger-impressed rim (Fig. 22, 10) is likely to come from a
Type 3 vessel. One example of a Type 1 jar carries more
elaborate rim and shoulder decoration, with short slashes
and lightly tooled chevrons on the neck zone (Fig. 22, 1).
The single Type 2 handled jar has tooled diagonal
hatching on the neck, and a tooled band emphasises the
shoulder carination (Fig. 22, 3).

There are only four other examples of decoration:
small oval impressions, small impressed dots on a body
sherd in fabric QU8, miscellaneous impressions on a

?shoulder sherd in fabric SH1, and incised ?chevrons on a
body sherd in fabric SH3.

Distribution
The later prehistoric pottery was found deposited in a number of features,
but generally in small quantities. The exceptional, and most interesting,
group came from pit 206, excavated during the evaluation phase. This
produced 139 sherds (2462g), most of which are in two coarseware
flint-tempered fabrics (FL6, FL7); the relative homogeneity of the group
suggests that these are in fact variants of the same fabric. There are also
small quantities of four other fabrics (FL10, QU7, QU8, SH1), in each
case probably deriving from a single vessel. Diagnostic material is
largely confined to the flint-tempered fabrics, and includes three shoul-
dered bowls of Type 4 (Fig. 22, 6–7), and a large, rounded-shouldered jar
(Fig. 22, 8). A tiny rim sherd in fabric FL10, the only example of this
fabric, is from a small, fineware vessel of uncertain form. There is one
finger-impressed rim from a coarseware jar (Fig. 22, 10).

The coarseware vessels in this feature group are quite crudely made
on the whole; surface finishing techniques are barely visible, particularly
on sherds in fabric FL6, which are markedly irregular, with inclusions
protruding through the surfaces. Several sherds show signs of surface
spalling (the lamination of lenses of clay from external surfaces), which
can be a result of the firing of insufficiently dried vessels. These
observations, and the general visual homogeneity of the group, lead to
the tentative conclusion that it represents an episode of on-site pottery
manufacture.

Only one other feature, pit 6395, contained more than 50 sherds (56)
— these were mostly sherds from a single vessel (Fig. 22, 3) placed in the
base of the pit. Only two other features produced more than 25 sherds, pit
4322 of the north group and pit alignment pit 2782.

41

Figure 22  Later prehistoric pottery. Scale 1:3



Approximately 25% of the assemblage (96 sherds) derived from pits
within the pit alignments (2519). Within this group diagnostic material is
limited to two shouldered vessels (pits 2577 and 2782 respectively: Fig.
22, 4).

Discussion
The scarcity of diagnostic material within the later prehis-
toric assemblage hampers any attempt to establish its local
and regional context. Parallels for vessel forms can be
observed within several of the East Anglian regional ‘style
zones’ defined by Cunliffe, such as the Ivinghoe-Sandy
group and the later Darmsden-Linton group (Cunliffe
1991, figs A:5, A:12), although the closest parallel for the
decorated, handled jar appears to lie within the Long
Wittenham-Allen’s Pit group further to the south-west
(ibid., fig. A:10, 10). The validity of Cunliffe’s ‘style
zones’ has been questioned, however, particularly in East
Anglia where the groups have been defined on the basis of
a range of vessels which is not truly representative of the
region (e.g. Birley 1988).

Locally, the assemblage finds parallels with the group
1 assemblage from Letchworth (Birley 1988) and, as at the
latter site, the Eynesbury assemblage seems to include
material of both Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age
style. The former is represented by the large group from
pit 206 (coarseware shouldered vessels, almost exclusively
plain), and coarseware jars with finger-impressed shoul-
ders from other contexts, while the fineware carinated
bowls have affinities within the Early Iron Age ceramic
traditions. In terms of fabrics, this is likely to correspond
with a development from coarse flint-tempered fabrics to
a greater predominance of sandy and shelly wares (Bryant
1997). An overall date-range of c. 8th–3rd centuries BC
could be suggested, although the quantity of material
represented here would suggest either very intermittent
activity within that range or a more compressed
chronology.

Viewed in chronological terms, the assemblage
distribution yields little sign of what could be interpreted
as spatial patterning, although discussion is limited by the
small quantities of pottery involved. The greatest
concentration of later prehistoric features is in the
southern part of the site (south group) but there is no
evidence to suggest that this cluster is any earlier than the
more dispersed north group.

Illustrated vessels
(Fig. 22)
1. Bipartite jar (Type 1), impressed decoration on rim and shoulder,

tooled chevrons on neck, fabric FL6. PRN 250, context 3101, pit
3100.

2. Bipartite jar (Type 1), fabric SH5. PRN 271, context 5606, pit 5607.
3. Bipartite jar with lug handle(s) (Type 2); tooled decoration on neck

and shoulder, fabric QU7. PRN 220, context 6396, pit 6395.
4. Shouldered jar (Type 3), fabric QU3. PRN 196, context 2581, pit

2577 (pit alignment 2519).
5. Shouldered bowl, necked (Type 4). PRN 270, context 5606, pit

5607.
6. Shouldered bowl, necked, with everted rim (Type 4). PRN 484,

context 207, pit 206.

7. Shouldered bowl, necked (Type 4). PRN 486, context 207, pit 206.
8. Necked jar with rounded shoulder (Type 5). PRN 482, context 207,

pit 206.
9. Fineware carinated bowl (Type 6), fabric QU4. PRN 121, context

4906, pit 4905.
10. Finger-impressed rim. PRN 490, context 207, pit 206.

Other finds
by Rob Court and Lorraine Mepham
(Fig. 23)
The very few other finds from features of this date
comprise objects of stone, fragments of fired clay
(including metalworking mould fragments) and an iron
object.

Stone
Twenty stone objects came from later prehistoric features. Six of these,
all from pit 6395 (north group), certainly represent quern fragments.
These are all in a micaceous sandstone, and all have been burnt on the
underside; they appear to derive from three separate saddle querns (four
from one quern and one each from two others). Two further fragments,
from pit 3100 (south group), are in pink granite and could derive from
another quernstone, although there are no obvious signs of working.

One stone object of uncertain function came from the re-cut of pit
4322 (north group). This is in a vesicular stone, possibly pumice, roughly
triangular in shape (80 x 65 x 33mm) with the tip rounded, and with a
broken edge at the base. All surfaces are worn and smooth.

An irregular, roughly circular lump of fire-reddened flint may have
been utilised as a hammerstone — there are possible traces of pecking on
one side. This object came from pit 2604 within pit alignment 2519. A
fragment of non-local igneous stone (?chiastolite hornfels) from pit 4671
(north group) has one curved surface, possibly worked, but is otherwise
of unknown function.

Other fragments of stone from later prehistoric features are
apparently unworked. They include one burnt fragment (fine-grained
sandstone) from pit 2559 within the pit alignment 2519, and eight burnt
fragments in a similar stone from pit 206 (north group), associated with
the metalworking mould fragments (Fired clay, below).

Four further probably prehistoric objects warrant mention here.
These comprise two saddle quern fragments from Saxon SFB 7400, both
in a sandy shelly limestone; another saddle quern fragment (fine-grained
sandstone) from Romano-British gully 3196 (Group 2521); and a very
smooth (?utilised), burnt quartz conglomerate pebble from the same
feature.

Fired clay
(Fig. 23)
Fired clay was recovered in small quantities. The largest group came
from pit 206 (74 fragments; 821g). This group consists of fragments with
a distinctive appearance; most are in sandy fabrics and have the soft,
powdery texture of ceramics which have been subjected to high
temperatures. While many fragments are small and abraded, the larger
pieces retain enough of their original shape to identify them as mould
fragments, from the casting of copper alloy objects (Fig. 23, 1–5).
Sufficient fragments survive to suggest that they were from the inner
valve(s) of a mould for the production of socketed axes (see Needham
1980). The organic-tempered fragments can also be partially
reconstructed (Fig. 23, 6), and could belong to the outer valve(s) of the
mould(s); some possible metallic residue survives on the internal surface
of these. No other metalworking debris, in the form of slag, was
associated with the mould fragments, suggesting that this represents a
dump of material from at least one episode of metalworking which took
place elsewhere.

The remaining fragments of fired clay are all small and fragmentary,
although there are some pieces with surfaces. All these fragments are
likely to derive from structural elements — upstanding wattle-and-daub
structures, or hearth/oven linings.
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Figure 23  Late Bronze Age metalworking mould fragments from pit 206. Scale 1:2



4.  Romano-British and Saxon Activity
(AD 43–1066)

I. Romano-British (AD 43–410)

This period saw a major reorganisation of the landscape,
although the earlier prehistoric monuments still had a
significant influence on the ‘grain’ of the new landscape
divisions. A pattern of agricultural and pastoral ditch and
gully features was recorded in the southern end of the site.
A major north–south droveway system extended along the
whole length of the eastern edge of the site, with
associated east–west droveway ditches continuing
eastwards from the excavation area to the small ?Iron
Age/Romano-British settlement identified from aerial
photography. The major north–south droveway
perpetuated not only the alignment, but also the exact line,
of the earlier Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pit
alignment enclosure’s east side. Only four discrete pit
features of Romano-British date were recorded on the site,
three in the south and one in the north.

Rectilinear ditches/gullies
(Groups 2518, 2520–23, 2542, 2549, 2640, 2714, 2803)
(Figs 24 and 25)
These features were all in the south-western part of the
site, in the area of the earlier hengiform ring-ditch. They
were rectilinear in plan, and were aligned north–south and
east–west. The gullies were slightly sinuous in plan and
comprised elements of a series of small sub-rectangular
enclosures, measuring c. 13–19m in plan dimensions.
The gullies were shallow, ‘U’-shaped features 0.25–1.68m wide (gener-
ally 0.40–0.90m) and 0.1–0.5m deep (generally 0.40–0.50m). Mostly
they contained single fills, characterised by mid to dark yellowish- or
greyish-brown sandy silts. They contained very small amounts of Late
Iron Age–Late Romano-British pottery (1st century BC–3rd century
AD), animal bone, worked and burnt flint and charcoal flecks. The prox-
imity of some of the pit alignment enclosure pits has probably resulted in
the small amount of residual Iron Age pottery and prehistoric worked
flints becoming incorporated into their fills. The rectilinear system of
ditches and gullies probably represents a series of stockade enclo-
sures/pens, forming component parts of the general Romano-British
agricultural/pastoral landscape at this time.

Ditch 2549 was the earliest of the larger features in this series, and
was cut by ditch 2640. Ditch 2640 was in turn cut at its east terminal by
later ditch 2518: this bisected the Neolithic hengiform ring-ditch (2513)
precisely at its centre (Fig. 7), suggesting that the ring-ditch was still
probably extant as a landscape feature during the Romano-British
period. It may well be that the ring-ditch was utilised as a convenient
surveying point during the laying-out of the rectilinear pattern of enclo-
sures. Perhaps ditch 2518 had been dug at a time when ditch 2640 had
partially silted up but still remained of some functional use. This would
explain the similar (though unspecific) Romano-British pottery dates for
the ditches and the exact parallel alignment of the ditches to each other,
nearly enclosing a sub-rectangular space 19m long and 9m wide.

A small sub-square enclosure (2523) formed a component part of
this rectilinear series of features (Fig. 25). This interpretation is
supported by the fact that the north and south sides of the enclosure were
in alignment with gullies 2803 and 2522, respectively, to the west. The
enclosure’s northern side had been re-cut at least twice, suggesting
continued maintenance of this general east–west line. The enclosure was
13m by 12.65m in extent, with rectilinear sides except on the west, where
the ditch was slightly broader and more irregular. It enclosed an area
comparable with that of the ‘stock pens’ (2617) along the south side of

ditch 2551, further to the south. Pottery from the enclosure gullies dated
from the 1st–3rd/4th centuries AD.

Pits
(Figs 24 and 25)
Two pits within enclosure 2523 (4144, 4970) and one
outside it to the north-east (2585) may have been
associated with its use (Fig. 25). Pit 4144 contained no
artefacts. Pit 4970 lay slightly to the east of the centre of
the enclosure and was a conspicuous feature, on account
of its charcoal-rich silty loam and sandy clay loam fills
and the weathered bone and burnt bone on the top of the
pit. This oval pit was 1.0m long, 0.85m wide and 0.20m
deep, and contained abundant charcoal lumps and flecks,
ash, Romano-British pottery and fired clay as well as
unburnt and burnt bone. Pit 2585, outside the enclosure,
contained a single sherd of pottery of the 1st century AD.

A large sub-oval pit (4178), measuring 2.24m by
1.20m by 0.27m deep, was recorded in the northern part of
the site (Fig. 24). It contained light greyish-brown sandy
silt fills containing flue tile fragments, animal bone and
charcoal, including large amounts of processed charred
cereal grains.

Droveway ditches
(Groups 2526, 2528–30, 2532–35, ?2539, 2544, 2558,
2595–7, ?2599, ?2952)
The limited artefactual evidence recovered from the
droveway ditches confirmed the Romano-British date
obtained during the evaluation (Kemp 1998). The finds
included residual worked flint and a few sherds of
Romano-British pottery of unspecific date.
The north–south component of the droveway system along the eastern
side of the site was made up of ditches 2526, 2530, 2532, 2535 and
2595–7, of which 2596–7 extended over 496m in length and continued
beyond the north and south boundaries of the site. In total 66 sections
were excavated across the droveway ditches, comprising a c. 2% sample.
Droveway ditch groups 2595–7 all curved markedly to the east towards
their northern excavated limits, reflecting the earlier curvature of the
north cursus 2602 and of the east side of pit alignment enclosure 2519.
The ditches had been re-cut, indicating a shift eastwards over time. The
earliest and westernmost ditch 2595 cut the eastern side of the earlier pit
alignment enclosure 2519 along virtually its entire length, seldom devi-
ating from its line. All of the sections excavated across droveway ditch
2595 encountered earlier pit alignment enclosure pits below it.

The major north–south ditches were generally 10–15m apart. The
east–west sections of droveway ditches which related to the north–south
droveways were represented by ditches 2528/9, 2533/4, 2544, and
possibly 2539, 2952 and 2599. These ditches, when paired, were 6–10m
apart. Because of the very similar nature of the fills of the droveway
ditches and gullies in most places, stratigraphic relationships between
them were not discernible at feature intersections. Ditch 2539 was not
seen during the subsequent excavation behind the Tesco superstore, to
the east of the site (Fig. 2; Wessex Archaeology 2001b).

The north–south ditches were characterised by moderate,
‘U’-shaped profiles or by moderate/steep, flat sides. The bifurcations
and re-cuts recorded along the length of these ditch groups indicated the
longevity of this pattern of features within the landscape. The droveway
ditches were generally slight features, on average being 0.6–2.0m wide
and 0.07–0.82m deep. They were initially filled by weathering deposits
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from their sides which were overlain by orange/brown sandy silts, or silt
deposits with rare coarse components, probably representing slow
infilling of the ditches during and after their use.

The east–west ditches that may have belonged to this system
(2528/9, 2533/4, 2539, 2544, 2952, 2592/3577, 2599/2600) were
smaller in scale, tending to be shallow ‘U’-shaped features with
shallow/moderate concave sides, 0.4–0.5m wide and 0.1–0.4m deep.
The lesser scale of these features probably reflects their status within the
overall functioning of the droveway system.

The most important axis of movement was north–south, as indicated
by the repeated re-cutting and bifurcating alterations displayed by the
droveway and the manner in which the whole system had shifted east-
ward over time. Where stratigraphic relationships between north–south
and east–west elements were discernible, as in the cases of east–west
ditches 2599 and possibly 2592, these indicated that they were cut by the
north–south droveway 2527/2597. The parallel alignment of east–west
ditches 2533 and 2534 suggested that they acted as a pair of droveway
ditches c. 5m apart, with 2544 further to the west being a continuation of
2534. They were all parallel with ditch 2525, a feature of later
Romano-British date (below), suggesting that they were functionally
part of the same realignment of the landscape features on the site that
took place in the later Romano-British period.

Droveway ditch pairs 2528/2529 and 2592/3577, in the eastern part
of the excavated area, were continuations of major east–west droveways

seen in the area of the putative Iron Age/Romano-British settlement
identified from aerial photographs to the east of Barford Road. Perhaps
the movement of herds of stock from the settlement continued westwards
along these droveways until access was gained to pastureland to the west
(although no entrances across the north–south ditches were seen during
the excavation).

Landscape boundary ditches
The north–south droveway pattern was clearly associated
with major east–west aligned boundary ditches (2531,
2551) in the southernmost part of the site. The fills of these
ditches contained Romano-British pottery of 1st–3rd
century, and possibly later, date. This unspecific dating
corresponds with that of the north–south droveway
ditches to the east.
Ditch 2551 was apparently the earliest of these features and clearly had a
spatial and functional relationship with the north–south pair of droveway
ditches 2532/2558 to the east, although unfortunately no stratigraphic
relationship with these latter features was discernible. The ditch
increased in width markedly to the west — from 1.92m wide and 0.31m
deep to 6.14m wide and 0.6m deep as it approached the riverside. After
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initial filling derived from ditch weathering/collapse, overlying darker
fills with abundant animal bone and pottery probably represent a slow
infilling process, augmented with periodic dumps of domestic waste. A
similarly-profiled re-cut at its west end was in turn cut by later ditch
2525, to the north. A drop of 0.43m in the height of the base of the ditch
over a length of 49m, combined with the widening of the ditch at its west
end, suggested that this was a field boundary which acted as a major
drainage ditch. Alternatively, the change in the ditch’s width might be
due to the manner in which the original rising-ground palaeotopography
away from the river had subsequently been truncated by ploughing.

A number of rectilinear re-cut gullies (2617) intersected with the
south side of ditch 2551. Pottery collected from these gullies also dated
them to the Romano-British period. They were generally shallow,
‘U’-profiled features 0.35–0.60m wide and 0.05–0.10m deep. The
repeated construction of these rectilinear gully enclosures in the area to
the south of ditch 2551 suggests a relatively long-lived pattern of
land-use here. Stratigraphically they pre-dated ditch 2551, possibly
suggesting that the re-cut recorded at the ditch’s eastern recorded extent
had totally removed an earlier east–west ditch and subsequently cut the
rectilinear enclosure gullies. The gullies enclose areas at least c.10m
wide extending from the southern edge of ditch 2551; they resemble the
rectilinear pattern of features seen in the area of the hengiform ring-ditch,
probably reflecting a common stock management function.

Ditch 2531 was parallel to ditch 2551 and lay 41m to its south.
Originally it was interpreted as the north side of a possible third (and
east–west aligned) Neolithic cursus monument (Oakey 1996; Malim
1999). All the dateable material from this ditch dates to the
Romano-British period, however. It was 3.06m wide and 0.65m deep,
with a probable ‘U’-shaped profile, although it was not fully excavated
due to the prevailing groundwater level. Overall, the ditch conforms with
the prevailing orientation of Romano-British landscape boundaries
recorded in the southern part of the site. Two possible enclosures (2536,
2537) to the south (below) may have been functionally related to it.

Undated ditch 2525 cut the north side of earlier ditch 2551 next to
the western limit of excavation. The fact that this ditch had been re-cut at
least once was confirmed by its irregular and discontinuous plan. The
alignment of these undated ditches coincided with those of
Romano-British droveway ditches 2533/2534 and 2544 to the east.
Although undated, the similarity of its mid-brown to greyish-brown
sandy clay and silty sand fills, and its parallel alignment with these
droveway ditches, suggested that this ditch was a component of a system
of landscape features representing a major re-alignment in the later part
of the Romano-British period. The ditch was not seen in the later excava-
tion behind the Tesco superstore (Wessex Archaeology 2001b).

Possible enclosures
(Fig. 24)
Three possible enclosure ditch/gully features (2536, 2537,
7605) were recorded in the southern part of the site.
A single possible sub-rectangular enclosure (7605) was recorded to the
immediate east of, and pre-dated, the sub-rectangular gullies (2617)
south of ditch 2551, which dated to the Romano-British period. It
enclosed an area at least 14m long and 7m wide. The gully itself was
0.27–0.52m wide and 0.06–0.10m deep and contained Romano-British
pottery that could not be closely dated.

The other Romano-British enclosures (2536, 2537) lay close to the
southern limit of excavation, and enclosed areas measuring 21m by 3m
and 13m by 3m respectively. These dimensions are similar to those of the
possible Romano-British stockade enclosures (2617) south of ditch
2551, and those in the area of the hengiform ring-ditch to the north. A
modern gravel quarry to the east had truncated them both. The
north–south sections of ditch 2536 and gully 2537 ran parallel to each
other, suggesting that they represented successive phases of enclosure
construction that were relatively close in date. The fact that both features
respected ditch 2531 to the north suggests that they may have formed part
of the earlier Romano-British pattern of east–west boundary ditches. The
ditches were 0.65–1.05m wide and 0.22–0.38m deep. Their fills repre-
sented weathering of the ditch sides and contained pottery of the 1st–3rd
centuries AD as well as animal bone, worked flint and charcoal flecks.

Overall, the size of the possible enclosures defined by these recti-
linear gullies and ditches would suggest they were used for stock
management, and that they formed components of the wider pattern of
east–west rectilinear Romano-British enclosures recorded in this part of
the site. The pottery from these features indicates an unspecific
Romano-British date. The larger east–west boundary/drainage ditches,
dating to the 1st–3rd centuries AD, defined units of land that were larger
than the smaller gully-defined enclosures that were functionally related
to them. In turn, the major land divisions related to the droveway ditches

— the major avenues of stock movement — to the east. The whole
pattern of ditches would have provided a method of managing, moving
and corralling herds of stock in a controlled manner, and for transferring
them from the possible settlement further from the river to grazing land
closer to the river’s edge, where they could be watered easily. Occasional
stratigraphic relationships suggest a realignment of landscape divisions
in the later Romano-British period, probably in the 4th century AD. This
resulted in a slight change in the predominant orientation of landscape
divisions; these now inclined more towards north-east–south-west,
modifying the prevailing east-west axis.

Artefacts
(Fig. 26)

Romano-British pottery
by Lorraine Mepham
A small assemblage of Late Iron Age/Romano-British
pottery (481 sherds; 7740g) has been briefly scanned and
quantified by broad fabric group and summarised in
Table 12.

Identifiable Late Iron Age ceramic traditions take the
form of handmade bead rim and necked jars in
grog-tempered and sandy fabrics, both of which are likely
to span the conquest period. In this instance these native
traditions occur almost exclusively in association with
more ‘Romanised’ sandy wares, and there are no contexts
that can be definitively regarded as pre-conquest.

The adoption of wheel-thrown pottery is known to
have been a complex process in Cambridgeshire (e.g.
Bryant 1997), but the wheelthrown wares seen here are
almost certainly post-conquest; these include coarse
sandy greywares, oxidised and whitewares, all probably
from a variety of different sources or source areas.
Potential sources include the Nene Valley industry (Perrin
1999), kilns to the north and east of Cambridge (Hull and
Pullinger 1999) and Upper Caldecote (Slowikowski and
Dawson 1993). Products of more distant production
centres, such as those in the Milton Keynes area, may also
be present (Marney 1989).

Sandy coarseware vessel forms are largely utilitarian,
consisting mainly of necked jars, often cordoned, with
everted or lid-seated rims, which were current from at
least the late 1st to the mid 3rd century AD. Later jar
forms, with triangular or hooked rims (later 3rd/4th
century), are scarcely in evidence here, although there is
one body sherd from a later Roman rilled jar. There is a
much smaller proportion of bowls, dishes and platters.

Alongside the sandy wares are shelly wares, generally
in larger jar forms, which fall within a widespread
Midlands tradition, with one possible source at Harrold in
Bedfordshire (Brown 1994). These are found throughout
the Romano-British period although they are most
frequent from the late 3rd century onwards: there is at least
one example here of a typical 4th-century jar with hooked
rim, although lacking the characteristic horizontal rilling.

Finewares are extremely scarce and are limited to six
sherds of samian and three of Nene Valley colour coated
ware, the latter produced from the 2nd century onwards.
There are no amphorae, nor any mortaria. The samian
includes one form 27 cup (later 1st century AD), and one
form 33 cup (2nd century). One of the Nene Valley sherds,
a distinctive flagon neck, came from one of the Saxon
sunken-featured buildings (7000) and might represent a
deliberately collected piece. The practice of ‘scavenging’
for, and curating, distinctive Romano-British artefacts is
well attested from Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, and has been
used to explain the high proportion of late Romano-British
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finewares on settlement sites such as West Stow (Plouviez
1985, 85).

Overall the assemblage includes the expected range of
products for the area, a range which is consistent with the
status of a rural farming community, dominated by
utilitarian wares and with limited access to (or limited use
for) fine tablewares.

Distribution
No large feature groups of Romano-British pottery were encountered
and the material generally occurred in small quantities in a number of
features, although it was concentrated within the area of densest
Romano-British activity in the southern part of the site. Approximately
25% of the assemblage (135 sherds) came from enclosure 2523. Little of
this group is closely datable, but there is sufficient to suggest that the
enclosure was constructed during the early Roman period (?later 1st
century AD), and that it was maintained into the 3rd or 4th century — a
single sherd from a late Roman sandy ware rilled jar was recovered from
one of the ditch re-cuts.

Sherds (63) from the ditches of the rectilinear gully system around
enclosure 2523 (ditches 2518, 2520, 2522, 2549, 2640) suggest a similar
early Roman date for their establishment. There is insufficient ceramic
evidence to ascertain any relative chronology within the overall system,
or how long these ditches were in use, but there is no pottery from these
features which can be definitively dated later than the 3rd century.

Small quantities of pottery (40 sherds) came from the landscape
boundary ditches in the far south of the site (2531, 2551). There is little
which is chronological distinctive here although ditch 2531 produced a
small assemblage of later 1st–2nd century date, including a samian form
27 cup, a grog-tempered bead-rimmed jar, a greyware poppyhead beaker
and a whiteware jar. This small group is in noticeably good condition
(mean sherd weight 42.7g, compared with an overall mean sherd weight
of 16.1g), and is likely to represent a single episode of primary refuse
dumping from a nearby source.

Very little pottery (9 sherds, none of them diagnostic) came from the
droveway ditches (2526, 2529, 2534, 2597).

Other finds
by Rob Court and Lorraine Mepham
(Fig. 26)
Other finds from Romano-British features are limited to a
small number of objects of metal, stone and fired clay.

There are nine metal objects, of which four are
personal items. One is a small strip fragment, possibly part
of the arm from a pair of tweezers, from enclosure ditch
2523. A surface find from landscape boundary ditch 2531
is probably part of a toilet implement, possibly of
Romano-British date (Fig. 26, 1). Two pins were recov-
ered. The first has a faceted cuboid head with ring-and-dot
decoration on each of four side facets and on all eight of
the chamfered corners (Fig. 26, 2). A very similar example

is known from Colchester (Crummy 1983, fig. 29, 490),
and the type has a currency from the mid-3rd to the 4th
centuries, although examples are also known from
post-Roman contexts (e.g. Hinton 1996, fig. 9:32). This
example came from the fill of one of the droveway ditches
(2534) and so is most likely to be Romano-British,
although a Saxon date cannot be entirely ruled out.

The second pin (Fig. 26, 3), recovered from the surface
of landscape boundary ditch 2551, has a spherical head
comparable to those of Crummy’s type 3 metal pins, again
of later Romano-British (3rd–4th century) date (Crummy
1983, 29, fig. 28).

In addition, two nails came from the surface of
landscape boundary ditch 2525, as did two fragments of
lead, both probably waste, while a small sheet fragment of
copper alloy was found on the surface of gully 2549.

Stone
Four stone objects were recovered. A possible whetstone (fine-grained
micaceous sandstone) came from possible enclosure 2536 and a rotary
quern fragment (sandstone) was found in gully 2520. A flattish fragment
of shelly limestone from enclosure 2523 may represent a roofing tile, and
further evidence of a substantial Romano-British building is suggested
by the presence of a single small limestone tessera in SFB 2934.

Fired clay
Ceramic loomweight fragments (of uncertain form) came from gully
2549.

Miscellaneous
Other Romano-British material recovered from Saxon features (ceramic
building material and glass) is discussed below (p.59).

List of illustrated objects
(Fig. 26)
1. Copper alloy toilet instrument. Obj. No. 2040, context 2614,

surface find from landscape boundary ditch 2531.
2. Copper alloy pin, faceted cuboid head, decorated. Obj. No. 2094,

context 4991, ditch 4990, droveway ditch 2534.
3. Copper alloy pin, spherical head. Obj. No. 2078, context 2621,

surface find from landscape boundary ditch 2551.
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Fabric group Number Weight (g)

Samian 6 24

Nene Valley colour coated wares 3 81

0Grog-tempered wares 34 618

Coarse greywares 350 4674

Coarse oxidised wares 20 123

Fine greywares 5 31

Coarse whitewares 19 499

Coarse shelly wares 44 1690

Total 481 7740

Table 12 Late Iron Age/Romano-British pottery fabric
totals

Figure 26 Romano-British copper alloy objects. Scale 1:1



II. Saxon (AD 410–1066)

Twenty Saxon features were recorded. Aside from a single
pit in the north of the site, all were in its southern part. The
features include seven sunken-featured buildings (SFBs),
eight pits, three post-holes and two gullies. The features
lay predominantly within a corridor of land within c. 40m
of the present course of the River Great Ouse. This distri-
bution indicates the importance of the river margins as a
settlement landscape as well as an agricultural/pastoral
one at this time. A majority of the features were dated from
the pottery to the 5th–7th centuries. This is particularly
pertinent as a small number of 7th-century secondary
burials were recorded from the Early Bronze Age burial
mound excavated to the south of the site (Herne 1984).

Sunken-featured buildings
(Groups 2934, 3706, 4985, 7000, 7400, 8605)
(Figs 27–9)
The seven SFBs comprised two inter-cutting (3706), three
complete (2934, 7000, and 7400) and two very truncated
structures (4985, 8605) (Fig. 27). All were aligned
east–west and were defined by sub-rectangular pits
(except 4985, 8605), with at least two large post-holes in
the mid-point of the short sides of each pit. The evidence
from all (except 7400) suggests that the pits were
originally voids below suspended timber floors. In both
2934 and 7400 shallow pits had been excavated against the
south side of the main pit.

Most of the SFBs were simple structures, with two
axial post-holes containing one or two discrete deposits.
The basal fills represented initial weathering of the
exposed pit after disuse of the structure and were
orange-brown sandy silts derived from the natural gravel.
The later fills, representing deliberate dumps of refuse
following disuse, comprised pale to dark grey silty clays.
They produced most of the finds from these structures,
including predominantly Saxon pottery of 5th–7th century
date, animal bone, fired clay (including loomweights),
worked bone pins/points/awls and combs, and copper
alloy and iron objects, as well as residual Romano-British
finds of 1st–3rd century date including samian sherds and
tile fragments.

SFB 2934
(Fig. 28)
This was the smallest of the five complete SFBs, measuring only 3.90m
by 3.43m and 0.25m deep. It had a sub-rectangular pit with near-vertical
to moderate sides and a flat base. A contemporary shallow scoop c. 1.5m
wide, and the same depth as the SFB pit, was located along the length of
the south side, giving the pit an irregular sub-rectangular appearance.
Five post-holes were recorded within the SFB (2914, 2920, 2923, 2929,
2935) of which 2914 and 2929 represented the main structural posts at
either end. These two were 0.23m and 0.22m in diameter respectively
and 0.42 and 0.31m deep. The other three were 0.18–0.4m in diameter
and 0.11–0.3m deep. None had a visible post-pipe. All contained two
fills, a basal deposit of orange-brown sandy silt derived from the natural
gravel lying beneath light greyish-brown sandy silts, identical to the
secondary fill of the SFB pit itself. The pit fills contained a number of
small finds, evenly distributed through it, including copper alloy pins and
fragments, a bone awl and needle, a spindlewhorl and unidentified iron
objects. A single green glass bead was also recovered.

SFB 3706
(Fig. 28)
This feature was in fact composed of two overlapping two-post SFBs,
although the stratigraphic relationship between the two was not discern-
ible. The surviving composite pit base, although irregular, was certainly
sub-rectangular in places, especially at the west and east ends. Both SFB
pits were cut by a shallow, undated tree-throw (3704) on the south side.

The pit of the western structure was at least 3.4m long and 2.6m wide,
while the eastern pit was at least 3.8m long and 3.2m wide. Both pits were
shallow concave cuts with a maximum surviving depth of 0.3m at their
centres. The relevant pairs of associated axial post-holes were 3714/3716
(west SFB) and 3718/3906 (east SFB). These have been related to the
individual structures on the basis of their location and alignment within
the overall composite pit and their corresponding size/depth, rather than
on the basis of stratigraphy. The western pair were c. 0.37m in diameter
and 0.37–0.8m deep, the second pair c. 0.3m diameter and c. 0.3m deep.
The outermost post-holes of both structures were located in the very
scarp faces of the pit’s short sides. The fills of the post-holes were charac-
terised by mid to dark greyish-brown sandy clay with sparse gravel
inclusions. The homogeneous fill of the pit representing both structures
was characterised by light greyish-brown sandy silt containing pottery,
bone and worked bone, worked flint, ceramic building material and burnt
chalk. Most of the small finds were distributed in the northern half of the
pit, including three Saxon pottery vessels in the north-west corner,
polished animal bone and a fired clay loomweight.

SFB 4985
(Fig. 28)
This structure had been heavily truncated and survived only as a shallow
hollow between two post-holes. A third post-hole to the north-west may
have also been associated with it. The north-east–south-west aligned
hollow (4975) which represented the SFB pit remnant was 1.95m long by
1.5m wide and only 0.12m deep, with very shallow concave sides. It was
filled with a dark greyish-brown sandy silt loam with sparse gravel inclu-
sions, and contained Saxon pottery and charcoal flecks. Two post-holes
aligned east–west (4979, 4981) represented the main axial posts at either
end of the SFB. These were c. 2.8m apart. The post-holes were very
similar in profile, being 0.25m and 0.34m in diameter and 0.53m and
0.56m deep. The third, possibly associated but undated, post-hole (4977)
was 0.55m in diameter and 0.35m deep. All the post-holes contained
material identical to that from the hollow: animal bone, pottery sherds
and charcoal flecks.

SFB 7000
(Fig. 29)
This example lay in the southern part of the site. The pit was sub-rectan-
gular in plan with near-vertical sides and a flat base, and was 4.5m long,
2.9m wide and 0.65m deep. The two main structural post-holes (7022,
7033) were located against the pit edges. They were 0.26m and 0.2m in
diameter and 0.64m and 0.5m deep, respectively, with no indications of
post-pipes. They were filled with mid to dark greyish-brown sandy silts
with animal bone and charcoal. The pit was filled with a series of very
sandy dark greyish-brown silts which contained sparse charcoal, animal
bone and pottery. A 2.2m-long, 1m-wide dump of charcoal (7009/7010)
was recorded in the centre of the pit. The small finds came mainly from
the western half and included fired clay spindle whorls, a bone comb,
copper alloy tweezers and a cylinder, and several fragments of bone and
antler waste. They also included iron shears and an iron blade. Less
substantial post-holes were recorded in the north-west (7021) and
north-east (7039) corners of the structure. These were 0.18m and 0.32m
in diameter and 0.53m and 0.44m deep, respectively, and contained dark
greyish-brown sandy silts containing sparse animal bone and charcoal
flecks. Three other insubstantial post-holes (7016–18) and a stake-hole
(7019) were also recorded in the north-west part of the structure.

SFB 7400
(Fig. 29)
This lay in the south-western corner of the site. It was the largest of all the
SFBs and had a pit 5.5m long, 4.0m wide and 0.4m deep with vertical
sides and a flat base. This structure had two axial post-holes (7207, 7210)
lying c. 5m apart in the mid-point of the short sides of the pit, right up
against the pit sides. Ranged around all four sides of the pit, and repre-
senting internal divisions at each end, were a number of stake-holes and
post-holes. They lay at a distance of 0.1m from the pit sides. The
stake-holes were 40–50mm in diameter and 0.12–0.15m deep, and were
regularly spaced at 0.32–0.38m intervals. There were also two rows of
stake-holes set c. 0.4–0.5m from each of the short (east and west) sides.
These stakes were of the same size and depth as the other settings but
were only 0.2m apart, and the alignments ended 0.4–0.5m from the south
and north sides of the pit. These stakes were obviously structural in func-
tion, and may have supported internal wattle walls. A rammed gravel
floor was recorded in the very base of the pit, and this was confined to the
internal area bounded by the stake-holes. A later pit (7405) in the
southern part of the structure had cut this floor. It was 0.75m long by
0.48m wide and 0.28m deep with steep, concave sides and a slightly
concave base. It was filled with a reddish-brown silty clay loam
containing a large quernstone fragment and animal bone. The other fills
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of the pit were dark greyish-brown sandy silts containing animal bone,
pottery, charcoal and iron objects, as well as a number of other small
finds. These were evenly distributed and included stone spindle whorls, a
bone needle, an iron blade and a 1st–2nd century Romano-British
pottery vessel. These fills represent the deliberate infilling of the pit with
domestic refuse after the abandonment of the SFB.

SFB 8605
(Fig. 29)
This lay to the north-east of SFB 7400 in the southernmost part of the site.
It had been heavily truncated, so that only the barest remnant of the pit
survived. This was marked by two post-holes, one at each end. The
east–west aligned pit remnant was 3.50m long and 1.9m wide, but only c.
40mm deep. It was filled with orange-brown sandy silt with moderate
gravel inclusions containing animal bone and pottery, including a single
decorated bone comb (Obj. No. 9008) (Fig. 37). The two post-holes
(8611, 8614) were quite different in profile. Post-hole 8611 was oval in
plan, 0.41m by 0.18m in extent and 0.43m deep. Post-hole 8614 was also
oval but was 0.25m by 0.14m in extent and 0.17m deep. Both were filled
with orange-brown silty sands containing animal bone fragments.

Pits
(Plate XII; Figs 27 and 30)
A variety of pits of Saxon date, some of them large, were
dispersed across the south-central part of the excavation
area.

Two large pits (4604, 4609; Group 4625) were recorded immediately
south-east of Neolithic ring-ditch 2513 and c. 20m to the north of SFB
4985 (Fig. 27). They included a smithing furnace in pit 4624 (Plate XII;
Fig. 30). Pit 4604 was sub-oval in plan and was 2.1m long, 1.5m wide and
1.0m deep, with steep, concave sides. Pit 4609 was sub-circular, 1.2m
long, 1.05m wide and 1.15m deep, with steep, straight sides. Both
contained Saxon pottery, iron slag and clinker, suggesting that metal-
working was being undertaken in the area before construction of a
furnace in the upper fills of pit 4609.

At a depth of 0.22m from the top of pit 4609 a sub-circular pit
(4624), 0.7m in diameter and with steep concave sides, had been exca-
vated into the earlier pit fills and lined with a 0.28m-thick layer of baked
clay. The presence of iron slag and clinker as well as charcoal on the
inside of this lining, and manner in which the clay had been baked,
suggested that metalworking had been undertaken in and around this
feature. The baking around the lining suggests the heat was not exces-
sive, however, and that the feature was primarily for iron smithing rather
than smelting of ore or casting. Hammer-scale was recovered from
samples taken from the furnace fills. Two post-holes (4619, 4621) were
located c. 1m to the north-east of pit 4609. Post-hole 4619 was 0.50m by
0.28m in extent and 0.27m deep, with stepped, steep sides and a deep,
concave base. Post-hole 4621 was 0.26m diameter and 0.19m deep, with
steep, concave sides and a concave base. These may have been associated
with the later furnace and might represent a screen, as they were posi-
tioned exactly opposite the flue of the furnace.

A small pit (5117) in the north-west of the interior of the hengiform
ring-ditch 2513 and c. 20m north-west of pit group 4625, described
above, was slightly oval in plan, 0.78m long by 0.72m wide and only
0.13m deep, with moderate concave sides and a flat base. The dark
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greyish-brown clayey silt fill (5118) contained a single sherd of Saxon
pottery and some animal bone. A large pit (4109) to the east of the west
side of the south cursus 2514 was 2.20m by 1.60m in extent and 1.10m
deep, with steep concave sides and a flat base. The pit contained a
number of fills (4110–4113) of light to mid orange-brown sandy silts.
These contained animal bone (including an ox skull), lava quernstone
fragments and charcoal, the last predominantly deposited against the
sides of the pit. A fired clay loomweight was found at the very base. A
very truncated pit (8405) lay to the south of Romano-British ditch 2551
and c. 25m west-north-west of SFB 7000 in the southern part of the site.
It was sub-oval in plan, 1.4m by 0.9m in extent and only 60mm deep.
Filled with a mid greyish-brown silty sand, it contained a single sherd of
pottery and some animal bone.

A large but shallow pit (2564) cut the northern side of two ditches to
the immediate north of the Neolithic hengiform ring-ditch 2513, c. 25m
south-west of SFB 2934. This was at least 2.08m by 1.0m in extent but
only 0.28m deep, with shallow concave sides. It contained a mid
greyish-brown sandy clay with worked and burnt flint, Romano-British
pottery and five Saxon fired clay loomweights. Another irregular Saxon
feature, pit 4700, cut an earlier feature (Neolithic pit 4702, which
contained a structured deposit) further to the north-west and c. 30m
north-north-west of SFB 3706. The Saxon pit was quite irregular in
shape, being 3.52m long and 2.04m wide and 0.14m deep with moderate
concave sides and a flat base. The pit fill (4701), a mid greyish-brown
sandy silty clay, contained some worked flint, bone, fired clay and Saxon
pottery. Some of this material may have derived from the Neolithic pit
below, which contained much worked flint.

A large pit (4106) to the immediate west of Saxon pit 4109 could not
be dated, but its proximity to the other pit might suggest
contemporaneity. It was a large sub-circular feature, 3.37m by 3.02m in
size and at least 1.30m deep. It contained mid to dark orange/brown silty
sands and clays, which contained mostly animal bone and sparse
(?residual) worked flint. At the very base, just below the water table,
some partially-worked wattle rods seemed to represent part of a ‘box’
structure. This suggests that the feature was an infilled well.

Approximately 450m to the north of most of the other Saxon
features described here, a shallow pit (403/6168) cut the external bank of
the north-western part of long barrow 2589 (Fig. 12). The pit was
sub-circular in shape, c. 2.55m in diameter and 0.46m deep. A
near-complete pottery vessel base of Saxon date (Obj. No. 2000) lay on
the southern part of its base.

Enclosure gullies
Two long sections of curvilinear gully (2550, 2524) were
recorded, delineating a sub-rectangular area in the
south-west part of the site (Fig. 27). They may have
represented an irregular right-angled enclosure that
contained at least some of the SFBs and pits. Both were
poorly dated, containing occasional sherds of ?Saxon
pottery.
Gully/ditch 2550 cut Romano-British rectilinear ditch 2518 at the latter’s
northern end. The gully was aligned nearly east–west and was c. 57m
long, 0.40m wide and 0.18m deep, with moderate concave sides and a
shallow concave base. Overall, it was 0.38–1.0m wide and 0.08–0.43m
deep, with shallow to moderate concave sides and a shallow concave
base. The excavated sections contained between one and three fills but
usually only one, characterised by mid to dark brown/greyish-brown
sandy silt or sand silty loam. The fill of the gully contained some Late
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pottery, but also Saxon pottery at its western
end. Its stratigraphic location and the pottery recovered suggest a
post-Roman date and this would explain the alignment of the gully. By
the time of the gully’s laying-out it seems that the Romano-British recti-
linear system of gullies and ditches in the area of the hengiform
ring-ditch had gone out of use.

Gully 2524 was c. 38m long and lay only c. 10m east of the east end
of 2550. Aligned north-north-west– south-south-east, it had a moderate
‘U’-shaped lower profile and was only 0.27–0.43m wide and
0.10–0.45m deep. The fills were characterised by dark greyish-brown
silty sands, and contained a small amount of bone and a single sherd of
Saxon pottery.

Summary
The fills of all the Saxon features were very similar, being
dark greyish-brown sandy silts containing animal bone
but seldom pottery or other finds. The consistency of the
deposits’characteristics and their assemblages is probably

a factor of the nature of the activities being carried out at
the time. One might expect domestic waste originally to
have had a high organic content, hence the relatively
darker colour of these feature fills. Why some pits had
been excavated some distance from the core of the settle-
ment activity is difficult to ascertain. Perhaps the overall
settlement pattern was in fact dispersed along the margins
of the River Great Ouse, with additional elements of this
settlement existing beyond the boundaries of the
excavation. The number of settlement structures, the
presence of metalworking, and the attempt at partially
demarcating many of these activities in the south-western
part of the site, points to something more than transient
settlement. The proximity of the settlement to the river
presumably indicates that flooding was not considered to
be a problem.

Artefacts

Saxon Pottery
by Lorraine Mepham
(Fig. 31)
A significant quantity (647 sherds; 10,746g) of
Early/Middle Saxon pottery was recovered, deriving
mainly from two of the seven SFBs excavated in the
southern part of the site, although some was recovered
from pit features. Condition generally is good, with sherds
relatively unabraded (mean sherd weight overall is 17.7g).

Fabrics
Twenty-four fabric types were identified: ten sandy, seven calcareous
(limestone-tempered), four organic-tempered and three with
miscellaneous rock inclusions (Table 13).

The diversity of the range of fabrics may indicate that there were a
number of different sources for the pottery, although most of these are
likely to have been local. A similar diversity is frequently seen in other
Early/Middle Saxon assemblages from the south-east Midlands.
Locally, raw materials could have been obtained from the Boulder Clay,
and this could account for the geologically mixed nature of the inclusion
suites. The granitic fabrics (RO400 and RO401) are the only ones that
could have had a non-local origin. Granitic fabrics are known from many
Early/Middle Saxon sites across the Midlands, and the majority appear
to derive from a single source in the Charnwood Forest area of
Leicestershire (Williams and Vince 1997). The present site lies on the
edge of this material’s main distribution area (ibid., fig. 7). However, the
possibility that the granitic minerals may alternatively have derived from
the local Boulder Clay must also be considered.

The relatively small proportion of organic-tempered wares is
notable. Organic-tempered pottery is often regarded as the ‘classic’
Early/Middle Saxon pottery fabric, and is certainly well represented in
assemblages from southern England. It is, however, rare in assemblages
from the south-east Midlands (e.g. Blinkhorn 1996/7, 72).

There is a hint of on-site pottery manufacture. Several sherds in
fabric QU407 (which is confined to SFB 7000) are spalls — lenses of
clay which have laminated from the external surface of the vessel.
Spalling can result from the firing of insufficiently dried pots (Rye 1981,
114, fig. 91).

Vessel forms
The diagnostic sherds present (three profiles, 41 rims, seven bases/base
angles) have been used to create a limited vessel type series; complete
profiles are present only for two forms. The following broadly defined
vessel forms were identified:

1. Dish or shallow bowl with flared profile (Fig. 31, 1–2)
2. Open or neutral form with neck constriction; rounded profile and

everted rim (Fig. 31, 3–4)
3. Convex vessel with plain, inturned rim (Fig. 31, 5)
4. Rounded or shouldered vessel with neck constriction; upright or

everted rim (Fig. 31, 6–7)
5. Shouldered jar with convex neck and plain rim (Fig. 31, 8)
6. Ovoid vessel with slightly beaded rim and rounded base angle (Fig.

31, 9)
7. Rounded jar with short, stubby rim (Fig. 31, 10)
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8. Carinated vessel, overall form unknown (identified from angled
body sherds only) (Fig. 31, 13, 15)

9. Small, perforated vessel with a flat base (not illustrated)

The correlation between vessel forms and fabric types is given in
Table 14. In most cases bases are rounded or with slight basal angles; the
dishes have flat or slightly sagging bases (totals for base forms in Table
14 exclude those from complete profiles).

Of the nine forms defined, the most unusual is the small perforated
vessel (type 9). Examples of such vessels are known from West Stow,
Mucking and several other sites (West 1985, 137), and a function as
wool-comb warmers has been suggested (Jones 1975), although this has

been questioned on the basis of the lack of functional evidence
(Hamerow 1993, 44).

Decoration and surface treatment
Decoration occurs on a small proportion of sherds (18), and a variety of
techniques were employed:

tooling: horizontal tooling or furrowing on shoulders (four
examples; Fig. 31, 15); other tooled lines on the body (one example,
with pushed-out boss)
faceting: impressed facets on carination (one example; Fig. 31, 13)
bosses: pushed-out bosses (two examples; Fig. 31, 14, 16)
incision: parallel lines (one example, overall motif unknown)
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Description of fabric No. sherds Weight (g)

LI400: Calcareous fabric (?oolitic) with quartz (iron-stained, rounded) 3 34

LI401: Sandy fabric with calcareous (?oolitic) inclusions 6 80

LI402: Medium fine-grained fabric, calcareous flecks with some sand 6 70

LI403: Oolitic fabric with quartz (rounded, iron-stained) 5 23

LI404: Oolitic fabric; rare quartz 6 64

LI405: Coarse limestone-tempered fabric 8 123

LI406: Fairly fine limestone, some sand 3 37

QU400: Medium coarse sandy fabric; rounded, iron-stained quartz 17 179

QU401: Very coarse sandy fabric; prominent sub-angular quartz 34 520

QU402: Medium coarse sandy fabric; poorly sorted sub-angular quartz 308 4973

QU403: Medium fine sandy fabric; sub-angular quartz, quite well sorted 54 1109

QU404: Medium coarse fabric with prominent iron-stained quartz 2 54

QU405: Coarse fabric with coarse quartz, ‘detrital’ matrix 3 94

QU406: Fine sandy fabric, no inclusions visible by eye 4 51

QU407: Medium sandy fabric (iron-stained quartz); sparse oolites 93 2170

RO400: Igneous fabric; crystalline inclusions and mica 21 221

RO401: Coarse rock-tempered fabric; igneous rock fragments and mica 23 122

RO402: ?Igneous fabric; prominent mica and iron-stained quartz 2 5

VE400: Medium fine organic fabric with quartz 27 479

VE401: Medium fine organic fabric; no other inclusions 13 88

VE402: Sandy fabric (coarse) with organic 6 158

VE403: Organic fabric with limestone (oolitic) 3 92

Total 647 10,746

Table 13  Saxon pottery fabric totals

Vessel form LI402 LI404 LI406 QU400 QU401 QU402 QU403 QU406 QU407 RO400 VE400 Total
weight (g)

Type 1 - 1 - - - 3 - - - - - 4

Type 2 - - 1 - - 1 1 - - 1 - 4

Type 3 - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1

Type 4 - - - 2 - 2 - - 1 - - 5

Type 5 - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1

Type 6 - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1

Type 7 - - - - - 3 - - - - - 3

Type 8 - - - - - 1 - - - - 1 2

Type 9 - - - - - - - 1 - - - 1

Footring base - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1

Flat base 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - 2

Rounded base - - - - - 2 - - 1 - - 3

Rounded base angle - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1

Total 1 1 1 2 1 14 3 2 2 1 1 29

Table 14  Saxon vessel forms by fabric



impression: circular impressions on the shoulder (two examples)

Decorated sherds occur in seven fabric types, four sandy (QU400,
QU401, QU402 and QU403), one calcareous (LI405) and one
organic-tempered (VE400).

Surface treatment is evident in burnishing (156 sherds), found on a
range of sandy, calcareous and organic fabrics, but mainly on vessels in
fabrics QU402 (71 sherds), QU403 (19 sherds) and QU407 (22 sherds).
A small group of sherds is coarse-slipped on the exterior. Most of these
(16 sherds) are in fabric QU402, come from the same feature (SFB 7000)
and may represent a single, thick-walled vessel; there are also three
sherds in fabric VE402. Four sherds, again all probably from the same
vessel, are combed or scored externally. At Mucking, as on Continental
sites, the texturing of exterior surfaces, by techniques including combing
and coarse-slipping, is largely restricted to the lower halves of large
vessels, and these are generally well-made and often burnished internally
(Hamerow 1993, 35), as is the case with the coarse-slipped examples
from Eynesbury. The technique may have been intended to facilitate the
handling of large vessels.

Distribution
A large proportion of the assemblage (584 sherds, 9427g) derived from
the SFBs. Pottery was found in all seven of these, but in widely varying
quantities — SFBs 4985, 7400 and 8605 produced only minimal
quantities (fewer than 20 sherds in each case). The other three structures
yielded fairly substantial groups, the largest being from SFB 7000,
which produced just under half of the total Saxon assemblage (44% by
number of sherds).

There are other differences between the collections from the seven
structures. The large assemblage from SFB 7000 stands out in several
ways – it includes all the identifiable ‘early’ types (carinated vessels,
bosses, furrowed shoulders), most of the burnished sherds, all the
rusticated sherds, and all the examples of scoring. Apart from in SFB
7000, decorated sherds were found only in SFB 2934, and these are of a
different style — with simple impressed circles and a ‘corrugated’
shoulder (a later development of furrowing). As for the fabric types,
several were found only in SFB 7000, and this structure contained a
higher proportion of calcareous fabrics than any of the other structures
(10% by number of sherds). Igneous fabrics, which are scarce overall,
occurred only in SFBs 2934, 3706 and 4985. Organic fabrics, which are
also scarce, dominate only in SFB 7400, although this is a tiny group
(twelve out of the thirteen sherds).

Are these variations functionally related, or are they of
chronological significance? The range of other artefact types is
discussed below and it is apparent that there are also differences here
between the various SFBs, with 7000 again producing the largest and
most varied assemblage, and the clearest indications of craft activity as
well as personal items. This might then be regarded as the ‘principal’
structure in the area of the settlement that was examined.

Any consideration of the chronological implications of the intra-site
variation is hampered by our current lack of knowledge of the
Early/Middle Saxon ceramic sequence in the region. The complex
geology of the area means that the definition of potential sources is
difficult, and the lack of stratified sequences with independent dating
means that no chronological patterning between broad fabric groups
across the area can yet be discerned. However, some observations may be
made. SFB 7000 produced the widest ceramic range, in terms of both
fabrics and forms. This includes vessels with both ‘early’ and ‘late’
attributes. The assemblages from other SFBs were more limited in their
range and this could suggest that they are correspondingly restricted in
timespan, although any relative chronology remains uncertain.

Apart from in the SFBs, pottery was found in a number of pits,
post-holes and gullies across the site, although mainly clustering in the
southern part (Fig. 27). Little can be said about the pottery from these
features. Sandy fabrics predominate throughout, with examples of
igneous fabrics from pit 4700, and organic and calcareous fabrics from
pit cluster 4625. There is only a little diagnostic material — a rounded jar
from ditch 2551 (Fig. 31, 6), and a footring base from pit 403 (Fig. 31,
11). Mean sherd size from the pits (19.5g) is close to that from the SFBs
(16.1g) and to the overall mean (16.6g), while the sherds from the
ditches, which are very sparse, are more likely to represent the deposition
of secondary refuse (mean sherd size 9.5g).

Discussion
No other settlement assemblages from the county of any
size have yet been published, although a number of vessels
are known from various cemeteries, and this therefore
represents a significant addition to the Saxon ceramics of
the south-east Midlands.

In the absence of a well-understood and well-dated
Early/Middle Saxon ceramic sequence for the region,
dating this assemblage has proved difficult. The potential
date range spans the 5th–7th centuries, and there is little
here that can be tied down more closely within this broad
span. Vessel forms of this date are notoriously difficult to
date, as the majority of shapes were used throughout the
period. There are, however, a few characteristic traits that
can be taken as an indication of an early (5th- or early
6th-century) component within the assemblage. These
include the carinated vessels (Fig. 31, 13, 15), and
particularly the faceted example. The latter probably
derives from a bowl of Schalenurne type, and may be
conventionally dated to the early 5th century (Myres 1977,
18–19, fig. 95), although there is now growing evidence,
both from the Continent and from this country, of its
continuing currency into the later 5th and even the 6th
century (Hamerow 1993, 42). It may be noted that the
vessels of this type from Eynesbury are not markedly
more abraded than others within the same feature group
(SFB 7000).

Evidence from Mucking, in particular, indicates that
the technique of coarse-slipping known on the Continent
as Schlickung can be considered as predominantly of
5th-century currency in this country (ibid., 37). The single
footring base (Fig. 31, 11) could also be of early date,
although these are found well into the 6th century (Myres
1977, 34–7, figs 201–6), and the overall profile appears to
be rounded and therefore not chronologically distinctive.
The two sherds with bosses (Fig. 31, 14, 16) could also
suggest a 5th-century date although, again, these also
occur in 6th-century contexts. Myres also places simple
linear decoration, such as shoulder furrowing (e.g. Fig. 31,
15), earlier in the sequence (ibid., 17).

As for later traits, there is a complete absence of any
stamped vessels that could be attributed to the 6th century,
and there is otherwise nothing which can be definitively
tied to the 6th or 7th century, although the ovoid vessel
form (type 9) might be considered to fall later within the
overall development of vessel forms (cf. Hamerow 1993,
44). The low level of decoration within the assemblage
could also be taken as an indication of a later date, as a
decline is evident in the amount of decorated pottery in use
in 6th- and 7th-century assemblages (ibid., 52); the
proportion from Eynesbury (2.8% by number of sherds) is
roughly equivalent to that from the largely 6th–7th
century assemblage at West Stow (2%: West 1985, 128).

The overall conclusion must therefore be that there is
at least a small amount of 5th- or early 6th-century
material present within this assemblage, and it is likely
that the whole assemblage does not cover a particularly
wide timespan, but that the bulk remains only broadly
datable to the 5th–7th centuries.

Illustrated vessels
(Fig. 31)
1. Dish (Type 1). PRN 470, context 2918
2. Dish (Type 1). PRN 3711, Obj. No. 2123, context 3711
3. Convex vessel with everted rim (Type 2). PRN 448, context 2732
4. Convex bowl with everted rim (Type 2). PRN 442, context 3709
5. Convex vessel with plain, inturned rim (Type 3). PRN 464, context

2918
6. Rounded jar with upright rim (Type 4). PRN 402, Obj. No. 2017,

context 2621
7. Rounded jar with everted rim (Type 4). PRN 537, context 7001,

SFB 7000
8. Shouldered jar, necked, with upright rim (Type 5). PRN 534,

context 7003, SFB 7000
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Figure 31  Saxon pottery. Scale 1:3



9. Convex vessel with slightly beaded rim (Type 6). PRN 535, context
7001, SFB 7000

10. Rounded vessel with short upright rim (Type 7). PRN 538, context
7001, SFB 7000

11. Footring base. PRN 497, context 404
12. Jar rim with incised decoration. PRN 536, context 7001, SFB 7000
13. Faceted carination (Type 8). PRN 540, context 7004, SFB 7000
14. Bossed sherd. PRN 539, context 7002, SFB 7000
15. Carinated vessel with furrowed shoulder (Type 8). PRN 541,

context 7003, SFB 7000
16. Bossed and decorated sherd. PRN 525, context 7001, SFB 7000

Metalworking debris
by Phil Andrews
(Plate XII; Fig. 30)
A small quantity of metalworking debris totalling
approximately 3.3kg was recovered. All of this came from
features of certain or probable Saxon date and all is likely
to derive from iron smithing. Sunken-featured buildings
2934, 7000 and 7400 contained a few pieces of slag, some
with traces of hearth lining attached, but the most
productive feature was pit group 4625.

Feature 4624 represented the re-cut of the upper part of
Saxon pit 4609 within pit group 4625 and had been used as
a bowl-hearth for iron smithing. This was approximately
0.7m diameter, 0.28m deep and lined with clay which had
been lightly burnt and was covered with patches of
charcoal (Fig. 30, Plate XII). On one side of hearth 4624
was a complete ?in situ hearth bottom (1.05kg) and
adjacent to this a lump of burnt sandstone which had
possibly been used as a support for the bellows. Soil
samples from hearth 4624 produced moderate quantities
of plate and spheroidal hammerscale.

Evidence for small-scale iron smithing in the form of
slag is commonly found on rural Early/Middle Saxon
sites, but the survival of associated furnaces or hearths is
rare.

In addition, very small quantities of white, vesicular
material were recovered from two contexts within pit
4604 (also within pit group 4625). This probably formed
during a high temperature process of some kind, but is
unlikely to have derived from metalworking.

Other finds
by Rob Court and Lorraine Mepham
The Saxon features produced the greatest range of finds
from the excavations, in terms of both materials and object
types. These finds relate in large part to textile working —
spindlewhorls, loomweights, pin-beaters and shears.
There are also personal items (pins, combs) and quern
fragments (although most of these appear to be residual in
these contexts). Also occurring as residual objects — or
possibly as deliberately collected items — are a few
Romano-British artefacts (pieces of ceramic brick and
tile, fragments of glass, pottery sherds).

The distribution of selected material and object types
is given in Table 15; most of the objects derive from the
SFBs, with a few from miscellaneous pits and ditches. The
distribution of objects between the SFBs displays an inter-
esting variation. Most of the evidence for craft activities
(textile-working, bone/antlerworking) was concentrated
in one building (7000), while personal items were spread
fairly evenly between four buildings (2934, 7000, 7400,
8605). Building 4985 produced no artefacts beyond a
handful of pottery sherds and a fragment of animal bone,
while buildings 3706 and 8605 were sparse in finds,
although it should be remembered that 4985 and 8605 had
both been heavily truncated.

Further evidence of craft/industry comes from the
metalworking hearth and associated debris within pit
Group 4625.
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Feature Stone objects Ceramic objects Metal objects Bone objects RB artefacts Other finds

SFB 2934 1 ?quern fragment spindle whorl 2 cu alloy pins
(shanks only)
2 iron unid. objects
Cu alloy sheet
frags

pin
pin-beater

3 glass
(bead, rod, window)
1 stone tessera

SFB 3706 loomweight polished fragment 3 ceramic bdg. material amber bead

SFB 7000 3 spindle whorls Cu alloy tweezers
Cu alloy cylinder
Cu alloy frags
iron shears
iron nail
iron side-looped
object

2 combs
pin shank
5 bone-/antler-
working waste

3 ceramic bdg. material

SFB 7400 2 spindle whorls iron strip (unid.)
2 iron ?nails
iron knife

pin 2 saddle quern
frags

SFB 8605 Cu alloy sheet
frags

comb

pit cluster 4625 spindle whorl iron pin 2 ceramic bdg. material 1633g slag
2 stone ?kiln lining
1241g ceramic
?kiln lining

pit 4109 lava quern frags loomweight

pit 2583 spindle whorl

pit 2564 5 loomweights

ditch 5100 loomweight

Table 15  Saxon finds by feature



Textile-working
Eight spindle whorls were recovered, four of fired clay
(Fig. 32, 1, 2), three of stone (Fig. 32, 3), and one of bone
(Fig. 32, 4). The bone and one of the stone spindle whorls
were found in pits, while all the others were from SFBs
(Table 15). Three types of spindle whorl have been
identified. Three of the fired clay whorls have a biconical
profile and the other is discoidal with rounded edges. The
stone and bone whorls are hemispherical. There is also a
wide variation in their sizes, with a range of diameters
between 25mm and 41mm and heights between 12mm
and 19mm, and also in the weights (range 6–50g). It has
been shown that the shape and size of the spindle whorl
will affect the speed of rotation (smaller and more conical
shapes spin faster that larger flatter types). Finer yarns
need a faster rate of rotation and would require a smaller
spindle whorl (Øye 1988, 54–5). The evidence from
Eynesbury, although a very small sample, suggests that
textiles of varying quality were being worked, ranging
from fine yarn (flax, fine wool or perhaps even nettle
fibres) to heavier wool yarn.

Weaving, as well as the preparation of yarn, was also
taking place on site. The excavation produced eight
loomweights, all ceramic. Five of these were complete or
near-complete (Fig. 32, 5), and the rest incomplete with
only a quarter to a half of the original object remaining. All
appear to be of the typical Saxon annular type. Only one
came from an SFB (3706). One came from pit cluster
4625, one was in an undated ditch (5100) and the

remaining five were found dumped into a pit (2564),
which cut Romano-British gully 2640.

All the loomweights are of a similar size. The average
diameter is 105mm (range 102–109mm). The central
holes are generally circular in shape, although one is quite
irregular. There is some variety in the fabric — some are
very sandy with few inclusions, while others are more
irregularly formed from a fabric with chalk inclusions; the
latter have suffered from surface spalling. The variation in
fabric type can be explained by the likely ad hoc nature of
their manufacture.

One other bone object, from SFB 2934, is probably
connected with textile working. This is a fragment of a
probable pin beater, a cigar-shaped object worked to a
point at both ends and polished through use. These objects
were used to beat the weft into place, and are common
finds on Saxon sites (MacGregor 1985, 188, fig. 101,
14–17).

A pair of iron shears from SFB 7000 (Fig. 32, 6) could
have been used in textile working, although alternative
uses for these implements are for trimming hair and beards
(for the smaller examples), or even in midwifery (Evison
1987, 113). The size (and therefore the function) of this
pair is uncertain since part of the handle is missing.

Personal objects
Three sets of bone comb fragments were found, two from
SFB 7000 and one from 8605. These are very fragmentary
and only a small proportion of each comb (c. 30% at the
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Figure 32  Other Saxon finds. Scale 1:2



most) is represented. All three are double-sided composite
combs and still show evidence of the iron rivets that held
the end- and side-plates together. Two of the combs also
have end-plates, one plain and one decorated (Fig. 32, 7).
The decorated example is unusual — decorated end-plates
are rare on post-Roman composite combs (MacGregor
1985, 92–4).

Two pins with expanded, perforated heads may have
been needles (cf. West 1985, 125), but are more likely to
have functioned as pins (MacGregor 1985, 121, fig. 64,
39). One came from SFB 7400 (Fig. 32, 8) and the other
from a post-hole of building 2934. A probable shank
fragment from a third pin came from SFB 7000.

Other Saxon personal items include a small iron knife
(Fig. 32, 9), a set of copper alloy tweezers on a suspension
ring (Fig. 32, 10), a complete iron pin from pit cluster
4625, and copper alloy shank fragments from two others
from SFB 2934. In addition, half of a small amber bead
was retrieved from a soil sample taken from the fill of SFB
3706.

Bone and antler-working
The Saxon settlement has also produced evidence of
on-site bone and antler-working in the form of five waste
fragments, all from SFB 7000. One piece of bone had been
trimmed to a roughly rectangular-sectioned length, and
may have been intended as a blank for some object. The
other pieces are all of antler, and comprise two tine tips,
one roughly trimmed thicker section from near the base of
the tine, and a small, flat, rectangular fragment. The latter
is regular in shape (52mm long by 20mm wide), and is
polished on one side. Like the trimmed bone fragment, it
may have been intended as a blank, perhaps for a casket
mount — it is the wrong size for any comb component.

Romano-British artefacts
The possibility that Romano-British pottery was collected
by the Saxon inhabitants of the site has already been

discussed (see above), and it may be that the other
Romano-Bri t ish ar tefacts recovered from the
sunken-featured buildings were also ‘scavenged’ items,
although they could equally well have been incorporated
incidentally in the fills of the buildings. These comprise
fragments of ceramic building material (brick and tile), a
possible stone tessera, a rotary quern fragment, and
fragments of glass (one bead, a ?rod, and a piece of
window glass).

Miscellaneous finds
A side-looped iron object from SFB 7000 (Fig. 32, 11)
remains unidentified, as do other small fragments of
copper alloy (mainly sheet) and iron from four of the
SFBs.

Other finds from Saxon features include fragments
of lava quern (pit cluster 4625 and pit 4109) and small
quantities of undiagnostic fired clay, the latter mainly
from pit cluster 4625 and probably in this instance
representing lining from the metalworking hearth exca-
vated here (Table 15). Two fragments of mica schist
from the same feature may also have formed part of the
hearth lining, and perhaps this was selected for its
refractory qualities.

Illustrated objects
(Fig. 32)
1. Ceramic spindle whorl. Obj. No 9027, context 7038, SFB 7000.
2. Ceramic spindle whorl. Obj. No. 9022, context 7004, SFB 7000.
3. Stone spindle whorl. Obj. No. 9018, context 7410, SFB 7400.
4. Bone spindle whorl. Obj. No. 2248, context 2584, pit 2583.
5. Ceramic loomweight(s). Obj. No. 2234, context 2563, pit 2564.
6. Iron shears. Obj. No. 9024, context 7002, SFB 7000.
7. Bone comb with decorated end plate. Obj. No. 9008, context 8616,

SFB 8605.
8. Bone pin with expanded, perforated head. Obj. No. 9013, context

7408, SFB 7400.
9. Iron knife. Obj. No. 2037, context 7408, SFB 7400.
10. Cu alloy tweezers. Obj. No. 9006, context 7001, SFB 7000.
11. Unidentified iron object. Obj. No. 9005, context 7003, SFB 7000.
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5.  Absolute Chronology
by Michael J. Allen, Ed Rhodes, Nancy Beavan and Cathy

Groves

I. The dating programme

The absolute dating programme used radiocarbon
accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS), optically
stimulated luminescence (OSL) and dendrochronology to
date phases, events and activities associated with the
series of Neolithic monuments. Dating attempts were
confined to the following groups of features: north and
south cursus, long barrow 2589, Neolithic pits, hengiform
ring-ditch 2513, double enclosure 2588, and the
cremation-related Bronze Age features.

Aims
The principal aim of the programme was to date the
construction of each major monument or feature group, to
provide a simple chronological framework within which
to place the main landscape activities. It aimed at defining
sequence, as well as providing an indication of elapsed
time between the monument groups.

A second aim was to investigate the sequence of events
and activities associated with placed deposits and the
disposal of human remains in the long barrow. Uppermost
in our minds here was the possibility of identifying the
placing of items that had been curated for some time
before deposition, as at Stonehenge (Allen and Bayliss
1995) and Irthlingborough barrow 1 (Healy and Harding
in prep.).

Extra effort was expended, both in the field and in
post-excavation, in attempting to date the two cursus monu-
ments. Following hand-digging of a number of sections,
excavation then involved total removal of the ditch fills by
machine in an attempt to recover any diagnostic artefacts
and suitable material for absolute dating. Knowing the
problems of dating such monuments because of the general
lack of suitable material (see Barrett et al. 1991; Barclay
and Bayliss 1999) attempts were made to date the ditch
sediments themselves by OSL.

Archaeological integrity and sample selection
It was of utmost importance that sample material was
selected to date specific events, rather than just as
datable material from a suitable context. The same
basic criteria defined for the Stonehenge programme
were rigorously applied here (Allen and Bayliss
1995). The taphonomy and functional relationship of
every item was determined before submission and was
directly — or confidently indirectly — related to the
specific event that we were attempting to date. Thus
much of the ubiquitous preserved charcoal and charred
plant material (Chapter 6, pp.71–9) was not consid-
ered, unless we could be confident in its origin and
direct relationship to the activity in question. Indeed,
in the case of charcoal and charred remains every
sample was assumed to be residual unless there was
compelling archaeological evidence to the contrary
(Bayliss 1998, 51).

This immediately reduced the number of samples
acceptable for submission. Those selected were antler
picks thought to be used in the construction of the associ-
ated monument, specifically placed items (e.g. animal and
human skulls), articulated human limbs, and charred
remains that could confidently be seen to relate to pyres, or
to specific burning or disposal events.

Putting the aims into practice
The programme of dating suffered from a high
radiocarbon failure rate (see below), and all subsequent
re-submission continued to adhere strictly to our original
policy. The resultant set of determinations was smaller
than we had hoped. Nevertheless the archaeological
integrity of all the results, and of the set as a whole, was
maintained to the detriment of the number of submissions
made.

Dating the monuments was extremely difficult. Bone
preservation was chemically poor. This was illustrated by
the fact that nine of the ten bone or antler samples
processed failed to produce sufficient carbon
(Radiocarbon sample submissions, p.62; Table 16). The
poor condition of the bone severely restricted the range of
material that could be submitted. Ultimately, by necessity,
we had to rely on identified and selected charcoal. The
taphonomy of much of the charred and charcoal
assemblages was not secure, and thus not suitable for
submission. As a result only five determinations were
possible from fourteen submissions.

Dendrochronology
by Cathy Groves
The sample taken from the oak trunk (Obj. No. 2347)
inserted into pit 6332, which cut the long barrow ditch,
contained 207 measurable heartwood rings with an
average width of 0.97mm. An additional outer ten
heartwood rings could not be accurately measured. The
pith was present but there was no extant sapwood,
although other evidence indicates that the outermost
hear twood ring was probably close to the
heartwood–sapwood transition. The tree was therefore
probably c. 250–300 years old when it died or was felled.

The ring sequence was compared with a wide range of
dated reference chronologies covering the prehistoric
period from Britain and elsewhere in Europe. No
conclusive results were obtained, and the trunk remains
undated by dendrochronology. This is perhaps not
surprising as the chances of dating a ring sequence from a
single timber, rather than a mean sequence constructed
from a group of matching timbers, are significantly
reduced. In addition the chronology network for the
prehistoric period in Britain is somewhat spartan, and this
too will have had an adverse effect on the success of the
analysis.

The outermost rings of the oak trunk were deemed
unsuitable for radiocarbon dating, as they were
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extremely narrow. Consequently, rings 141–151 of the
dendrochronologically measured sequence were
selected. The radiocarbon determination for these rings
is 2350–1970 cal. BC (Radiocarbon sample submis-
sions, p.62; Table 16). Taking the outer rings into consid-
eration means an offset of at least 56–66 years, i.e. the
date of felling is at least 60 years younger than the radio-
carbon date.

As the sample had no sap or heartwood/sapwood
boundary, the ‘offset’ result was calibrated using the
‘offset’ function in OxCal. This provides a terminus post
quem calibrated date range of 2240–1880 cal. BC (95%
confidence) for the felling of the tree (Archaeological
significance, p.62). As the outermost heartwood ring was
probably close to the heartwood/sapwood transition, there
is a relatively small further offset.

Optically stimulated luminescence (OSL)
(Fig. 33)
Both cursus monuments were sampled (Figs 5, 6 and 33).
The south cursus was sampled as a series of five sequential
samples at approximately 0.1m intervals through the
lower fills of the western ditch (Figs 6d and 33). This was
of prime importance as no diagnostic artefacts or datable
material were found in the fills of the entire excavated
monument. In contrast, the north cursus had produced
antler on the base of the ditch in the south-west corner. The
ditch fills were sampled just to the north of the antler in a
series of three paired samples from the present subsoil to
the base of the ditch (Fig. 5a). Because of the likelihood of
dating the construction of the north cursus by the antler,
initially only the five OSL samples from the south cursus
were processed. Following the failure of the antler to
provide a date using radiocarbon AMS, an OSL date was
obtained from a single sample from the base of the ditch
adjacent to the antler (Fig. 5b). The remaining samples
from the north cursus ditch have not proceeded to analysis
within this programme.

OSL was seen as an appropriate dating method as it
can date unheated sediment grains that undergo transport
during exposure to sunlight, and are then buried. Although
OSL has been used in archaeology for over 20 years
(Aitken 1998) recent advances have increased precision
and reduced the error term, making it more useful within
archaeological timescales. Same-context measurements

of OSL and radiocarbon methods (see Lang et al. 2003
and Rhodes et al. 2003, for instance) demonstrate this.

OSL Methods and measurement
by Ed Rhodes
Quartz grains of particle size 125–180ìm were separated from each
sample, and measured using a SAR protocol OSL measurement
sequence (Murray and Wintle 2000). The samples generally displayed
relatively little scatter, with occasional aliquots having outlying higher or
lower De results. These were rejected in the case of three aliquots (from a
total of 72 measured). If the samples did suffer from incomplete
bleaching at the time of deposition, the age estimates may be treated as
firm maximum ages. However, no evidence for incomplete bleaching
was observed. Several sub-samples of the lowest sample (OxL-1188)
from the south cursus were measured using a single grain technique,
using a focused laser device, which can measure the De values of
individual quartz grains. Of the 400 grains measured, only one appeared
to have a significantly higher De value, strongly suggesting that the
sample did not suffer the incorporation of a significant number of quartz
grains which had not been zeroed at the time of deposition. This result
greatly increases confidence in the lowermost OSL age estimate from the
south cursus.

A relatively high water content (15±5%) has been assumed for the
age calculations, reflecting the location of the samples close to the
present water table in the vicinity of the Great Ouse. If the samples had
been drier in the past, the ages would get slightly younger
(approximately 1% younger per 1% drier). This probably represents the
single most significant uncertainty in the OSL dates, and is difficult to
overcome in the absence of detailed independent information concerning
the status of the water table in the past. We note, however, that the base of
the deeper Neolithic ditches of the long barrow were waterlogged in the
Neolithic and have remained so until today. None of the cursus ditches,
however, showed evidence of significant waterlogging or gleying and no
waterlogged deposits were present along the entire length of the ditches.
We have selected the value of 15% past average water content on the
basis of a study of the altitude of different preservational states of organic
material of different ages from across the site. These observations
suggest that the sediment within the cursus ditches was occasionally, but
not always, waterlogged, while material from deeper holes has remained
saturated since the Early Neolithic. With a more typical (with reference
to other sand and gravel locations within the UK) past water content of
10%, the lowest fill of both cursus monuments would still date at 95%
confidence to within the 4th–5th millennia BC. Also assumed was that
the overburden built up relatively rapidly, and the samples were exposed
to approximately their present cosmic dose rate. Slower build-up would
equate to younger ages, although a maximum size of this effect is likely
to represent a few percent at most.

In order to determine the best OSL age control, the five age estimates
from the south cursus were combined into a Bayesian age model,
following the procedure outlined by Rhodes et al. (2003). A systematic
error component of 3% was removed from each OSL age estimate and
these were combined using OxCal v3.5, providing a combined
agreement index value of 118%. The systematic error component of 3%
was recombined with each modelled age range (all were approximately
Gaussian) to provide 95% confidence (2 sigma) age ranges (Table 17). In
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contrast to calibrated radiocarbon dates, the modelled age profiles, being
approximately Gaussian, have a single central peak, and this value is
therefore also significant (Table 18). Note that it is important to
distinguish between the measured OSL dates and the combined Bayesian
age model results.

Radiocarbon sample submissions
Fourteen samples were submitted for AMS dating (Rafter
Laboratory, NZ) in three separate batches. These were
augmented by the programme of OSL dates (Oxford
University Research Laboratory for Archaeology) and
one dendrochronology measurement (ARCUS, Sheffield
University).

The cursus monuments
It was imperative for these monuments, above all others, that the material
selected for submission directly related to the digging of the ditch.
Problems of residuality have already been discussed for the Dorset
Cursus (Barrett et al. 1991; Allen 2000; 2002, 61) and questioned
(Barclay and Bayliss 1999, table 2.2). Similarly, one result from the
Greater Stonehenge Cursus (Richards 1990, 259–62) was considered to
be from a later intrusive feature (ibid. 96) and is not included in the series
of results dating the monument sequence in that landscape (Allen
1997a).

Artefacts are typically exceptionally sparse in cursus monuments,
but one antler (Obj. No. 2365), was recovered from the north cursus ditch
at Eynesbury, lying on the base of the ditch within the basal primary fill.

Long barrow 2589
It was considered that the construction of the monument could be
securely dated using antler picks discarded on the base of the ditch (Obj.
No. 2380, Fig. 12, to the south-west of human bone group 17).

A series of structured deposits towards the north end of the long
barrow and in the flanking ditches included ox skulls and human
remains. Selection of these was restricted to obviously placed items

(human and animal skulls) and articulated human elements that could not
have occurred residually. These submissions, in relation to the date of
construction, would provide an indication of the length of the
monument’s use, and indicate the presence of curated objects (e.g. placed
skulls).

In addition, waterlogging preserved the large, inverted, oak tree
trunk (Obj. No. 2347) that had been inserted into pit 6332 which cut the
primary gravels and lower secondary fills of the ditch. This was a
significant event in its own right that required dating, preferably through
dendrochronology or, failing that, AMS.

Double enclosure 2588
This monument produced very few associated artefacts. The only object
that could be confidently considered for dating was a single antler (Obj.
No. 2252) on the base of the ditch. This would provide a date for
construction.

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
The lack of suitable material in the ditch precluded any submission,
despite the presence of isolated charred remains which could have
produced a result. In contrast the closing pit, 5181, produced a clear
dump of charred remains from which oak sapwood charcoal was selected
to date this event and provide a terminus post quem date.

Neolithic pits
A number of Neolithic pits contained rich charred assemblages and
occasional antler picks. Selection was made from Neolithic pits in the
central group, and subsequently from one amongst a group or line to the
west of the north cursus and north of the hengiform ring-ditch, to provide
a date for this general activity.

Cremation burials
Charcoal clearly derived from pyres was present in most of the
cremation-related features. Charred sapwood was selected for
submission from one of the cremation burials (2856) in order to date the
feature.
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II. Results of the dating programme
(Fig. 34)

The radiocarbon results are presented in Table 16 and Fig.
34, and the OSL results in Tables 17 and 18. Six OSL
results were obtained from the cursus monuments, and
five results were obtained from a series of fourteen
radiocarbon submissions.

The radiocarbon results are presented as calibrated
ranges where the determinations have been calibrated
using Stuiver et al. (1993) manipulated through the
computer program OxCal version 2.15 (Bronk Ramsey
1994; 1995). The calibrated date ranges cited in text and
Table 16 are those for the 95% confidence limit. They are
quoted in the form recommended by Mook (1986) with
end points rounded outwards to ten years.

Preservation
Although charcoal and charred plant remains were almost
ubiquitous across the site, their origin and taphonomy
could not always be determined, nor indeed isolated for
individual items. As a result such items were selected with
extreme care.

Nearly 400 animal bones in moderate to poor
condition were recovered from Neolithic contexts.
Although bones showed some surface chemical
weathering (Chapter 6, p.87) many of the antlers were
intact, and the placed and buried bones, although broken,
were largely complete. Most of the Neolithic animal bone
was from the deeper sections of the long barrow which
were, or had been, subjected to fluctuating water tables
and waterlogging; this was a probable source of the ferric
crusts within bone layers. Deterioration to native bone

64

Depth (m) Deposit Context Lab. code De (Gy) Dose rate
(mGy/a)

Age
before AD 2000

Age BC Range BC
(2, 95%)

South cursus

0.31 secondary 4166 OxL-1192 7.34±0.26 1.62±0.07 4530±250 2530±250 3030–2020 BC

0.38 bank collapse 4165 OxL-1191 7.83±0.35 1.63±0.07 4810±300 2810±300 3410–2210 BC

0.40 bank collapse 4165 OxL-1190 7.41±0.35 1.45±0.06 5110±240 3110±240 3600–2620 BC

0.50 bank collapse 4163 OxL-1189 8.60±0.22 1.46±0.06 5890±300 3880±300 4480–3290 BC

0.60 primary 4162 OxL-1188 9.51±0.27 1.55±0.07 6150±340 4150±340 4830–3460 BC

North cursus

0.5 primary 3248/50 OxL-1193 9.24±0.18 1.50±0.08 6150±350 4150±350 4860–3450 BC

Table 17 OSL samples from the north (2602) and south (2514) cursus monuments

Lab. code Depth (m) Deposit Context Age Model Results, central value and
1 sigma error, BC

2 sigma modelled age range, BC

OxL-1192 0.31 secondary 4166 2565±240 2990–2140 BC

OxL-1191 0.38 bank collapse 4165 2825±240 3230–2230 BC

OxL-1190 0.40 bank collapse 4165 3150±240 3520–2760 BC

OxL-1189 0.50 bank collapse 4163 3775±270 4240–3320 BC

OxL-1188 0.60 primary 4162 4100±330 4610–3540 BC

Table 18  Results of Bayesian age model for OSL dating results from the south cursus 2514

Material Obj. No. Lab. sample Result no. %N ä15N %C ä13C C:N ratio

Antler 2365 R 26684/1 n/a 0.22 -10.59 1.02 -26.64 4.75

Human skull 2329 R 26684/3 n/a – – – – –

Ox skull 2350 R 26684/4 n/a – – – – –

Human phalange 2375 R 26684/5 n/a 0.14 -9.18 0.48 –29.41 3.43

Antler 2380 R 26684/6 NZA-14465 21.68 8.23 61.59 –23.27 2.85

Antler 2252 R 26684/7 n/a 0.23 –5.10 1.11 –26.53 4.94

Antler 2175 R 26766/8 n/a 0.25 –6.25 1.05 –27.38 4.29

Human tooth 6394 R 26766/1 n/a 0.18 –3.55 1.05 –27.34 5.83

Ox teeth 2360 R 26766/2 n/a 0.97 5.61 4.12 –24.33 4.25

Human arm 2375 R 26766/3 n/a 0.65 4.05 4.40 –28.71 6.91

Two samples failed at the processing stage; only one (R 26684/6) had carbon isotope values with a reasonable range for preserved protein suitable for
AMS dating
Table 19  Elemental analysis of bone gelatin of all submitted radiocarbon samples



collagen from this environment was indicated by the fact
that 90% of the bone submissions failed — including
teeth, in which better collagen survival can often be
expected.

A number of bone samples submitted for AMS dating
were rejected by the laboratory on the basis of a protocol
based on collagen yields and stable isotope (carbon to
nitrogen ratios). Organic chemistry and isotope analysis
on bone samples was conducted by Nancy Beavan at the
Rafter Radiocarbon Laboratory (NZ).

Chemistry: quality assurance
by Nancy Beavan
As a result of extensive mineralisation and chemical decay of original
bone protein under fluctuating waterlogged conditions, many of the bone
samples had deteriorated and did not contain sufficient carbon for AMS
dating (Table 19). Even the cattle teeth (Obj. No. 2360) and human tooth
(bone group 22) sent as replacement submissions were poorly preserved,
although tooth enamel usually preserves dentine and thus makes teeth
more resistant to burial effects.

Carbon:nitrogen ratios indicated poor preservation of bone protein
in all but one sample, with extremely low percentages of carbon and
nitrogen which were inconsistent with expected ranges for protein. This
is concomitant with bone from deposits which have been waterlogged,
and is further indicated by the physical condition of bone and antler. In
every one of the bone or antler samples submitted (Table 19), oxidised
ferric deposits were noticed within the bone core itself. In one case
(human cranial sample from the long barrow, Obj. No. 2329) micro-
scopic examination revealed mineral (ferric) deposits just under the bone
in a post-depositional fracture. Two samples from the long barrow
(human bone Obj. No. 2375 and ox skull Obj. No. 2350) dissolved
completely at acid demineralisation and thus failed at the processing
stage. Only one antler (Obj. No. 2380 from the base of the long barrow
ditch’s north-west extent) had carbon isotopic values within a reasonable
range for preserved protein and therefore was suitable for AMS dating.

Bone and antler samples were rejected on the basis of a two-pronged
protocol during the processing of bone using standard Rafter Laboratory
procedure (see Beavan-Athfield et al. 1999):

i. Low or unusual yield of insoluble residue (usually the collagen)
after demineralisation of physically cleaned bone fragments. Two
samples, Obj. No. 2329 and Obj. No. 2350, dissolved completely at
the demineralisation stage of processing. Other samples’‘collagen’
yields were compromised by a high amount of ferric flakes and
oxidised, acid insoluble material.

ii. Carbon:nitrogen ratios and % carbon outside of the expected range
for protein. Carbon:nitrogen (C:N) ratios between 2.9 and 3.6 are
considered to be indicative of preserved protein (DeNiro 1985); %
carbon of less than 40% suggests serious deterioration of native
protein.

In addition, stable isotope delta values (���C and �
��N) for antler Obj. No.

2380 were within the expected range for a terrestrial herbivore (DeNiro
1985). Every other bone and antler sample returned delta carbon and
nitrogen values in which delta values were unusual for the material.

The cursus monuments
(Fig. 33)
The antler (Obj. No. 2365) on the base of the north cursus
ditch failed to produce a date. The monuments are dated,
therefore, by a sequence of five OSL results from the south
cursus and one result from the north cursus (Table 17).

The south cursus sequence
by Ed Rhodes
The samples had good OSL characteristics and were very sensitive; the
observed mean recycling ratios were within 3–5% of unity, and thermal
transfer values around 1.5–2% of the natural OSL low to moderate
degree of scatter was observed between different aliquots measured for
each sample (standard deviation 5–14%) (Rhodes 2001). Selected
strongly outlying aliquots were rejected (3 from 60 measured from this
sequence), and this also had the effect of reducing the scatter of
individual results.

The results suggest an approximately linear rate of sediment infill
(Fig. 33) from the base within decades after construction of 4100±330
BC (1 sigma Bayesian age model for context 4162) to the secondary fills
at 2565±240 BC (1 sigma Bayesian age model for context 4166). The

95% confidence limits for average sedimentation rate over this period are
0.16–0.18mm per year. Assuming no re-excavation or ditch clearing
activities, construction of the south cursus is therefore dated 4610–3540
BC (Bayesian age model results, 2 sigma), with a most likely date of
4080 BC, very early in the Neolithic period.

The north cursus
by Ed Rhodes
The single sample had good OSL characteristics and was very sensitive,
although the mean recycling ration was a little high, being 7% above
unity (Rhodes 2002). The observed thermal transfer value was c. 1.5% of
the natural OSL. A relatively low degree of scatter was observed between
the different aliquots measured (standard deviation 7%).

The result of 4150±350 BC (i.e. 4860–3450 BC) is not statistically
indistinguishable at the 95% confidence limit ( degrees of freedom =1,
T=0.0, T’(5% =3.8)) (Ward and Wilson 1978) from that at the base of the
south cursus. A result of T=0 if the dates are the ‘same’.

The age obtained for the north cursus is not significantly different
from that for the lowermost sample of the south cursus ditch. The internal
coherence between the OSL dates for these two cursus ditch-filling
events and the internal coherence of the stratigraphic succession of dates
from the south cursus is striking. It is felt that this lends credibility to the
reliability of the age estimates, and represents a significant advance in
archaeological chronological methodology. In particular, the OSL
measurements performed on 400 single grains from the lowest sample
from the south cursus, which demonstrated that there was not a
significant population of poorly bleached grains incorporated into the
sediment, very strongly support the reliability of these OSL age
estimates.

Archaeological significance
by Michael J. Allen

Cursus monuments
The chronological significance of the results is striking.
With the exception of two probably anomalous early dates
from the Dorset Cursus (discussed elsewhere: Allen 2000,
40) we can see that the earliest dates from cursus
monuments at Dorchester-on-Thames, Dorset, Drayton
and Lesser Stonehenge all fall in a period c. 3600–3300
cal. BC, while only Sarn-y-Bryn-Caled is slightly earlier
and calculated at 3960–3630 cal. BC. In other words, they
indicate the second half of the 4th millennium BC
(Barclay and Bayliss 1999). All of these dated events are,
however, about 650–300 years younger than those from
the two Eynesbury cursus monuments. As such these
provide dates from the late 5th millennium BC, contra
Barclay and Bayliss’ calculations (1999, 25) — if our
dates are acceptable, the Eynesbury monuments are
clearly not contemporary with the others. OSL dates from
both of the cursus monuments indicate that they are
contemporaneous. Chronologically, however, they
occurred very early in the Neolithic and they are, to our
knowledge, the earliest dated cursus monuments in the
country (Barclay and Bayliss 1999). They were
constructed at a time when, elsewhere in the UK, the later
Mesolithic and Neolithic transition prevailed.
Nevertheless, some caution may be expressed in view of
the novelty of the application of single-grain OSL
analysis.

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
The shallow ditch forming the hengiform ring-ditch did
not contain anything suitable for submission. The closing
pit of the henge contained a mass of oak charcoal from
which sapwood examples were selected. The result
obtained was 3970–3690 cal. BC (NZA-14329, 4995±65
BP). The construction of the closing pit is argued to have
been an event during the use of the monument, and thus
this result dates the use, and not the construction, of the

65



monument. The ring-ditch could possibly have originated
during the ‘life’ of the cursus monuments.

Neolithic pits
Three major groups of Neolithic pits were present (Figs 4,
10a–c), mostly containing Early Neolithic pottery and
flintwork, whilst two examples in the north group
(including a re-cut) contained later Neolithic Grooved
Ware pottery and diagnostic worked flint tools (Table 1).
An antler pick on the base of one pit (4702) in the central
group (Fig. 10b) failed to produce a result. Subsequently
one pit (2716) from a line of four in the south group (Fig.
10c) was dated, in view of its lack of other diagnostic
artefacts. It was also chosen due to the group’s proximity
to, and spatial relationship with, the hengiform ring-ditch,
and because all four pits seem to have related to a planned
series of (presumable essentially contemporaneous)
events. A result from charred hazelnuts within a dump in
the pit dates its use to 3650–3360 cal. BC (NZA-14576,
4743±60 BP). This result equates with the currency of the
earlier Neolithic plain bowl and Mildenhall pottery
traditions.

Double enclosure 2588
The ditch of the double enclosure contained a pitifully
small assemblage of datable material. One antler (Obj.
No. 2252) on the base of the ditch (Fig. 16) failed to
produce a result. None of the charred remains could be
confidently and precisely attributed to specific events
associated with either construction or use of this
monument. It remains undated by absolute methods.

Long barrow 2589
The construction of the long barrow was confidently dated
to 2900–2350 cal. BC (NZA-14465, 4004±55 BP) by an
antler (Obj. No. 2380) used in its construction and
discarded on the base of the ditch in the north-western part
of the ditch circuit.

It was not possible to date the deposition of the mass of
ox skulls, or to learn anything about possible curation of
these objects. Submissions of skull material, and
subsequently a tooth, both failed. Similarly, it was not
possible to date a placed human skull, from which again
(initially) skull material and (subsequently) a tooth failed
to yield enough organic material. Nor was it possible to
obtain a result for the burial or deposition of a human arm
(Table 16).

An inverted oak tree trunk was inserted into a pit
(6332) which cut the primary gravels and lower secondary
fills of the west ditch; a radiocarbon determination of the
internal rings gave a date of 2350–1970 cal. BC, but see
below for the terminus post quem date for felling.

Bronze Age cremation
Several cremation burials were recorded. One is
confidently attributed to the Early Bronze Age as it was
contained in a Collared Urn. All the other
cremation-related features contained unurned cremation
burials and redeposited pyre debris dumps (Table 35). One
feature (2856) which cut the north cursus ditch fills was
selected from the cremation cemetery to provide an
absolute date. Oak sapwood, presumably from the pyre,
was dated to 1400–1040 cal. BC (NZA-14330, 2980±60
BP).

Interpretation and discussion

Monument sequence
From the absolute dating programme we can determine
the basic sequence of construction events, into which we
can add the artefact-dated construction events as follows.

Curation and structured deposits in the long barrow
We can be sure of the construction of the long barrow at
2900–2350 cal. BC based on the antler on the base of the
ditch as they are unlikely to have been kept for any length
of time prior to their use (Allen and Bayliss 1995, 531;
Serjeantson and Gardiner 1995). The series of at least
eleven ox skulls placed in the north end of the long barrow
ditch may have been curated, as they had been at
Stonehenge (Allen and Bayliss 1995) and the
Irthlingborough barrow 1 (Healy and Harding in prep.).
However, the failure to obtain radiocarbon results initially
on skull material, and subsequently on teeth (Table 16),
does not allow us to prove or refute this suggestion.

Human bone placed in the ditch included skulls and
also articulated human elements, for example articulated
lower arms (Obj. No. 2375) in the east ditch (Table 33).
The date of deposition of these human remains could not
be determined, despite four AMS submissions.

The oak tree trunk had clearly been inserted into a pit
which cut the primary and lower secondary fills of the long
barrow ditch. The significance of this, and of trees in the
Neolithic more generally, is discussed below (Chapter 8,
p.104). Internal rings from the tree were dated to
2350–1970 cal. BC (above). When this is calibrated using
Oxcal to account of the outer rings beyond those dated, we
obtain a terminus post quem date for the felling of the tree
of 2240–1880 cal. BC (95% confidence). Although the
calibrated ranges for construction of the barrow and the
tree clearly overlap at their full 95% distribution (Fig. 34),
there is likely to have been less than 600 years between the
construction of the ditch and insertion of the trunk, and
probably a period more like 350 years. This indicates the
continued significance and use of the long barrow over
several centuries.

The chronological history of the monuments
(Fig. 34)
A simple chronological framework for the main
monument and feature groups has been established. The
series of OSL dates from the south cursus ditch, and the
dates from the long barrow, however, enable us briefly to
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Monument/Group Absolute date

1. North and south cursus 4860–3450 BC

2. Hengiform ring-ditch before 3970–3690 cal. BC

3. Early Neolithic pits 3650–3360 cal. BC

4. Late Neolithic pits -

5. Long barrow✽ 2900–2350 cal. BC

6. Beaker activity -

7. Collared urn cremation -

8. M–LBA cremations 1400–1040 cal. BC

9. LBA–EIA pit alignment -

10. Romano-British fields -

11. Saxon settlement -

✽and presumably the double enclosure
Table 20  Summary of absolute dating results



examine the longevity and use phases of these monuments
in relation to the construction of others.

We can see from the sequence of dates from the south
cursus ditch that the accumulation of the primary and
secondary fills occurred over a period of nearly two
millennia, during which other dated Neolithic monuments
were constructed (Fig. 34).

The first dated monument after the cursus monuments
is the hengiform ring-ditch 2513. We know that the
ring-ditch northern entrance was closed with a pit at
3970–3690 cal. BC, at a time when the south cursus ditch
was still a prominent feature (Fig. 34). In fact we can
extrapolate from the sequence that between only about
0.1m and 0.2m of sediment had accumulated in the
0.71m-deep ditches. Indeed about 600 years later the line
of Neolithic pits to the north of the hengiform ring-ditch
were dug when the cursus monuments were still
prominent features in the local landscape.

The construction of the long barrow was nearly
contemporary with the last dated fill of the south cursus

ditch (the ditch was calculated to have been 0.7m deep on
the basis that there was about 0.3m of later ditch fill (Fig.
34), excluding the original soil profile estimated at c.
0.4m). The cursus monuments were clearly visible and
major features at this time, and almost certainly when the
last dated events in the long barrow (insertion of an oak
tree trunk in a later pit at 2240–1880 cal. BC) occurred
(Fig. 34).

Overall these data provide us with evidence of phases
of activity separated by long periods for which we have no
evidence. Although it is tempting to consider the Neolithic
evidence as a continuum, the data contradict this. The
dated evidence also suggests a lacuna between the Late
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age phase and the Middle to Late
Bronze Age phase of activity of between 500 years and a
millennium. Thus we must be careful, in the construction
of a narrative history of the site development based on
evidence of presence, not to disregard the periods for
which no record was left within this excavated area of the
Great Ouse Valley.
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6.  Evidence of the Physical Environment and
Farming Economy

by Michael J. Allen, Alan J. Clapham, Rowena Gale,
Mark Robinson and Naomi Sykes

I. Introduction
by Michael J. Allen
(Fig. 35)

One of the main aims of the environmental inquiry was to
define the physical characteristics of the landscape in
which a series of Neolithic monuments was constructed
over a period of over two millennia in the Ouse Valley. To
achieve this, a comprehensive sampling strategy was
employed in order to provide evidence from the widest
possible range of different environmental remains (Fig.
35).

A general environmental background is provided for
the Ouse Valley locally by Scaife (2000), and, further
upstream to the north between St Ives and Haddenham, by
detailed work largely associated with other development
control projects (see French 2002, chapter 8; Waller
1994). This is reviewed in relation to the results here,
below.

Research themes and aims
The prehistoric palaeo-environmental priorities lay in
defining the local specific physical landscape and
land-use contexts of the Neolithic to Early Bronze Age
monuments which are known to extend along the Ouse
Valley (Malim 1999; 2000; French 2002), and their
articulation and chronology (cf. Barclay and Bayliss
1999). For the later (Saxon) period, the priority was to
understand the settlement economy and its associated
landscape.

The aims were to define the nature of the local
landscape, to detect specific changes relating to human
interference in the locality, and to determine the economic
and social status both of the society represented and of
activities performed within the excavated sample area.
The work also sought to evaluate the nature and effects of
prevailing floodplain conditions, and of flooding events.

The societies that built and used the Neolithic
monument complex over two millennia invested
considerable time and effort in this part of the landscape.
In order to understand how and why this was achieved, it is
crucial to appreciate the nature of the physical
environment, and its resources, in which they operated.
The recorded evidence for specific and formal activities
enabled examination of these practices and of the
selection of symbolic items (faunal remains), and of the
possibility of curation of placed items as at Stonehenge
(Allen and Bayliss 1995) and Irthlingborough (Healy and
Harding in prep.).

Human activities and the environmental context
during the Middle Bronze Age to Early Iron Age are more
difficult to define, as the restricted nature of the
archaeological record at this site (principally cremation-

related features and the pit alignment enclosure)
minimised the range of context types available for
sampling. Nevertheless, the activities and practices
associated with the Bronze Age in particular were key to
the environmental investigation. The Saxon evidence, in
contrast, provided an opportunity to examine a domestic
economy.

Strategy
A relatively large-scale sampling strategy was
implemented to recover charred plant remains. Sampling
was targeted at each monument or feature complex, and
more specifically at dated, or datable, features and events.
This was achieved by a bulk sampling programme (of
samples of generally 30 litres) and involved the recovery
and processing of 118 bulk samples (1617 litres) and
seven other large artefact samples (161 litres) for artefact
and charcoal retrieval. The bulk samples were processed
by the double flotation method. Initial flotation in a
double-internal-weir flotation system (based on the Siraf
tank) was followed by re-processing of the residues by
laboratory wash-over flotation. The flots were retained on
0.5mm mesh and the residues on 1mm mesh. All flots
were scanned and recorded to facilitate selection for the
analytical programme. The residues to 1mm of all samples
selected for analysis of charred plant and/or charcoal
remains were fully sorted at Wessex Archaeology by
Sarah Wyles, and added to the material recovered from the
flots.

Highly localised waterlogging occurred on site,
facilitating targeted sampling and subsampling of a few
specific contexts. Such samples were processed by
washover flotation (Insect and waterlogged plant
remains, pp.79–81). In addition, monolith samples were
taken for pollen analysis and a series of mollusc samples
was taken to collect land snails, predominantly from
ditches (in excess of 0.5m deep) of the Neolithic
monuments.

Preservation
Charred remains were demonstrated to be present across
the entire site and all phases. Their occurrence is related to
the distribution of past burning activities and disposal of
waste from them, rather than factors of physical or
chemical preservation. In contrast, waterlogging was
highly localised and was restricted to deeper feature fills
(i.e. the long barrow ditches and certain pits), and to those
cut features nearest to the current river channel (e.g. Saxon
SFBs). The local water table and hydrology were clearly
complex, however, as numerous shallower features were
gleyed yet lay above the current water table. These
included the bases of both cursus ditches, and even the
shallow ditches of the double enclosure monument 2588.
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These deposits had not been permanently waterlogged,
however, as organic remains did not survive; nevertheless
the presence of high and fluctuating water table levels had
a direct effect on the chemical preservation of collagen
and C/N ratios within the bone, for instance (Chapter 5,
p.65).

Mineralised remains were recognised in the bulk
samples during the assessment. These were directly
related to waterlogging, as the presence of water is integral

to calcium phosphate replacement. For phosphate
mineralisation to occur, soluble phosphates (in this case
calcium) must be highly concentrated in the matrix (i.e. in
water or waterlogged deposits) surrounding the biological
remains (Allison and Briggs 1991, and see Carruthers
1991, 74–5).

Preservation of calcium carbonate-based fossils was
poor. Mollusc shells rarely survived (Land snails from
Neolithic contexts, p.86), and this thwarted attempts to

70

Monument Hengiform ring-ditch 2513 Neolithic pits

Cut type ditch ditch ditch closing pit Early Neo pit Early Neo pit Late Neo pit

Feature 5174 5261 5329 5181 2716 3517 3331

Context 5175 5267 5333 5183 2715 3518 3330

Sample No. 1565 1588 1593 1580 1542 1543 1554

Original volume (l) 5 30 6 8 10 10 20

Flot volume (ml) 30 50 15 60 50 25 40

Crops etc.

Triticum aestivum

Grains 3 3 7 - 13 - -

Triticum sp. (glumed wheats)

Grains - 6 - - 1 - -

Tail grains - - - - 1 - -

Triticum sp. indet.

Grains 1 - - - 2+1f - 1

Glume bases - 2 - 1 - - -

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains - - - - 7 - 1

Rachis fragments - - - - 1 - -

Secale cereale

Grains - 2 - - - - -

Rachis fragments - - - - 8 - -

Avena sp.

Grains - - - - 1 - -

Pisum sativum

Cotyledons - - - - 1 cot - -

Cerealia indet 1f 94f 47f 5f 115f 18f 9f

Embryos - - - 1 1 1 -

Culm nodes - - - 1 2 - -

Parenchymatous tissue - - - - 2f - -

Weeds

Corylus avellana - 100f 57f 2f 37f 140f 168f

Chenopodium album - - - 2f 2 - -

Fallopia convolvulus - - 1+3f - - 2 -

Rumex acetosella - - 1 - 1 - -

Rumex sp. - - 1 - 3 - -

Malva sylvestris - - - 5 - - -

Prunus sp. - 1f - - - - -

Prunus/Crataegus sp. Thorn - - - - 1+6f - -

Vicia/Lathyrus sp. - 3 cots - 2 cots 1 + 3 cots+3
hilums

- 1

Trifolium sp. - - - - 1 - 1

cf Ballota nigra - - - 1 - - -

Anthemis cotula - - - - 6+1f - -

Carex sp. - 1 - - 1 - -

Arrhenatherum elatius tubers 1 - 1 1 - 1 -

Poa sp. - - - - 1 - -

Small Poaceae <1mm - - - - 1 1 1

Poaceae culm internodes - - - 6 - - -

Roots (poss Poaceae) - - 1 2 - - -

Miscellaneous - - - 1 1 - -

Table 21  Charred plant remains from the Neolithic hengiform ring-ditch 2513, and from Neolithic pits



look at long, local land-use sequences. Animal bone is
generally poorly preserved on the gravels and floodplains
of Cambridgeshire. This is demonstrated in the poor and
selective preservation of faunal remains at Maxey
(Halstead 1985), Etton (Armour-Chelu 1998) and
Godmanchester.

Here at Eynesbury, bone survival was moderate —
complete, although fragmented, antlers and skulls
survived, and relatively large faunal assemblages were
available for study (Neolithic and Saxon animal bones,
p.87). Although the physical survival of the bones was
moderately good, their chemical preservation was poor.
Little collagen was present, resulting in a much smaller
suite of radiocarbon dates than had been anticipated.
Detailed chemical studies (Chapter 5, p.65) demonstrated
very low isotope levels and low C/N ratios. This was
largely attributed to the presence of high and fluctuating
water tables, and to localised waterlogging.

Perhaps the most disappointing and detrimental
survival lacuna was the absence of pollen. Four monoliths
were taken from both evaluation and excavation phases,
and subsamples were removed for pollen assessment by
Dr Robert Scaife. Initially, four subsamples from the ditch
fills of the north cursus 2514 and six from the long barrow
2589, and subsequently two further subsamples from the
long barrow, were prepared using standard pollen
pre-treatment and extraction procedures. Dr Scaife reports
that there is no pollen in the samples, excepting sparse
cereal pollen and Taraxacum (dandelion group) in the
upper sample of the north cursus ditch. The latter species
has a very robust exine (outer coating) and its sole
preservation is an indicator of poor pollen survival. Even
the stabilisation horizon in the ditch of the long barrow,
which produced iron impregnated charcoals, was devoid
of pollen. Although deposits of this nature are sandy and
acid and usually preserve moderate to good pollen
assemblages, it is suggested that strong biological and
chemical activity has resulted in destruction here.

II . Evidence for the economy and
environment

Charred plant remains
by Alan J. Clapham
Charred plant remains were examined from 32 samples,
which included those from the Neolithic hengiform
ring-ditch 2513, pits, and long barrow 2589, the latter
containing ‘structured deposits’ of human and animal
remains. Samples were also examined from the possible
Middle to Later Bronze Age cremation burials and pits,
the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pit alignment
enclosure 2519, Romano-British ditches and Saxon
settlement contexts, as follows:

Neolithic hengiform ring-ditch 2513 – 4 samples
Neolithic long barrow 2589 – 5 samples
Neolithic pits – 3 samples
Middle–Late Bronze Age cremation burials – 8 samples
Late Bronze Age pits – 2 samples
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pit alignment enclosure 2519 – 2
samples
Romano-British pits – 1 sample
Romano-British ditches – 2 samples
Saxon pits – 2 samples
Saxon SFBs – 3 samples

Methods
Samples of approximately 30 litres were processed by flotation
following standard Wessex Archaeology techniques, with flots retained
on 0.5mm and residues on 1mm meshes. A total of 32 samples were
carefully selected during assessment for the analysis of charred and
mineralised plant remains from the series of 118 processed bulk samples
(total volume 1617 litres). All identifiable charred remains were
extracted from the residues by Sarah Wyles. The material was analysed
using a low-powered stereomicroscope (magnification x6–x40) and the
critical taxa identified using the modern seed reference collection housed
in the George Pitt-Rivers Laboratory, Department of Archaeology,
University of Cambridge. The nomenclature for all non-cultivated taxa
follows that of Stace (1997).

The plant macrofossils were preserved by charring and in some
cases by mineralisation. In general, preservation permitted identification
to species. A total of 32 samples were analysed: twelve from Neolithic
contexts, ten from Bronze Age, two from Iron Age, three from
Romano-British and five from Saxon contexts. The results are presented
in Tables 21–25.

Neolithic

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
Four samples were analysed from this monument (Table 21). Three were
from secondary ditch fills and one from closing pit 5181.

The presence of charred remains in samples from the secondary
ditch fills was patchy and two of the selected samples contained very few
charred plant remains. Only one (context 5333) contained many cereal
grains: seven grains of bread wheat and 47 fragments of indeterminate
cereals. In other contexts just a few grains of bread wheat were present,
and indeterminate wheat was represented by occasional grains and
glume bases; however, two rye (Secale cereale) grains were present,
along with 94 fragments of indeterminate cereal grains (Table 21). Hazel
nutshell fragments were common in all samples. The other remains
included a single tuber of onion couch-grass (Arrhenatherum elatius ssp.
Bulbosus), a fragment of sloe/plum stone (Prunus sp.), three cotyledons
of vetch, a single nutlet of a sedge (Carex sp.), and black-bindweed
(Fallopia convolvulus), sheep’s sorrel and dock (Rumex sp.).

A sample from closing pit 5181 was also poor in charred plant
material, with only a single indeterminate glume base and five fragments
of cerealia indet. being recorded for the cereal remains. Hazel, fruits of
common mallow (Malva sylvestris), a nutlet of black horehound (Ballota
nigra), vetch cotyledons and a tuber of onion couch-grass were the
uncultivated plant remains present.

It might be expected that a ditch would contain very little in the way
of plant remains, unless these had been dumped there deliberately, and
therefore the remains may represent a background flora. Two interesting
exceptions are noted in the case of these samples. First, there is a
relatively larger number of hazel nutshell fragments in two of the ditch
layers, which may indicate some active dumping there rather than a
background flora element. Second, the presence of two rye grains is
striking. This record is very early for rye to be considered as a crop, and
may therefore represent either an arable weed or an intrusive item
incorporated into this layer at a later date.

Pits
The sample from pit 2716 (Table 21) contained a reasonable quantity of
charred plant remains. Cereal remains included bread wheat, grains of a
glumed wheat (either emmer Triticum dicoccum or spelt T. spelta) and
grains of an undetermined wheat, as well as seven grains of hulled barley
and a single barley rachis fragment. Again, rye was represented by the
presence of eight rachis fragments and oats by a single caryopsis. A coty-
ledon of pea (Pisum sativum) was also recovered. Over 100 fragments of
indeterminate cereal grains were also recovered.

Non-cultivated species included hazel nutshell fragments, fat hen,
sheep’s sorrel, dock, sloe/plum/hawthorn thorn and vetches. Achenes of
stinking chamomile (Anthemis cotula) were also found. This may
represent the dumping of crop processing residues along with the
remains of discarded wild food such as hazel. The presence of stinking
chamomile suggests that the soils cultivated were heavy.

Very few plant remains were recovered from pits 3517 and 3331.
The dominant remains in both were hazel nutshell fragments and a few
weed seeds. The large number of hazel nutshell fragments suggests that
the pit was used for the discard of refuse. Single grains of wheat and
barley were also recovered along with vetches and clover (Trifolium sp.)
from pit 3331.

The samples from the line of pits suggest that they were mainly
refuse pits, although those from pit 3517 may indicate the storage of
hazel nuts gathered from the wild. The presence of rye rachis fragments
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Monument Long barrow 2589

Context Type 2ndry fill 2ndry fill 2ndry fill 2ndry fill 3ry fill

Context 6007 6021 6086 6122 6001

Sample No. 1620 1621 1624 1628 1627

Original volume (l) 30 30 30 30 1

Original flot volume (ml) 35 120 15 300 40

Crops etc.

Triticum aestivum

Grains 2f 3 6 - -

Triticum sp. indet.

Glume bases - 1 - - -

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains 1 - - - -

Cerealia indet - 12f 14f 2f 1f

Embryos - - 1 -

Culm internodes 1+11f 1(min) - 1 -

Weeds

Ranunculus a/r/b 5 7 - - -

Ranunculus ficaria tubers - 2 - - -

Corylus avellana 1f - 12f 1f -

Chenopodium album 3f 1 1 - -

Rumex acetosella - - 1 - -

Prunus sp. - 3f(min) - - -

Prunus/Crataegus sp. Thorn - - - 1 -

Crataegus sp. 2f - - - -

Vicia/Lathyrus sp. 1 - - - -

Galeopsis sp. - - 1 - -

Prunella vulgaris - 1 - - -

Galium aparine 1 - - - -

Lapsana communis - - 1 - -

Asteraceae indet. - 1 - -

Arrhenatherum elatius tubers - ?7(min) - - -

Small Poaceae <1mm - 7 2 - -

Poaceae culm internodes - - 2 - -

Miscellaneous 2 - - - -

Table 22  Charred plant remains from long barrow 2589

Feature type Cremation burials Pit Refuse pit

Feature 2814 2820 2820 2820 2856 2856 2856 3245 6182 4671

Context 2815 2817 2822 2823 2852 2854 2859 3247 6183 4673

Sample No. 1575 1577 1583 1584 1609 1611 1616 1626 1629 1592

Original volume (l) 8 24 20 25 3 2.5 5 30 16 7

Original flot volume (ml) 5 220 150 450 120 10 60 35 125 350

Crops etc.

Triticum spelta

Grains - - - - - - - - - 139

Spikelet forks - - - - - - - - - 3

Glume bases - - - - - - - - - 161

Rachis fragments - - - - - - - - - 16

Triticum aestivum

Grains 2 - - - - - - - - -

Triticum sp.
(free-threshing)

Grains - - - - - - - - - 1

Triticum sp. (glumed
wheats)

Tail grains - - - - - - - - - 4+3f

Triticum sp. indet.

Grains - - - - - 1f 1 1f 1 67f
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Feature type Cremation burials Pit Refuse pit

Feature 2814 2820 2820 2820 2856 2856 2856 3245 6182 4671

Context 2815 2817 2822 2823 2852 2854 2859 3247 6183 4673

Sample No. 1575 1577 1583 1584 1609 1611 1616 1626 1629 1592

Original volume (l) 8 24 20 25 3 2.5 5 30 16 7

Original flot volume (ml) 5 220 150 450 120 10 60 35 125 350

Spikelet forks - - - - - - - - - 15

Glume bases - - - - - - - - - 1004

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains - 1 - - - - - - - 56

Tail grain - - - 1 - - - - - 8

Rachis fragments - - - - - - - - - 25
+1(artic)

Hordeum vulgare (poorly
pres.)

Grains - - - - - - - - - 25f

Avena sp.

Grains - 1 - 2f - - - - - -

Awns - - - - - - - - - 6f

Rachillas 2

Pisum sativum

Cotyledons - - 1 - - - - - - -

Cerealia indet 16f 1f 9f 7f 7f 1f - 3f 4f 30f

Shoots - - - - - - - - - 1

Embryos - - 1 - 1 - - - - -

Culm nodes - - 1 - - - - - - 5

Culm internodes - - - - - - - 1 - 3

Culm bases - - - - - - 3 - - -

Weeds

Ranunculus ficaria tubers - - 5 7 - - - - - -

Corylus avellana 1f - 6f - - - - - 3f 2f

Chenopodium album - 2 - - - - - - - 12+15f

Montia fontana ssp.
chondrosperma

- - - 1 - - - - - -

Polygonum aviculare - - - - - - - - - 5

Fallopia convolvulus - - - - - - - - - 1f

Rumex acetosella - - - - - - - - - 8

Rumex sp. - - 2 - - - - - 1 1+2f

Malus sylvestris - - - - - - - - - 1

Prunus spinosa - - - - 1 - - - - -

Prunus/Crataegus sp. thorn - - 2 1 - - - - - -

Vicia sp. - - - - - - - - - 2

Vicia/Lathyrus sp. - - - 1 - - - - - -

Medicago lupulina 1 - 3 - - - - - - -

Fabaceae indet. 1 hilum - - - - - - - - -

Prunella vulgaris - - - - - - - - - 1

Plantago lanceolata - - 2 - - - - - - -

Galium aparine - - - 1 - - - - - -

Tripleurospermum
inodorum

- - - - - - - - - 1

Lolium sp. - - - - - - - 1 - -

Arrhenatherum elatius
tubers

5+12f 1 3+2stems
+ 9f

2f 7f 1f - - -

Bromus sp. - - 1f - - - - - - 82+1048f

Anisantha sterilis - - - - - - - - - -

Small Poaceae <1mm - - 1 - 1 - - - - 7+5f

Poaceae culm internodes 20 - 8 - 116 13f - - - -

Roots (poss. Poaceae) 3+ 22f - 4 4 92 1+18f 80f 3 - 1

Miscellaneous 1 - - - - - - - - 5

Table 23  Charred plant remains from Middle–Late Bronze Age features
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Phase LBA/EIA Romano-British

Monument Pit alignment Enclosure

Feature Type pit pit refuse pit ditch gully

Feature 2782 3521 4970 2566 8006

Context 2781 3522 4972 2565 8007

Sample No. 1563 1545 1569 1566 9509

Group 2519 2519 - 2640 8018

Original volume (l) 80 10 30 10 10

Original flot volume (ml) 30 25 375 175 10

Crops etc.

Triticum dicoccum

Spikelet forks - - - - 2

Glume bases - - - - 4

Triticum spelta

Spikelet forks - - - - 4

Glume bases - - - 1 64+30f

Rachis fragments - - - - 25

Triticum aestivum

Grains 1 - - - -

Triticum sp. (glumed wheats)

Tail grains - - 1 - -

Triticum sp. indet.

Grains - - 8f - -

Spikelet forks - - - - 21

Glume bases 4 - - 3 206

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains - - 17+1f - -

Tail grain - - 1 - -

Rachis fragments - - - - 3

Rachis fragments (6 row) - - - - 1

Hordeum vulgare (poorly preserved)

Grains - 1f - - -

Secale cereale

Grains - - 1 - -

Avena sp.

Grains - - 1 - -

Awns - - - - 5f

Cerealia indet. 15f 2f - 4f 91f

Embryos - - - - 1

Shoots - - - - 15

Culm nodes - 1 - - 1

Culm internodes - - - - 1

Culm bases 1 - - - -

Pisum sativum

Whole - - 4 - -

Weeds

Corylus avellana 13f - - - 3f

Chenopodium album 1 - 2 - -

Chenopodiaceae - - - - 1

Montia fontana ssp. chondrosperma - - - - 1

Agrostemma githago - - 1 - -

Stellaria media 1+2 (min) - - - -

Fallopia convolvulus - 1 - - -

Rumex sp. 1 - - - 1

Prunus/Crataegus sp. thorn - 1 2 - 1

Vicia/Lathyrus sp. 1+ 1 cot - 4+2cots - 5+4cots



in pit 2716 is again a little early for rye to be considered as a crop, and
may in fact be a contaminant from later, Saxon levels.

Long barrow 2589
Five samples were analysed from this monument (Table 22). These
included four from secondary fills and one from a tertiary fill.

Overall, few charred and mineralised plant remains were recovered
from the secondary fills. Cereal remains included grains of bread wheat
(Triticum aestivum), a single grain of hulled barley (Hordeum vulgare)
and a few indeterminate wheat glume bases. Several indeterminate
cereal grains, included a cereal grain embryo, and fragments of straw
were also present.

Other remains present included mainly weed seeds of buttercups
(Ranunculus  acris/repens/bulbosus),  fat  hen  (Chenopodium  album),
lesser celandine (Ranunculus ficaria), sheep’s sorrel (Rumex acetosella),
hemp nettle (Galeopsis sp.) and nipplewort (Lapsana communis),
fragments of a hawthorn fruits (Crataegus sp.), seeds of vetch/tare
(Vicia/Lathyrus sp.) and cleavers (Galium aparine), but also a few hazel
nutshell (Corylus avellana) fragments. Small-seeded grasses were also
recovered, along with grass stem fragments.

Some remains from context 6021, in the north-western part of ditch,
had been preserved by mineralisation. Mineralisation occurs when
conditions allow the replacement of organic material with (usually)
calcium phosphate material. In this case, it may relate to calcium
carbonate being available in high-water-table conditions. Mineralised
remains included three fragments of a sloe/plum stone (Prunus sp.), and
a single nutlet of self-heal (Prunella vulgaris) and seven possible onion
couch-grass tubers (Arrhenatherum elatius ssp. bulbosus).

Conclusions
Overall, the plant remains from Neolithic contexts suggest that there was
some cultivation of cereals such as bread wheat and barley. The presence
of rye within some of the samples may suggest that it was an arable weed.
The presence of stinking chamomile suggests that the soils cultivated
were heavy in nature. The predominance of hazel nutshell fragments
suggests that wild food resources were an important part of the diet.

The charred and mineralised plant remains were few, and most
likely represent a background flora to the site. As with the earlier
Neolithic contexts (hengiform ring-ditch and pits), cereals indicate that
bread wheat and barley were present and that hazel nuts were gathered as
a wild food resource. The other weed seeds could well have been weeds
of cultivation.

Middle–Late Bronze Age
Eight samples were analysed from the cremation burials, along with two
samples from Late Bronze Age pits (Table 23).

Cremation burials
Eight samples from four cremation burials (2814, 2820, 2856 and 3245)
were analysed. Few charred plant remains were found. A few bread
wheat, barley and oat grains and several fragments of indeterminate
cereal grains were present. Other taxa included fat hen, blinks (Montia
fontana ssp. chondrosperma), docks, sloe/plum/hawthorn thorns, black
medick (Medicago lupulina), ribwort plantain (Plantago lanceolata),
and cleavers and occasional fragments of hazel nutshell. Common to all
samples were tubers of onion couch-grass. Samples also contained grass
stem and root fragments, and one contained lesser celandine tubers.

Overall, the remains present from the cremation burials consist of
grass stem and root fragments and tubers of onion couch-grass. This
suggests that they represent the tinder used in firing the cremation pyres.
The other non-cultivated remains may have been present as part of the
background flora or even of turves that were burnt, and cereal remains
also represent general background activity.

Pits
Very few charred plant taxa were recorded from the sample from pit 6182
(Table 23). In contrast, that from pit 4671 was very rich in charred plant
remains. Cereals included spelt wheat, which was represented by grains,
spikelet forks, glume bases and rachis fragments. Other undetermined
wheat grains and chaff fragments were also found, this assemblage
dominated by a large number of wheat glume bases. Other cereals
included hulled barley: this was represented by grains and rachis
fragments, one of which was articulated. Preservation was good as the
number of fragments of indeterminate cereal grains was low.
Non-cultivated taxa include fat hen, knotgrass (Polygonum aviculare),
black bindweed, sheep’s sorrel and very many caryopses of brome-grass
(Bromus sp.). Although the sample has been interpreted as a refuse
deposit, the charred plant remains may represent the storage of
semi-cleaned cereal grains. If pit 4671 had been a refuse pit, the remains
represent the dumping of cereal remains and processing debris that have
been accidentally burnt. In the Middle–Later Bronze Age the main
cereals cultivated were spelt wheat and barley, as indicated by the
evidence from pit 4671.

Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age
Samples from two pits from the pit alignment enclosure were analysed
(Table 24). Relatively few plant remains were present. Cereals were
represented by a single grain of bread wheat, along with indeterminate
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Phase LBA/EIA Romano-British

Monument Pit alignment Enclosure

Feature Type pit pit refuse pit ditch gully

Feature 2782 3521 4970 2566 8006

Context 2781 3522 4972 2565 8007

Sample No. 1563 1545 1569 1566 9509

Group 2519 2519 - 2640 8018

Original volume (l) 80 10 30 10 10

Original flot volume (ml) 30 25 375 175 10

Aethusa cynapium - - 1 (imm) - -

Fabaceae indet. - - - - 1 hilum

Odontites vernus - - 1 - 1

Galium aparine 1+1f 1 - - 2+5f

Asteraceae indet. - - 1 - -

Festuca sp. - - - - 12

Lolium sp. - - - - 2

Arrhenatherum elatius tubers - 1f - - -

Large Poaceae >1mm - - - - 5f

Small Poaceae <1mm - - 2 - 1

Poaceae culm internodes - 1 - - -

Roots (poss. Poaceae) - 1 - - -

Table 24  Charred plant remains from Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age and Romano-British features
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Group 4625 SFB 7400 SFB 8605

Feature Type refuse pit refuse pit SFB fill pit* SFB fill post-hole

Feature 4604 4604 7200 7406 8607 8611

Context 4605 4606 7201 7406 8617 8612

Sample No. 1560 1562 9501 9514 9505 9506

Original volume (l) 10 10 30 30 30 10

Original flot volume (l) 125 60 950 200* 150 20

Crops etc.

Triticum dicoccum

Spikelet forks - 1 - - - -

Glume bases - - - - - 1

Triticum spelta -

Spikelet forks - - - - - 1

Glume bases - - - - 2 2

Triticum aestivum

Rachis fragments 3 3 4 - - 1

Triticum sp. (free-threshing)

Grains 47 14 146+12f - 5+2f -

Tail grains 2 - 12 - - -

Tetraploid rachis fragments - 1 - - - -

Triticum sp. (glumed wheats)

Grains - 4 - 4* 2 2

Tail grains - 1 5 - - -

Triticum sp. indet.

Grains 13f 3+9f 9f - 5f -

Spikelet forks - - - - - 1

Glume bases - 2 - - 1 6

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains 35+1f 5+4f 43 1* 17+1f 3

Tail grain 1 - 8 - - 1

Rachis fragments 2 - 1 - - 3

Hordeum vulgare (poorly preserved)

Grains - - 58 - 1f -

Secale cereale

Grains 20 7 - - - -

Rachis fragments 7 2 1 - - -

Avena sp. - - - - 4 -

Grains - - 1f - 2+4f -

Awns 2f - - - - -

Pisum sativum

Whole - 4+1f 5 + 1 immature - - -

Cotyledons 1 - 9 - 2 -

Vicia faba

Cotyledons - 1 2+1f - - -

Cerealia indet 176f 106f 96f 5f* 45f 15f

Embryos 1 - - - - 1

Shoots - - - - 1 -

Culm nodes 1 3 1 - - 1

Culm internodes - 2 1 - - 1

Weeds

Ranunculus a/r/b - 1 - - - -

Urtica urens - - - - 1 -

Corylus avellana - 1f 13f - - -

Chenopodium album 2 4 37+20f - 2 -

Silene latifolia 1 - - - - -

Agrostemma githago 2 - - - - -
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Group 4625 SFB 7400 SFB 8605

Feature Type refuse pit refuse pit SFB fill pit* SFB fill post-hole

Feature 4604 4604 7200 7406 8607 8611

Context 4605 4606 7201 7406 8617 8612

Sample No. 1560 1562 9501 9514 9505 9506

Original volume (l) 10 10 30 30 30 10

Original flot volume (l) 125 60 950 200* 150 20

Polygonum aviculare - 1 - - - -

Fallopia convolvulus - - 1+1f - - -

Rumex acetosella - 2 - - - 1

Rumex sp. 1 3 4 - 1+1(min) -

Malva sylvestris - 1 - - - -

Anagallis arvensis - - 1 - - -

Prunus spinosa - - 3f - - -

Prunus domestica 1 stone - - - - -

Prunus/Crataegus sp. Thorn 1 3 30 - - -

Vicia sp. - 19+3f (min) - - - -

Vicia/Lathyrus sp. 6+8f 5+9cots+6f 5+2cots+1f+1mi
n

- 1+1cot -

Medicago lupulina 2 2 - - -

Trifolium sp. 2 3 1 - - -

Fabaceae indet. - 2 hilums - - - -

Linum catharticum - 1 - - - -

cf Pastinaca sativa 1 - - - - -

Apiaceae indet. 1 - - - - -

Hyoscyamus niger - 1 - - - -

Lamium sp. 1 - - - 1(min) -

Prunella vulgaris - 1 - - - -

Plantago lanceolata - 2 2 - - -

Odontites vernus 2 2 - - - -

Galium aparine 1 1f 3 - - 3 (min)

Centaurea sp. 1 - 1 - - -

Anthemis cotula 3 19+4f 2 - - -

Chrysanthemum segetum 1 - - - - -

Tripleurospermum inodorum - - 1 - - -

Asteraceae indet. - - 1 - - -

Carex sp. - 1 5 - - -

Lolium temulentum - 1 - - -

Lolium sp. - - 1 - 1 1

Arrhenatherum elatius tubers - - - - [1] -

Bromus mollis type - - 28+39f - - -

Bromus sp. 2f - - - - 1f

Large Poaceae >1mm 1+1f 3+3f - - - -

Small Poaceae <1mm 3 13 6 - 2+1(min) -

Roots (poss Poaceae) 1 2 - - - -

Mineralised plant matter 1 - - - -

Mineralised concretions 1 - 1 - 18+15f 26

Miscellaneous 2 - - - - -

Table 25  Charred plant remains from Saxon contexts



wheat glume bases and a poorly preserved barley grain. Non-cultivated
plant taxa include hazel nutshell fragments, fat hen, chickweed, black
bindweed and onion couch grass, as well as dock, vetch and cleavers.

These samples only provide information about the background
flora, and do not offer any detailed insight into the nature of the wider
environment or the economy of the site.

Romano-British
Few contexts were suitable for sampling. Nevertheless three samples
were examined from Romano-British contexts: from pit 4970 (within
enclosure 2523), field system ditch 2566 and landscape boundary ditch
8006 (Table 24).

Pit 4970
Few remains were found in this sample. Cereals were represented by a
tail grain of a glumed wheat, along with fragments of an indeterminate
wheat. Hulled barley was also present, as was rye. Other cultivated
species included peas. Weed seeds were few and include fat hen, corn
cockle (Agrostemma githago), vetches, fool’s parsley (Aethusa
cynapium) and red bartsia (Odontites vernus).

Field system ditch 2566 (Group 2640) and landscape boundary ditch
8006 (Group 8018)
Few plant remains were recorded from field system ditch 2566. Spelt
wheat was represented by glume bases; indeterminate wheat glume
bases, along with fragments of indeterminate cereal grain, were the only
other records. The sample from ditch 8006 was richer and dominated by
the remains of spelt wheat glume bases. Emmer wheat chaff, in the form
of spikelet forks and glume bases, was also recorded, while
indeterminate glume bases and spikelet forks were present. Other cereal
chaff recorded included barley rachis fragments, some of which were of
the six-row type. Non-cultivated species were rarer but included hazel,
blinks dock, vetches, red bartsia and cleavers. Grasses were also found,
including fescue (Festuca sp.) and rye-grass (Lolium sp.).

Conclusions
Although few remains were recorded from pit 4970 several ‘new’
species, such as corn cockle, fool’s parsley and red bartsia, were
recorded. All of these can be found associated with arable conditions,
indicating a change in land-use. Spelt wheat was the commonest wheat
grown, along with six-row barley. The presence of so much charred
material in ditch 8006 suggests the dumping of material from a domestic
hearth, where the chaff from crop processing had been used as a fuel.

Saxon
A total of five samples was analysed from the Saxon occupation: two
from pit 4604, one from SFB 7400 and two from SFB 8605 (Table 25).

Pit 4604 (Group 4625)
The main cereal remains were of free-threshing wheats. These were
represented by grains, but also by some bread wheat rachis fragments,
and by a single rachis of a tetraploid free-threshing wheat such as rivet or
macaroni wheat (Triticum turgidum and T. durum respectively). Some
hulled wheats were also present, in the form of grains and a spikelet fork
of emmer wheat, but these were in the minority. Hulled barley was also
recorded, as were examples of pea in layer 4606. Rye was also recorded
in some quantity in these layers. Fragments of indeterminate cereal
grains were the commonest finds in both fills.

Non-cultivated species recorded in both deposits include buttercup,
fat hen, white campion (Silene latifolia), corn cockle, henbane
(Hyoscyamus niger) and stinking mayweed. Since the charred plant
remains are from different layers it might be expected that they reflect
different activities, but this does not appear to be so. The samples are
dominated by cereal remains rather than weed seeds, which suggests the
dumping of a cleaned cereal. There are many possible reasons for this,
but it suggests that the crop had been spoiled in some way. The presence
of stinking chamomile does suggest that the heavier soils were being
exploited, as occurred at the time of earlier occupation of this site, as does
the presence of rye, which is now probably present as a crop rather than a
grass weed.

SFB 7400
The assemblage was dominated by the presence of free-threshing wheat
grains (Table 25): the chaff fragments from the same layer suggest that it
is bread wheat. Hulled barley grains were also common, and peas were
also found. Non-cultivated species include fat hen, black bindweed,
sheep’s sorrel, vetches, and scentless mayweed (Tripleurospermum
inodorum). Apart from the fat hen, the only other common weed seed
was that of soft brome-grass (Bromus mollis). The presence of a large
number of cereal grains suggests that this SFB was perhaps used either

for the storage or processing of crops. The presence of charred remains
among the waterlogged remains within the pit 7405 associated with SFB
7400, also produced free-threshing wheat and barley. Charred remains
were found in the waterlogged samples from pit 7405, associated with
this SFB (Tables 25 and 29). These are also of free-threshing wheat and
barley.

SFB 8605
The sample from the fill of this SFB is not a rich as that from SFB 7400,
but free-threshing wheat still is the dominant cereal, followed by hulled
barley. Oats was also found, but whether as a crop or a weed is difficult to
determine.

Weed seeds were less common in this sample but included small
nettle (Urtica urens), vetches and rye-grass. Mineralised seeds were also
found and were mostly of weed species, including dock and dead-nettle
(Lamium sp.).

Post-hole 8611 produced few charred plant remains. Cereals were
represented by a few grains of spelt wheat and barley, and glume bases of
spelt and emmer wheat were present along with along bread wheat rachis
fragments. Weed seeds are also few and far between, with sheep’s sorrel
and three mineralised seeds of cleavers present. The lack of remains in
the post-holes is typical, and this sample largely represents a background
flora.

Conclusions
The Saxon period saw a shift in cereal cultivation to the free-threshing
wheats, although barley was still grown. The rye from deposits of this
period can be considered to represent a crop, rather that contamination.

Discussion
The charred plant remains recovered from Eynesbury
provide information regarding changes in land-use
through time.

In the Neolithic assemblage, although the plant
remains are scarce, the main cereal is bread wheat with
some barley. There was also a reliance on wild food
resources, such as hazel. The lack of plant remains makes
it difficult to determine if the crops had been grown
locally, although the arable weeds tend to indicate the
cultivation of heavy soils.

The majority of samples from the Middle–Late
Bronze Age are from the cremation burials, and therefore
most of the charred plant remains probably represent
tinder and fuel used in the pyres. The dominant taxa in this
case appears to be tubers of onion couch-grass and
fragments of grass stems and roots, which suggests that
turves were used as fuel and tinder.

Evidence from pit 4673 indicates the possibility that
crops were both grown locally and processed on site. The
main crops appear to have been spelt wheat and hulled
barley. Large numbers of brome-grass caryopses suggest
that the discarded material was partially cleaned: the
evidence probably represents a burning accident during
processing, or during storage if the crop was stored
semi-cleaned. The weed seeds present are ubiquitous
arable weeds, and give little indication of the soil types
tilled.

The paucity of plant remains from the Late Bronze
Age/Early Iron Age phase make it is difficult to determine
any change in agricultural practice, such as that
represented by the Romano-British occupation of the site.
In the Romano-British phase, the main cereal type
remained spelt wheat, with barley hardly being
represented. Again, the lack of weed seeds gives little
indication of the soil types exploited.

By the Saxon period a change from growing glumed
wheats to free-threshing ones can be detected. The
dominant free-threshing wheat is bread wheat, but the
presence of a tetraploid free-threshing rachis fragment
might also indicate macaroni or rivet wheat. Hulled barley
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was still grown, and the presence of rye grains and rachis
fragments suggest that this was also a crop. Peas were
grown too, but the use of wild food resources such as hazel
nuts seems to have tailed off. The presence of stinking
chamomile suggests that the heavier soils in the area were
exploited.

Overall, it can be suggested that crops were grown in
the locality throughout the occupation of this site.
Changes in the type of wheat cultivated occurred,
although barley appears to have been present in all phases
of use of the site. The presence of weed seeds in many of
the samples suggests that the processing of the crops also
took place on site. Rye became a crop in the Saxon period.
With the change from bread wheat in the Neolithic to spelt

wheat in the Bronze Age and Romano-British periods, a
reduction in the supplementation of the diet with wild
foods such as hazel nuts can be seen. There is insufficient
evidence from Saxon domestic contexts to make much
general comment for that period, but very little in the way
of wild foods has been recovered so far.

Insect remains from Neolithic long barrow 2589
by Mark Robinson
(Fig. 36)
A localised re-cut in the base of the east ditch of the long
barrow contained waterlogged organic sediment, which
was found to contain insect remains. A sample of this
deposit was subjected to detailed analysis for insects and
waterlogged seeds.

Methods
A 5kg sample from a re-cut (6350) in the base of the east ditch of long
barrow 2589 was washed over onto a 0.25mm mesh to separate out
organic material. The organic material was then subjected to paraffin
flotation to recover insect remains. The flot was washed in detergent then
sorted in water for insect fragments, using a binocular microscope. The
insect remains so recovered were identified (Tables 26 and 27),
nomenclature following Kloet and Hincks (1977). The results for
Coleoptera are also displayed in Fig. 36 after Robinson (1991, 278–81).

Interpretation
Over a third of the beetles were aquatic. By far the most numerous was
Helophorus cf. brevipalpis. Larvae of Trichoptera (caddis flies) and
Chironomidae (midges) were also present. These insects probably lived
in stagnant water.

The majority of the insects were terrestrial species, which had
entered the deposit from the surrounding landscape. Most strongly
represented were species of grassland habitats. They included the chafer
beetles Phyllopertha horticola and Serica brunnea, and the click beetle
Agrypnus murinus. Their larvae feed on roots of grassland plants and
they comprise Species Group 11 (Fig. 36). The larvae of Serica brunnea
and Agrypnus murinus require well-drained soils, while the former is
also characteristic of sandy or chalky soils. The other phytophagous
insects included the leaf beetle Crepidodera ferruginea and bugs from
the genus Aphrodes, which feed on grasses. Some of the ground beetles
such as Pterostichus cupreus or versicolor and Calathus fuscipes
commonly occur in grassland habitats.

Scarabaeoid dung beetles of the genera Geotrupes, Colobopterus,
Aphodius and Onthophagus comprised over 20% of the terrestrial
Coleoptera. They feed on the dung of medium and large-sized
herbivores. Their abundance was above that which would be expected
simply from a pastoral landscape and implied a high concentration of
domestic animals in the vicinity of the long barrow. Perhaps cattle were
using the barrow ditch as a source of water.

Two wood- and tree-feeding beetles (Fig. 36, Species Group 4) were
present. Grynobius planus bores into dead wood, while the larvae of
Cryptorhynchus lapathi feed under the bark of Salix sp. (willows) and
occasionally that of other trees such as Alnus glutinosa (alder). While
they show there was some woody vegetation, the small size of the
assemblage makes it difficult to assess the degree of local tree cover. It
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Feature 6350

Context 6384

Sample 1638

Min. No.
Indiv.

Species
Group

Clivina collaris (Hbst.) or fossor (L.) 1

Bembidion lampros (Hbst.) or properans Step. 2

B. biguttatum (F.) 1

Pterostichus cupreus (L.) or versicolor (Sturm) 1

Calathus fuscipes (Gz.) 1

Amara sp. 1

Hydroporus sp. 1 1

Agabus bipustulatus (L.) 1 1

Helophorus sp. (brevipalpis size) 19 1

Cercyon sp. 1 7

Megasternum obscurum (Marsh.) 2 7

Anacaena bipustulata (Marsh.) or limbata (F.) 1 1

Ochthebius minimus (F.) 1 1

O. cf. minimus (F.) 1 1

Hydraena sp. 1 1

Carpelimus cf. corticinus (Grav.) 1

Platystethus cornutus gp. 1

Anotylus nitidulus (Grav.) 3

A. sculpturatus gp. 1 7

Stenus sp. 2

Philonthus sp. 1

Staphylinus olens Mül. 1

Aleocharinae indet. 3

Geotrupes sp. 1 2

Colobopterus erraticus (L.) 1 2

Aphodius foetens (F.) 1 2

A. granarius (L.) 1 2

A. porcus (F.) 1 2

A. pusillus (Hbst.) 1 2

A. cf. Sphacelatus (Pz.) 2 2

Onthophagus ovatus (L.) 1 2

Serica brunnea (L.) 1 11

Phyllopertha horticola (L.) 1 11

Agrypnus murinus (L.) 1 11

Grynobius planus (F.) 1 4

Longitarsus sp. 1

Crepidodera ferruginea (Scop.) 1

Cryptorhynchus lapathi (L.) 1 4

Notaris acridulus (L.) 1 5

Total 65

+ – present
Table 26  Coleoptera from Neolithic long barrow 2589

Feature 6350

Context 6384

Sample 1638

Min. No. Indiv.

Forficula auricularia L. 1

Drymus sylvatica (F.) 1

Aphrodes bicinctus (Schr.) 1

Aphrodes sp. (not bicinctus) 1

Aphidoidea indet. 1

Trichoptera indet. – larva 2

Trichoptera indet. – case 1

Lasius niger gp. – worker -

Chironomidae indet. – larva +

Table 27  Other insect remains



could have ranged from isolated groups of trees and a little scrub in an
otherwise open landscape to the barrow itself being in a clearing within
an extensively wooded landscape.

There was little evidence for other environments. Beetles of foul
organic material (Species Group 7) such as Megasternum obscurum
were — at 10% of the terrestrial Coleoptera — quite well represented.
However, this would be expected given the evidence for the dung of
domestic animals. There was no evidence from the insects regarding
human habitation or structures.

Discussion
Very few Neolithic long barrows ditches have yielded
waterlogged organic sediments. However, analysis has
been conducted on macroscopic plant and insect remains
from one such barrow on the floodplain gravels of the River
Nene at Redlands Farm, Stanwick (Robinson unpublished
a). The results from the Early Neolithic sediments there
suggested a locally open landscape, perhaps related to an
alignment of monuments, against a background of wood-
land. The Coleoptera showed there was much grassland but
that this was only lightly grazed. The macroscopic plant
remains gave evidence of vegetational succession on the
barrow mound, starting with annual weeds of disturbed
ground and culminating with scrub. Subsequently, alder
trees became established in the barrow ditches, which were
not cleared until the Early Bronze Age.

Results of insect analysis are also available from a
Neolithic site on the Ouse gravels at Godmanchester, 10km
downstream from Eynesbury (Robinson unpublished b).
Lightly grazed grassland prevailed around an Early
Neolithic cursus, which was set against a background of
old woodland. In contrast, Late Neolithic water holes were
set in a largely wooded environment but scarabaeoid dung
beetles suggested a very strong presence of domestic
cattle, presumably being grazed in woodland conditions
(Robinson 2000).

Both these sites showed Early Neolithic clearance
related to monuments that were subsequently allowed to
become colonised by trees. The tree-trunk pit in the
barrow ditch at Eynesbury indicated a similar vegetational
sequence. The insect results from several Neolithic
ceremonial sites have suggested that some were set amidst
grassland that was only being lightly grazed (Robinson
2000). The insect evidence from Eynesbury indicating a
strong presence of domestic animals post-dated the
original use of the monument, however, and followed a
period of neglect. As at Godmanchester, this probably
represented pastoral activity on an earlier ceremonial site,
although in this case following clearance.

Pollen results from Ruxox on the River Flit and at
Warren Villas on the River Ivel, both tributaries of the
Ouse upstream from Eynesbury, gave evidence for alder
woodland on the floodplains and oak-hazel-lime
woodland on drier ground in the Late Neolithic or Early
Bronze Age (Scaife 2000). There was only limited pollen
of plants of cultivation and pasture. However, it is likely
that larger-scale permanent clearances began on the
gravels of the Ouse itself before those of its tributaries.
The insect evidence from Middle Bronze Age water holes
at Godmanchester suggested very open conditions indeed
(Robinson unpublished b).

The Neolithic insect assemblages from Redlands
Farm and Godmanchester included old woodland
Coleoptera and scarabaeoid dung beetles which are now
extinct in Britain (Robinson 2000; Robinson unpublished
a; unpublished b). All the species from the Eynesbury long
barrow still occur in the region. However, this need be no
more than a reflection of the sample size from Eynesbury
being so much smaller than those from the other two sites.
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Figure 36  Percentage of terrestrial coleoptera



Waterlogged plant macrofossils
by Alan J. Clapham
Four samples were analysed for waterlogged plant
macrofossils, two from the ditch of Neolithic long barrow
2589 and two from Saxon occupation contexts.

Methods
All samples were previously processed by wash-over flotation by
Wessex Archaeology using their standard methods, with flots and
residues retained on 0.25mm and 0.5mm residues respectively and
stored in Industrial Methylated Spirits. These samples were re-sieved by
the analyst through a series of granulometric sieves with mesh diameters
2mm, 1mm, 500µm and 300µm. Each fraction was then sorted under a
low-powered stereomicroscope (x6–x40 magnification), and the plant
macrofossils present picked out and identified using the modern plant
reference collections housed in the George Pitt-Rivers Laboratory,
Department of Archaeology, University of Cambridge. All
nomenclature of non-cultivated plants follows that of Stace (1997).

All samples contained waterlogged plant macrofossils, although
none contained any in quantity except for that from a re-cut (context
6384) in the base of the east ditch of the Neolithic long barrow. The
waterlogged plant remains were in general well preserved and the results
are presented in Table 28.

Neolithic long barrow 2589
A sample taken from the inside of the tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347) in the
long barrow ditch (context 6331) contained almost entirely degraded
wood fragments. The only other remains present were small charcoal
fragments.

Re-cut 6350 in the base of the east ditch of the long barrow was the
richest of the four studied, with 42 plant taxa present. Several habitats are
represented and these can be compared with interpretation of the insects
from the same sample (p.79).

The dominant habitat type in this sample was arable or disturbed
ground. Taxa included buttercups (Ranunculus acris/repens/bulbosus),
stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), fat hen (Chenopodium album),
chickweed (Stellaria media), pale persicaria (Persicaria lapathifolia),
knotgrass (Polygonum aviculare), docks (Rumex sp.), field pansy (Viola
cf. arvensis), parsley-piert (Aphanes arvensis), slender parsley-piert
(Aphanes australis), hedge-parsley (Torilis sp.), wall speedwell
(Veronica arvensis type), nipplewort (Lapsana communis) and prickly
sowthistle (Sonchus asper).

The second most common habitat was that of wood or scrubland.
Taxa included hazel (Corylus avellana), three-veined sandwort
(Moehringia trinerva), sweet violet (Viola cf. odorata), bramble (Rubus
Sect 2 Glandulosus), barren strawberry (Potentilla sterilis type),
blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), hawthorn (Crataegus sp.), bittersweet
(Solanum dulcamara), black horehound (Ballota nigra), elder
(Sambucus nigra) and wood sedge (Carex sylvatica), which is usually
found on heavy damp soils.

A grassland habitat was represented by lesser stitchwort (Stellaria
graminea), common mouse-ear (Cerastium fontanum), self-heal
(Prunella vulgaris), heath speedwell (Veronica officinalis type), thistle
(Carduus sp.), autumn hawkbit (Leontodon autumnalis) and small
grasses (small Poaceae).

Wetland and aquatic conditions were indicated by blinks (Montia
fontana ssp. chondrosperma), fine-leaved water-dropwort (Oenanthe
aquatica), gypsywort (Lycopus europaeus), watermint (Mentha
aquatica), rushes (Juncus sp.) and sedges (Carex spp.).

Ruderal species present in the sample included thyme-leaved
sandwort (Arenaria serpyllifolia), cinquefoils (Potentilla sp.), greater
plantain (Plantago major) and common ragwort (Senecio jacobea).

From the Neolithic sample, it can be seen that the local landscape
was quite varied. From the presence of taxa which prefer damp habitats
— as well as the presence of Cladoceran eggs and eggsacs of Copeopods,
which are both aquatic animals — it can be deduced that the ditch
contained water. The plant taxa were probably growing close to the
water’s edge at the bottom of the ditch.

Open spaces were present locally, although whether these were
arable, as may be suggested by most of the taxa, or whether there were
areas of open bare ground, is difficult to determine. A waterlogged
spikelet of emmer wheat (Triticum dicoccum) was, however, identified
amongst the insect assemblage of the same sample (M. Robinson pers.
comm.). The grassland and ruderal taxa indicate that there was a mosaic
of open habitats in the locality. This contrasts with the open woodland, or
perhaps scrub, which was represented by the second largest number of
taxa.

Several soil types can be identified from the plant species recorded.
Heavy soils are indicated by the presence of the wood sedge while

lighter, perhaps drier, soils that were better drained may be represented
by the parsley-pierts and common mouse-ear.

Saxon features
The waterlogged sample from context 4114 in well 4106 produced little
in the way of preserved waterlogged plant remains (nor indeed insect
remains), although charcoal fragments were common. Pit 7405 (context
7406) from SFB 7400 also contained very few waterlogged plant
remains, apart from one sedge nutlet. Charred plant remains were present
in small numbers and are discussed above (p.78).

Discussion
Only one of the Neolithic samples provided information
about the local environment. It suggests a mosaic of open
habitats were present in the Neolithic in this area. The
remains may also indicate a general vegetational succes-
sion in the area, with annual arable, disturbed-ground taxa
dominating at the time the barrow was constructed being
followed by grassland species, which were then
succeeded by the scrub/woodland species. With only one
sample producing any plant remains, however, this
suggestion remains tentative.

The presence of woodland species has been
interpreted in terms of the re-colonisation of cleared land
by scrubby species, perhaps resulting in the development
of secondary woodland. Scrub may have been allowed to
grow around the top of the ditch. The ditch itself appears to
have contained water, as indicated by the presence of
wetland or aquatic plant taxa as well as of aquatic
microfauna.

These results are comparable with those of the insect
study from the same sample. Both analyses indicate the
possibility that a background of woodland existed, and
that the barrow may have been kept cleared until later in its
history.

Pollen results from the Ouse tributaries upstream from
Eynesbury, the River Flit and River Ivel, suggest an alder
woodland on the floodplains and oak-hazel-lime
woodland on the drier ground in the late Neolithic or Early
Bronze Age, with little evidence for cultivation and
pasture (Scaife 2000). This is not suggested by the plant
macrofossil evidence from Eynesbury, however. This may
be because the plant macrofossil evidence indicates a
more local environment than the pollen evidence, and —
as Robinson suggests — that large-scale permanent
clearances began on the gravels of the Ouse before they
did on those of its tributaries.

Charcoal
by Rowena Gale
Charcoal analysis was undertaken on the remains of fuel
debris from the Neolithic monuments, from the
Middle–Late Bronze Age cremation burials, from Late
Iron Age and Romano-British contexts, and from Saxon
features. The aim of the study was to identify the character
of the woodland environment from the Neolithic to the
Saxon periods and to obtain data on woodland resources
and their uses. The latter is of particular interest for early
prehistoric ritual and pyre construction/ fuel.

Method
Bulk soil samples were processed by flotation at Wessex Archaeology
with flot retained on 0.5mm mesh and residues on 1mm. The resulting
flots and residues were sorted under low magnification and the charcoal
separated from plant macrofossils by Chris Stevens (MacDonald
Institute, Cambridge). Charcoal fragments measuring >2mm in
cross-section were considered for species identification. Large samples
were subsampled prior to identification (see below). Twenty-two
samples were selected for examination from the total of 118 of the 30
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Phase Neolithic Saxon

Feature Type Long barrow Well Pit in SFB 7400

Feature 6332 6350 4106 7405

Context 6331 6384 4114 7406

Sample  No. 1636 1638 1556 9514

Original volume (ml) 1000 1000 1000 1000

Original flot volume (ml) 20 40 20 30

Residue volume (ml) 250 150 300 200

Crops etc.

Triticum sp. (Glumed wheats)

Grains - - - 4 charred

Hordeum vulgare hulled

Grains - - - 1 charred

Cerealia indet - - - 5f charred

Weeds

Ranunculus a/r/b - 10+19f - -
Urtica dioica - 22 - -
Corylus avellana - 3f - -
Chenopodium album - 24+10f - -

Montia fontana ssp. Chondrosperma - 2+2f - -
Arenaria serpyllifolia - 1 - -
Moehringia trinerva - 11+2f - -
Stellaria media - 11+14f - -
Stellaria graminea - 11+7f - -
Cerastium fontanum - 6 - -
Persicaria lapathifolia - 19+7f - -
Polygonum aviculare - 1f - -

Rumex sp. - 5+10f - -

Viola cf odorata - 7f - -

Viola cf arvensis - 2 - -

Rubus Sect 2 Glandulosus - 2+30f - -

Potentilla sterilis type - 4+7(½)+2f - -

Potentilla sp. - 1+4f - -
Aphanes arvensis - 22 - -
Apahnes australis - 60 - -
Prunus spinosa - 4f - -

Crataegus sp. - 1f - -

Rosaceae prickles - 2 - -
Oenanthe aquatica - 8f - -

Torilis sp. - 2f - -
Solanum dulcamara - 1 - -
Ballota nigra - 1 - -
Prunella vulgaris - 8+5f - -
Lycopus europaeus - 2 - -
Mentha aquatica - 23 - -
Plantago major - 10 - -

Veronica officinalis type - 8 - -

Veronica arvensis type - 2 - -
Sambucus nigra - 1 - -

Carduus sp. - 2 - -
Lapsana communis - 1 - -
Leontodon autumnalis - 1 - -
Sonchus asper - 2 - -
Senecio jacobea - 1 - -

Juncus sp. - 46 - -
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Phase Neolithic Saxon

Feature Type Long barrow Well Pit in SFB 7400

Feature 6332 6350 4106 7405

Context 6331 6384 4114 7406

Sample  No. 1636 1638 1556 9514

Original volume (ml) 1000 1000 1000 1000

Original flot volume (ml) 20 40 20 30

Residue volume (ml) 250 150 300 200

Carex cf sylvatica - 1 - -

Carex sp. - 3 - 1

Small Poaceae <1mm - 100+ - -

Charcoal fragments common 37f common common

Copeopod egg sacs - 100+ - -

Cladoceran ephysia - 1000+ - -

Worm cocoons - 16 - -

Miscellaneous - 5 - -

Table 28  Waterlogged plant remains from Neolithic and Saxon contexts

Feature type Context Sample Acer Cornus Corylus Fraxinus Pomoideae Prunus Quercus Rhamnus Salicaceae

Neolithic

Long barrow 2589

Tertiary fill cut 6000 6001 1627 - - - - 41 1 - - -

2ndry fill cut 6029 6021 1621 - - - - cf. 4 - 57h, 92
root

- -

2ndry fill cut 6116 6122 1628 - - - - 6 - 114h,10s - -

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513

Closing pit 5181 5183 1580 - - - - - - 66h, 3s - -

Ditch segment 5261 5267 1588 2 - 1 - 15 6 11h, 3s - 3

Pit line 2557

Early Neo pit 2716 2715 1542 2 - 1 - 3 4 3h, 6r - -

Early Neo pit 3517 3518 1543 - - - 2 21 1 3h, 2s 2 1

Middle–Late Bronze Age

Cremation burial 2820 2817 1577 - - - - - 3 65h, 10r - -

2822 1583 - - cf. 1 - 2 6 77h, 13s - -

2823 1584 - - 1 - - - 72h, 6s - -

Cremation burial 2856 2859 1616 - - - - - - 43h, 8s - -

Cremation burial 3246 3247 1626 - - cf. 1 - - - 5 - -

Pit 6182 6183 1629 - - - - 2 - 21h, 29s - -

Refuse pit 4671 4673 1592 - - 16 3 12 63 2h - -

Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age

Pit alignment enclosure 2519

Pit 3521 3522 1545 - - - - 3 17 - - -

Romano-British

Refuse pit 4970 4972 1569 12 - 1 - 11 36 5h, 13h - -

4973 1570 6 - 3 - 15 37 15h, 3s - -

Ditch 2549

Ditch segment 2566 (2640) 2565 1566 - - - - - - 93h, 17s - -

Saxon

Pit cluster 4625 4605 1560 - - 3 - 18 17 10h - -

Refuse pit 4604 4606 1562 1 - 5r - 6 15 21h,4s+r - -

SFBs 7400 and 8605

SFB cut 7200 7201 9501 5 4 3 3 35 41 1h,4s - 1

SFB cut 8607 8617 9505 1 - - 3 29 11r 5s 1 -

h – heartwood and wood of unknown maturity; r – roundwood (diameter <20mm); s – sapwood. The number of fragments identified is indicated.
Table 29  Charcoal from Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age, Romano-British and Saxon contexts



litre bulk samples. None of the ditch fills of the cursus monuments
contained charred remains. Most of these selected samples included
>100 fragments and many contained fragments measuring 103mm or
more. The condition of the charcoal varied but generally it was rather
poorly preserved and difficult to examine. Intact sections of roundwood
were rare. Samples were prepared for examination using standard
methods (Gale and Cutler 2000). The fragments were examined using a
Nikon Labophot-2 microscope at magnifications up to x400. The
anatomical structures were matched to prepared reference slides. When
possible , the maturi ty of the wood was assessed ( i .e .
heartwood/sapwood), and stem diameters recorded. It should be noted
that measurements from charred material may be up to 40% less than
those from the living wood.

The charcoal analysis is summarised in Table 29. Group names are
given when anatomical differences between related genera are too slight
to allow secure identification to genus level. These include members of
the Pomoideae (Crataegus, Malus, Pyrus and Sorbus) and Salicaceae
(Salix and Populus). Where a genus is represented by a single species in
the British flora, this is named as the most likely origin of the wood, given
the provenance and period. It should be noted, however, that it is rarely
possible to name individual species from wood features, and exotic
species of trees and shrubs were introduced to Britain from an early
period (Godwin 1956; Mitchell 1974). Classification follows that of
Flora Europaea (Tutin, Heywood et al. 1964–80).

The anatomical structure of the charcoal was consistent with the
following taxa or groups of taxa:

Aceraceae: Acer campestre L., field maple
Cornaceae: Cornus sanguinea L., dogwood
Corylaceae: Corylus avellana L., hazel
Fagaceae: Quercus sp., oak
Oleaceae: Fraxinus excelsior L., ash
Rhamnaceae: Rhamnus cathartica L., purging buckthorn
Rosaceae. Subfamilies:

Pomoideae, which includes Crataegus spp., hawthorn; Malus
sp., apple; Pyrus sp., pear; Sorbus spp., rowan, service tree
and whitebeam. These taxa are anatomically similar; one or
more taxa may be represented in the charcoal.
Prunoideae, which includes P. avium (L.) L., cherry; P. padus
L., bird cherry and P. spinosa L., blackthorn. In this instance
the broad heterocellular rays suggested P. spinosa as the more
likely.

Salicaceae. Salix sp., willow, and Populus sp., poplar. In most
respects these taxa are anatomically similar, especially in juvenile
wood.

Neolithic

North and south cursus
No charcoal was recovered from secure contemporaneous contexts from
either cursus.

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513
A comparatively wide range of taxa was identified from the charcoal
from the fill of the ring-ditch (Table 29). The charcoal from closing pit
5181 consisted entirely of oak (Quercus sp.), but was too comminuted
for assessment of its maturity. This deposit contrasted with that from
ditch fill 5267 (from which multiple taxa were identified). Given the
possible ritual significance of the pit, closing the henge’s northern
entrance, this could infer specific selection for some associated activity.
Given the context within a hengiform monument, a ritual deposit seems a
strong possibility. Oak sapwood submitted for radiocarbon dating gave a
determination of 4995±65 BP (3970–3690 cal. BC).

Neolithic pits
Charcoal was examined from pits 2716 and 3517, two of a series of four
pits within the south group of Neolithic pits (Fig. 10c). Both produced
multiple taxa that included oak, buckthorn, hawthorn group, ash, hazel,
purging buckthorn and willow/poplar (Table 29).

Long barrow 2589
The primary ditch fills contained no charcoal, so charcoal was examined
from two of the secondary fills and a tertiary fill. This was abundant but
very poorly preserved, with reddish deposits (?iron) throughout the
tissues. A few fragments in a sample from secondary fill 6021 were
vitrified (a condition indicative of high-temperature combustion). A
15% subsample was examined from sample of secondary fill 6122.

Samples from secondary fills (6021 and 6122), both in the
north-west part of the ditch, were predominantly oak but also included
the hawthorn group (Pomoideae). A sample from 6021 included
numerous fragments of oak root, up to about 10mm in diameter. The

origins of the charcoal, and the reason it included root material, are
unknown. Unless it was already exposed (perhaps from a tree-throw) it is
unlikely that roots would have been gathered with, or as, firewood,
although it is possible that the deposit resulted from bonfire debris after
tree clearance. A more interesting, although speculative, suggestion
might associate the roots with the inverted tree trunk (Obj. No. 2347)
inserted into a pit on the north-west edge of the long barrow. The sample
from the tertiary fill 6001 in the south-east part of the ditch was
dominated by the hawthorn group, but also included blackthorn (Prunus
spinosa).

Mid to Late Bronze Age

Pits
Small pit 6182, sited c. 3m east of long barrow 2589, included a
deliberate dump of burnt sandstone and charcoal, with charred grain and
bone. It appeared to have been dug specifically to bury the remains of a
fire — possibly of ritual origin. The charcoal (context 6183), although
fairly abundant, was degraded and comminuted. It was identified as
predominantly oak, but the hawthorn group was also present.

A charcoal-rich deposit in the fill of pit 4671 included fragments up
to 25mm long. Despite its abundance, the charcoal (context 4673) was in
poor condition and a 25% subsample was examined. The taxa identified
included blackthorn, the hawthorn group, ash, hazel and oak.

Cremation burials
Charcoal was examined from three of the cremation burials. The unurned
burial 2820 included human bone and a large volume of charcoal, and
also burnt grain and weed seeds. Samples from contexts 2817 (25%
subsampled), 2822 (33% subsampled) and 2823 (25% subsampled)
indicated that the pyre fuel was predominantly oak. The minimal
amounts of charcoal of hazel, blackthorn and the hawthorn group
probably derived from kindling, infill for the pyre or associated artefacts.

The unurned cremation 2856 in the north-east part of the site had
been cut into the north cursus ditch. The charcoal (from context 2859)
here was much sparser than in cremation 2820 but similarly indicated the
importance of oak, no other species being identified. Oak sapwood
produced a radiocarbon determination of 2980±60 BP (1400–1040 cal.
BC).

Charcoal was very rare in the cremation burial 3245 outside the
south-west corner of north cursus 2514, but included oak and cf. hazel.

Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age

Pit alignment enclosure 2519
Charcoal from the fill of pit 3521 included blackthorn and the hawthorn
group.

Romano-British

Pits
Charcoal was examined from samples of fills of pit 4970 within
enclosure 2523 (contexts 4792 and 4793). Excavation of the feature
indicated that dumping had probably occurred in two distinct episodes
— possibly associated with both ritual and utilitarian activity (e.g. the
clearance of pyre material and other debris). Samples were obtained
from two halves of a charcoal-rich layer. The common derivation of this
material is reflected in the taxa identified — both samples included oak,
blackthorn, the hawthorn group, field maple (Acer campestre) and hazel.

Rectilinear gullies
Ditch 2549 formed one element of the series of Romano-British
agricultural land divisions. A piece of carbonised timber 0.3m long and
0.1m wide was found in the middle of ditch segment 2566 (Group 2640),
together with loose fragments of charcoal. A 25% subsample of the
charcoal was examined, and proved to consist entirely of oak. It is
probable that the complete sample derived from the remains of an oak
timber.

Saxon

Pit cluster 4625
Two large pits (4604 and 4609) were recorded south-east of hengiform
ring-ditch 2513. Pit 4609 included the smithing furnace (Fig. 30) in the
later part of its sequence, and both pits included pottery and iron slag and
clinker, indicating metalworking activities in this area during the Saxon
period. Charcoal was examined from the upper and lower layers of pit
4604. The components of the upper layer (animal bone, pottery, flints,
mortar, daub, charred grain and weed seeds, and charcoal) were
consistent with a midden pit; the charcoal (context 4605) included oak,
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blackthorn, the hawthorn group and hazel. Similar species (context
4606) were recorded from the lower layer, with the addition of field
maple. Roundwood from both oak and hazel were noted. The former
included at least twelve growth rings and a minimum radial measurement
of 8mm; the hazel included 6+ growth rings and demonstrated the fast
early growth characteristic of coppice stems.

SFBs
SFBs 7400 and 8605 were in the southernmost region of the site. A 50%
subsample was examined from the large volume of charcoal recovered
from a layer (context 7201) about 60mm below floor level in building
7400, the largest of the SFBs. The taxa identified included blackthorn,
the hawthorn group, field maple, dogwood (Cornus sp.), hazel, ash, oak
and willow/poplar. A similar range, with the exception of dogwood and
hazel and the addition of purging buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), was
recorded from SFB 8605.

Discussion
Charcoal was recovered from Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron
Age, Romano-British and Saxon features, often in great
abundance. The poor preservation of some samples may
be attributable to the location of the site on the floodplain
of the River Great Ouse, which regularly experienced
inundations and fluctuations in the water table (Dawson
2000a).

Neolithic–Early Bronze Age (ceremonial)
Species identified from the hengiform ring-ditch —
including maple, hazel, the hawthorn group, blackthorn,
oak and willow/poplar — contrasted with charcoal from
pit 5181, blocking the northern entrance, which was
exclusively oak. It is possible that both deposits represent
waste material — certainly both contained general
domestic rubbish (e.g. pottery, flint, bone, charred grain
and weed seeds). Within this ritual complex, it could also
be argued that a deposit of oak in a strategically positioned
pit between the northern entrance ditch terminals could
have derived from a ritual or ceremonial event.

The similarity of the wood species from the fills of two
Neolithic pits of the south group (2716 and 3517), located
north of the hengiform ring-ditch, to those recorded from
the hengiform ring-ditch itself, suggests that charcoal
from the latter also represented domestic or general
refuse.

Long barrow 2589 included numerous structured
deposits, including an inverted tree in a pit on the
north-west side. Although the origin of the collected
charcoal is unknown, it is possible that it had formed part
of specially placed deposits. Distinct differences occurred
between the ditch deposit assemblages. The tertiary fill
included the hawthorn group and blackthorn, while
secondary fills, which would have been contemporary
with the structured deposits, were dominated by oak, with
minor representation by the hawthorn group. Oak root
charcoal from one deposit might possibly have been
associated with the nearby pit containing the inverted tree
— maybe exposed roots had been disposed of in this way.
Trimmings or waste from sacred trees may have required
suitably reverential methods of disposal, or may have been
used as votive offerings. The importance of oak in
prehistoric ritual in many European countries is well
documented (Grigson 1958; Davidson 1964; Piggott
1968).

Middle–Later Bronze Age and Late/Bronze Age/Early
Iron Age (funerary and ritual)
The high concentration of oak in the ?Middle–Late
Bronze Age charcoal-rich unurned cremation 2820

demonstrated the importance of this taxon for pyre
construction, but kindling or artefactual remains may be
represented by the presence of blackthorn, the hawthorn
group and cf. hazel. Similar results were obtained from
two further unurned cremation burials. Middle Bronze
Age funerary customs are still poorly understood. While
there is some evidence to suggest the use of specific
woods, perhaps associated with status, age or gender, for
pyre construction, more work needs to be done on this
topic (Smith 2002). The predominance of oak in the
cremation deposits here may infer ritual selection, as well
as the practical consideration that oak is one of the hottest
and longest lasting wood fuels.

The charcoal from Middle Bronze Age pits was
similar in character to that from the Middle–Late Bronze
Age cremation deposits — predominantly oak but also
including the hawthorn group. This deposit might
represent specific ceremonial or ritual activities.

A much wider range of taxa was recorded from the
charcoal-rich fill of refuse pit 4671 — mostly blackthorn,
but also including ash, oak, hazel and the hawthorn group.
Charcoal was probably derived from settlement refuse and
fuel debris, and there was no evidence of industrial
activity. The restricted range of charcoal (blackthorn and
the hawthorn group) from pit 3521 in the Late Bronze
Age/Early Iron Age pit alignment enclosure cutting the
north cursus ditch is not thought to have been associated
with ritual activity.

Romano-British (settlement)
The Romano-British period saw a significant shift in
land-use, with re-organisation and divisions representing
agricultural development and rationalisation. Charcoal
deposits almost certainly represented fuel debris, either
from domestic or agricultural use, although the clearance
of old pyre sites has been suggested as another possible
source of charcoal in the case (for example) of pit 4970
(within enclosure 2523), from which a thick layer of char-
coal included oak, blackthorn, the hawthorn group, maple
and hazel.

A large piece of charred oak timber of unknown origin
was recovered from ditch 2549, which formed part of the
rectilinear gully close to the hengiform ring-ditch 2513.

Saxon (settlement)
Charcoal from the floor areas of SFBs 7400 and 8605
probably represents domestic fuel debris. The function of
the larger building 7400 was not clear, and neither was the
reason for its collapse/abandonment. The floor deposits
suggested either that the building had been flooded or that
refuse had been dumped into the derelict feature; the
absence of in situ burning negated the possibility that it
had burnt down. Metal slag recovered from the feature
could infer industrial origins for the charcoal but, while
this cannot be ruled out, the diverse range of species
identified, including shrubs, could also indicate domestic
fuel. Fuel was gathered from trees and shrubs including
maple, dogwood, hazel, ash, hawthorn, blackthorn, oak,
purging buckthorn and willow/poplar.

Large pit 4604 also provided evidence of fuel debris,
represented by maple, hazel, blackthorn, the hawthorn
group and oak. The charcoal was mostly very fragmented,
although some pieces of oak and hazel roundwood indi-
cated the use of small wood (possibly coppiced stems).
Although a smithing furnace was located in an adjacent pit
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4609, there was no evidence to implicate the fuel deposit
in pit 4604 as industrial waste.

Environmental evidence and woodland resources
As other contributors to this chapter have indicated, insect
remains from Neolithic contexts suggest that the long
barrow occupied open grassland, with woodland in the
near vicinity. Charcoal from this period indicated wood-
lands of oak, field maple, hazel and ash, with
willow/poplar probably on the wetter ground and with
shrubby species such as blackthorn, the hawthorn group
and purging buckthorn in woodland margins or in scrub. In
the later Neolithic, alder trees colonised the long barrow
and persisted until they were cleared in the Bronze Age.
Charcoal associated with Bronze Age features confirmed
the continuing presence of oak, hazel, blackthorn, the
hawthorn group and a little ash, although the latter was
only provisionally dated to this period. The bulk of this
data, however, was obtained from cremation deposits and
would have been biased by economic/ritual fuel selection,
and was evidently not representative of the overall tree
cover — as indicated by the absence of alder, referred to
above.

The low-lying land was subject to periodic bouts of
flooding, which seem to have been particularly severe in
the 2nd century BC, 1st century AD and the late Roman
period (Dawson 2000b). Prolonged waterlogging would
have been extremely detrimental to non-wetland species.
By the Late Iron Age, evidence of land divisions and
enclosures indicated a radical change of land-use to
pastoral farming (possibly incorporating woodland
pasture) and agriculture. Charcoal from a Romano-British
refuse pit recorded woodland species including oak,
hazel, blackthorn, the hawthorn group and field maple.

By the Roman period the Eynesbury region was
densely settled, with numerous farmsteads (Spoerry
2000), and although there was no substantive evidence
from the charcoal examined, most woodland of this period
was probably managed. Charcoal and waterlogged wood
from Romano-British deposits (1st–4th century) in a
predominantly agricultural landscape at Eaton Socon, on
the western floodplain of the river, included a fairly wide
range of species: oak, birch, hazel, ash, hawthorn, black-
thorn, cf. alder, willow/poplar, elder and Viburnum.
Waterlogged wood from the fill of a well included narrow
stems and twiggy material, which may have derived from
the natural accumulation of fallen debris, particularly
from willows and elders growing nearby. The almost total
absence of alder from charcoal samples (mostly fuel
debris) from either site is interesting given its probable
abundance on the wet or waterlogged soils on the
floodplain, and could infer alternative and more approriate
uses for its roundwood and timber, e.g. hurdle-making
and posts.

If farming continued on a similar scale in the following
centuries, woodland in the 7th-century Saxon landscape
may have remained roughly similar in acreage to that of
the Iron Age. A relatively wide range of taxa was
identified from Saxon fuel deposits, including shrubby
species such as dogwood and purging buckthorn.

The wood species identified most frequently in the fuel
deposits may to some extent represent local distribution
patterns/stability in the environment (although species
selection must also be taken into account). From the
Neolithic to the Saxon periods these included oak,

blackthorn and the hawthorn group. The frequency of
blackthorn and the hawthorn group could indicate either
the necessity for the regular removal of persistent or inva-
sive scrub or, in the later Bronze Age, hedge pruning —
both blackthorn and hawthorn are spiny and provide
highly efficient stock-proof barriers.

There was some evidence to suggest hazel coppicing
in the Saxon period, but the bulk of the charcoal was too
fragmented to assess the presence/use of managed
woodland. Evidence of Iron Age coppicing in the region
has been recorded at Warren Villas in the Ivel Valley
(Dawson 2000a). It is likely that similar practices were
established at Eynesbury, especially during the Roman
period when increased demands on woodland resources to
provide fuel, timber and other woodland products must
have been considerable.

Land snails from Neolithic contexts
by Michael J. Allen
Evidence from land snails from ditches of numerous
Neolithic monuments in southern England, such as
causewayed enclosures (Thomas 1982; Evans and Rouse
1991), long barrows (e.g. Ashbee et al. 1979), the Dorset
Cursus (Entwistle and Bowden 1991; Allen 2000) and
articulated prehistoric landscapes (e.g. Stonehenge: Allen
in Cleal et al. 1995, Allen 1997a; Dorchester, Allen
1997b; Cranborne Chase, Allen 1999) encouraged efforts
to recover such evidence from ditches of the Neolithic
monuments here. In particular evidence for both the site
landscape (cf. Thomas 1982) and for alluviation of the
Ouse floodplain was sought. However, snail preservation
on the gravels in East Anglia has been demonstrated to be
poor and patchy (French 1983) and, as at Etton (French
1998), these efforts were largely unsuccessful. A total of
30 samples were taken, primarily of fine-grained ditch
sediments, from the south cursus 2514 and long barrow
2589.

Two kilogrammes minimum were processed from
thirteen samples (from a contiguous column and spot
sampling) from the cursus, and from a column of
seventeen samples from the long barrow. Unlike at Etton,
no shells or shell fragments were noticed in any of the
processed samples, although the present samples were
smaller. However, snail shells were occasionally noted in
a few of the flots of the 30 litre bulk samples. Although in
no case were numbers sufficient to provide detailed
palaeo-environmental interpretation of the local
landscape and landaus, two samples from sealed contexts
in Neolithic pits 2982 and 3610 were examined. The
residues were fully extracted.

Both pits contained few shells (Table 30), and only
pit 3610 (a re-cut of pit 3596) contained enough to
allow any comment. The small assemblage (twenty
shells) from this fill is entirely terrestrial with no
evidence of fresh-water slum, or even obligatory
marsh, species. Species typical of leaf litter and tall
unkempt grassland include Discus rotundatus,
Carychium tridentatum and Aegopinella nitidula, and
the lack of open country species suggests the presence
of woodland and long ungrazed grass. Such damp
habitats would also provide refuges for the more
moisture- or marsh-loving species Carychium minimum,
and even the open country dryland species Pupilla
muscorum is common in floodplain taxocenes (Davies
1996).

86



The overall impression provided by this Neolithic
assemblage is one of a broadly open landscape with long
unkempt, ungrazed damp grassland containing trees and
shrubs.

Neolithic and Saxon animal bone
by Naomi Sykes
(Figs 37–40)
Animal remains were recovered from the Neolithic,
Bronze Age/Iron Age, Romano-British and Saxon
deposits, but sample sizes and dating evidence were
sufficient to justify only the study of the Neolithic (391
bones) and Saxon (1917 bones) assemblages.

Neolithic animal bones were recovered from north
cursus 2602 and south cursus 2514, hengiform ring-ditch
2513, long barrow 2589 and double enclosure 2588. Most
of the material came from a series of structured deposits in
the long barrow ditch. Because the remains are derived
from ritual and ceremonial activities, the assemblage only
gives limited insight into Neolithic animal economy. It
does, however, allow aspects of Neolithic ritual to be
investigated. By comparison with other assemblage types,
it may be possible to determine whether the animals
incorporated into these symbolic expressions differed
from those consumed in the course of more everyday
activities.

In contrast to the Neolithic material, the Saxon
assemblage is derived from purely domestic contexts,
with two-thirds of the material coming from SFBs and
the remainder from two large refuse pits. These
remains provide an opportunity to examine the Saxon
economy.

Methods
The assemblage was recorded at the Centre for Human Ecology and
Environment, University of Southampton, using Serjeantson’s (1996)
‘zones’ system. These data produced the basic NISP (Number of
Identified Specimens) and MNE (Minimum Number of Elements)
counts, from which the MNI (Minimum Number of Individuals) was
calculated. Where possible specimens were identified to species, with
sheep and goat being differentiated following Boessneck’s (1969) and
Payne’s (1985) criteria. Undiagnostic skull fragments, ribs and vertebra
(except the atlas and axis) were placed in size categories.

For the main domesticates dental wear was recorded using Grant’s
(1982) system. This was undertaken for mandibles (with two or more
ageable teeth), single deciduous premolars and third molars; the data are
available in archive. Mandibles were placed into age groups following the
criteria provided by O’Connor (1989), and suggested ages were taken
from Payne (1973) for sheep, Legge (1992) for cattle and Hambleton
(1999) for pig. Horse age was calculated using crown-height measure-
ments (Levine 1982). Bone fusion was also recorded, and was interpreted
using Sisson and Grossman’s (Getty 1975) timings for epiphyseal closure.

Fused bones and adult molars were measured following the
standards set by von den Driesch (1976), Payne and Bull (1988) and
Davis (1992); the results are provided in archive. Data accumulated by
the Animal Bone Metrical Archive Project (Centre for Human Ecology
and Environment 1995) were used for comparison.

Taphonomy
Substantial variation in bone condition was noted between the Neolithic
and Saxon assemblages. The Saxon material was in markedly better
condition than that from the Neolithic deposits, most of which was
poorly preserved. The Neolithic assemblage was largely placed and
buried, but surface condition probably relates to local ground-water
conditions and in situ weathering rather than age of the assemblages.

Although the surface condition of the Neolithic bone was poor
some, in particular that from the primary fill of the long barrow ditch, was
well preserved. Indeed, a greater quantity (64%) of the Neolithic
material was identifiable than that from that Saxon period (59%). The
high identifiable component of the Neolithic assemblage can be
attributed to the fact that much of the material was derived from
structured deposits (see Grigson 1999, 206). Rapid, and deliberate,
burial would account for this preservation and the relative lack of
evidence for scavenging activity.

The impact of carnivores upon the assemblages is difficult to
ascertain, especially for the Neolithic material, where the frequency of
gnawing marks is low (0.5%). This may be due to poor bone-surface
condition, rather than a lack of carnivore activity. It may also reflect the
placed nature of the deposits: rapid burial would have given carnivores
little opportunity to scavenge the material. The Saxon assemblage
demonstrates a much higher incidence of gnawing, with proportions for
the building and pit assemblages being roughly equal (5% and 6%
respectively). It would seem that both domestic dogs and cats had access
to, or were perhaps even fed, the bones prior to disposal.

The Saxon material also exhibited considerable evidence of
butchery, with marks present on 11.5% of the bones. The lack of
cut-marks observed on the Neolithic material may reflect both the placed
nature of the material and the bone’s condition — Neolithic assemblages
with good bone-surface preservation from sites such as Etton Causeway
(Armour-Chelu 1998) and Runnymede Bridge (Serjeantson 1996) have
produced ample evidence for butchery.

The colour of burnt bone depends on the temperature at which it is
incinerated (Gilchrist and Mytum 1986). Both the Neolithic and Saxon
assemblages contained small amounts of black, grey and white
(calcined) bone, indicating firing temperatures of 200–600 °C. Some of
the Saxon burnt bone was from SFB 7000 but the majority came, perhaps
unsurprisingly, from the iron-smithing hearth pit 4624. All of the
Neolithic burnt bone (with the exception of a few fragments from the
hengiform ring-ditch) derived from the primary fills of the long barrow.
These fills produced the highest concentrations of structured deposits
(including human remains). As such, bone cremation may have formed
part of the ritual practices.

Neolithic (4000–2400 BC)
(Figs 37 and 38)
Altogether 391 bone specimens, of which 249 were identifiable to taxa or
size group, were recovered from the Neolithic deposits. Taxonomic
composition of the resulting assemblage is shown, by feature, in Table
31. Most of the material (86%) derived from the long barrow ditch, with
few identifiable fragments being recovered from the other features.
Nevertheless, the species range for all of the deposits is similar, with
cattle and red deer predominating, a situation supported by the
size-group data.
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Feature 2982 3610
re-cut of 3596

Context 2986 3603

Sample 1597 1601

Vol. (l) 25 10

Carychium minimum (Müller) - 1

Carychium tridentatum (Risso) - 2

Cochlicopa lubrica (Müller) - 1

Vertigo pusilla (Müller) - 1

Vertigo pygmaea (Draparnaud) 1 -

Pupilla muscorum (Linnaeus) - 1

Lauria cylindracea (Da Costa) - 1

Vallonia costata (Müller) - 4

Vallonia pulchella (Müller) - [1]

Discus rotundatus (Müller) - 5

Aegopinella nitidula (Draparnaud) - 1

Cecilioides acicula (Müller) 3 1

Trichia hispida (Linnaeus) + 2

Trichia striolata 1 1

Taxa 2 11

Total 2 20

Specimens in [ ] indicate shells retaining periostricum: these are
therefore considered recent and excluded from the total

Table 30 Land snails from Neolithic pits
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Cattle Sh/gt Pig Red Roe Bear Shsz cwsz unid. Total % ident.

Hand-collected

Neolithic features

North cursus 2602 - - - 9* - - - - 23 32

South cursus 2514 2 1 - - - - - - - 3

Double enclosure 2588 1 - - - - - - - - 1

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513 1 1 - 1 - - - - 14 17

Long barrow 2589

tertiary fill 6 - - 1/5* - 1 - 1 3 17

secondary fill 24 1 2 6/19* 1/1* - - 21 67 142

primary fill 37 2 2/22* - - 1 80 35 179

Neolithic total 71 (12) 5 (1) 2 (1) 10/55* 1/1* 1 1 102 142 391 64

Cattle Sh/gt Pig Red Roe Bear Shsz cwsz unid. Total

Samples

Neolithic features

Long barrow 2589 2 - - 1* - - - 376 41 420

Double enclosure 2588 - - - 1* - - - - - 1

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513 - - - - - - - - 2 2

Neolithic total 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 376 43 423

Sh/gt – sheep/goat; Red – red deer (* – antler fragment); Roe – roe deer (* – antler fragment); unid. – unidentified mammal; Shsz – sheep sized;
ctsz – cat sized
MNI in parentheses from Neolithic contexts
Table 31 Animal bone from Neolithic contexts: Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) from hand-collected and sieved
material

Hand-collected Samples

SFB Pit cluster 4625 Total SFB Pit cluster 4625 Total

Cattle 138 50 188 (7) 2 1 3

Sheep 24 3 27 - - 0

Goat - 2 2 - - 0

Sh/gt 133 56 189 (10) 5 - 5

Pig 107 19 126 (6) 9 - 9

Dog 2 - 2 - - 0

Equid 7 4 11 - - 0

Red 1/6* - 1/6* - - 0

Roe 1 1 2 - - 0

Inst - 2 2 - - 0

Amph - 2 2 - - 0

Toad - 3 3 - - 0

Goose 8 1 9 - - 0

DF 9 - 9 - - 0

Plover 1 - 1 - - 0

Crane 1 - 1 - - 0

Fish 1 - 1 - - 0

Ctsz 3 - 3 - - 0

Shsz 228 25 253 15 - 15

Cwsz 211 69 280 8 - 8

Dfsz 2 - 2 - - 0

Gssz - - 0 - 1 1

Smbd - 1 1 - - 0

Unbd 6 1 7 2 - 2

Unid 523 263 786 118 23 141

Total 1417 504 1921 159 25 184

% identified 59

Sh/gt – sheep/goat; DF – domestic fowl; Dfsz – domestic fowl sized; Red – red deer (* – antler fragment); ctsz – cat sized; Smbd – small bird; Roe – roe
deer (* – antler fragment); shsz – sheep sized; Unbd – unidentified bird; Inst – unidentified insectivore; cwsz – cattle sized; Unid – unidentified
mammal; Amph – unidentified amphibian; gssz = goose sized
MNI in parentheses from Saxon contexts
Table 32 Animal bone from Saxon contexts: Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) from hand-collected and sieved
material



Domestic mammals
Cattle are commonly the best-represented taxa on Neolithic sites and
their remains often account for more than 50% of the domestic
assemblage. Here, however, cattle have a relative frequency of 91%, with
sheep and pigs being represented by just a few fragments. This,
combined with the abundance of red deer, is atypical of assemblages of
domestic refuse: assemblages from sites such as Runnymede Bridge
(Serjeantson 1996), Hazleton Barrow (Levitan 1990) and Windmill Hill
(Grigson 1999) all had sheep and pig in high frequencies and contained
few wild animals. Cattle are often overwhelmingly predominant in the
assemblages from ceremonial sites (see Grigson 1999, 236).

The assemblage here represents non-domestic, and a large number
of structured, deposits. Most of these ‘offerings’ were of complete, but
fragmented, cattle skulls. No evidence for method of slaughter, such as
poleaxing, was apparent but the poor surface condition may have
obscured any signs of skinning or horn-removal. At least eleven adult
skulls were present in the primary fills of the long barrow ditch, with a
further skull recovered from the tertiary layers. Skulls are
over-represented (Fig. 37), and Neolithic assemblages from primary
ditch fills such as that from Windmill Hill (Grigson 1965) commonly
exhibit such biases. Structured deposits of cattle skulls have been
recorded for numerous sites, including Etton Causeway (Armour-Chelu
1998), Irthlingborough, Northants (Davis and Payne 1993; Healy and
Harding in prep.) and the long barrows at Horslip (Higham and Higgs
1979), Sherrington, Amesbury 42 and Bowl’s Barrow (Kinnes and
Longworth 1985).

Measurements of horn cores may enable the distinction between
wild (Bos primigenius) and domestic animals. All of the measured
horn-cores from the site, when plotted against those for the domestic
cattle horn-cores from Windmill Hill and the aurochs specimens from the
Örjeg peat-bogs, Hungary (Bökönyi 1972), fall into the ‘indeterminate’
range (Fig. 38). Thus, these may derive either from domestic males or
from wild females. It is tempting, considering the substantial wild
content of the assemblage, to suggest that the remains are those of female
aurochsen. Measurements of the few post-cranial bones, however, are
clearly too small to be from wild animals and it is more likely that the
individuals present are domestic cattle.

If the skulls are all from domestic bulls, this cannot reflect the true
herd structure as it would not be possible to sustain a herd composed of
adult males. Indeed, Grigson (1999) has observed that, in most Neolithic
assemblages, the sex ratio for adult cattle is in the order of one male to six
females. It has been proposed that males were slaughtered young (e.g.
Grigson 1981; Legge 1981), which accounts for the high percentage of
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Figure 37  Body part pattern for Neolithic cattle

Figure 38  Measurements of horn cores to show the Eynesbury examples in relation to female aurochs/male
domestic cattle, and to male aurochs



calf remains in many Neolithic assemblages: even the Eynesbury
assemblage produced some evidence for the presence of juvenile cattle.

The skulls placed in the long barrow ditch were probably from
specifically selected individuals. In a period when cattle herds were of
prime importance, it is likely that the larger bulls/castrates held a position
of particular significance and that, consequentially, their skulls were
more likely to have been placed in ritually significant locations.

Wild mammals
Red deer (Cervus elaphus) were extremely well represented (Table 31),
being only slightly less abundant than cattle. Roe deer (Capreolus
capreolus) were present in small frequencies and cervid remains made
up 47% of the material that could be identified to taxa. This high
percentage is unusual. Few assemblages dating to this period have
produced wild animals in large quantities; usually wild species are only
present at frequencies of 5–10% (Legge 1988). With the exception of the
Coneybury ‘Anomaly’ (Stonehenge Environs: Maltby 1990), wild
species tend to be well represented only on ceremonial sites, which may
support Richards and Thomas’s (1984) claim that, in the Neolithic
period, the remains of domestic and wild animal were disposed of in
different ways.

Several of the deer remains were post-cranial elements, indicating
that some had been hunted for food. Most specimens were antler
fragments and three of these had been shed, as was the single roe deer
specimen. These were probably collected for artefact manufacture. In
modern cervids, red deer cast their antlers between March and May
(Clutton-Brock 1984) and roe deer shed their antlers around October. As
antler can be stored, these cannot indicate seasonality of activity. By
contrast, the single unshed red deer antler probably came from an animal
killed between August and March.

Four red deer specimens had tines that were worn, indicating that
they had been used as ‘picks’or ‘rakes’. One of the shed antlers (Obj. No.
2361) also had a battered burr. The highest concentration of antler
fragments came from the primary fill of the long barrow ditch and it is
likely that these were used in the digging of the ditch. It is interesting to
note that all of them had been discarded when they were still in a usable
state. Disposal of potentially useful antler tools has been noted at other
several sites, such as Blackhorse Road, Cambridgeshire (Legge 1988),
Hazleton North, Gloucestershire (Levitan 1990) and Stonehenge,
Wiltshire (Serjeantson and Gardiner 1995). Measurements for three
antlers are comparable with those from other British Neolithic sites, such
as Grimes Graves, Norfolk (Legge 1981), Durrington Walls, Wiltshire
(Clutton-Brock 1984) and Hazleton North, Gloucestershire (Levitan
1990).

Perhaps the most interesting find was the single lower right canine
from a brown bear (Ursus arctos) recovered from the tertiary fill of the
long barrow ditch. Only one other Neolithic site in Cambridgeshire, that
at Blackhorse Road (Legge 1988), has produced evidence of brown bear.
Bear bones have been recovered from a number of Neolithic sites,
however, especially relating to structured or ‘ritual’deposits, for instance
at Down Farm, Dorset (Legge 1991). Yalden (1999) lists the
archaeological occurrence of brown bear in Britain, and it is clear that
this animal became increasingly rare through the Neolithic period. He
attributes their decline to over-hunting, where they were predators of
livestock. Whilst hunting may have contributed the decline in bear
numbers, it is likely that bears had ritual significance and were hunted as
trophies rather than as pests. Modern pastoral societies commonly hunt
dangerous animals as symbols of status or in demonstrations of their
warring skills (Eaton 1978). The bear canine from the structured deposits
in the long barrow ditch suggests that bears had a significance beyond
that of a ‘pest’.

Saxon (AD 410–1066)
(Figs 39 and 40)
Almost 2000 bone fragments were recovered from the Saxon contexts:
1417 from the seven sunken featured buildings and 504 from the pit
cluster (4625). Although the Saxon period witnessed considerable
socio-economic change, the assemblage can be viewed only in broad
terms in the absence of more refined dating. For most of the analysis the
data have been combined, since sample sizes were too small for the
groups to be considered separately.

Taxa representations are provided in Table 32 where it is clear that
domestic animals dominate the assemblage, accounting for
approximately 95% of the material identified to taxa. Such a high
percentage of domesticates is characteristic of Early and Middle Saxon
assemblages, especially those from villages, where most of the flesh
foods consumed derived from farmed animals.

Cattle, sheep and pigs
Relative frequencies of the main domesticates are shown, in terms of
both NISP (Number of Identified Specimens) and MNI (Minimum
Number of Individuals), in Fig. 39. Sheep were the dominant taxon but
the MNI count inflates the percentage of sheep and pig at the expense of
cattle. Body part representation (Figs 39a–c) indicates that whole
carcasses were present on site.

Pigs were the least well represented of the main domesticates
(NISP). Their frequency (24%) is, however, still high compared to
national averages (c. 17%: Sykes 2001). Abundance of pigs is often a
characteristic of high-status sites, but there is little else in this
assemblage indicative of élite occupation. The frequency of pigs
probably relates to the availability of woods locally capable of
supporting large pig herds.

Local environmental factors may equally well explain the high
frequencies of sheep/goat in the assemblage: Domesday Book suggests
that by the 11th century the fenlands of East Anglia and Cambridgeshire
were dedicated to sheep-farming (Lennard 1959). Other Saxon sites in
these areas, notably West Stow, Suffolk (Crabtree 1994) and Sedgeford,
Norfolk (Clutton-Brock 1976), have also produced large quantities of
sheep bones.

Animal husbandry
The dominance of sheep suggests activities focusing on wool
production. Certainly numerous loomweights and thread-pickers were
recovered from the SFBs. Sheep cull patterns (from dentition and
epiphyseal fusion) substantiate this by showing that most sheep were
kept beyond two years of age, allowing at least two wool-clips to be taken
before they were slaughtered. Manure and milk were, no doubt, also
significant products of sheep husbandry. Indeed, the high percentage of
animals culled at a young age (10% culled before six months, and 33%
mortality by ten months) suggests that sheep were important dairy
animals: culling juveniles before the end of the mother’s lactation period
released milk for human consumption.

Young animals are often well represented on ‘producer’sites, whose
assemblages contain the remains of infant mortalities (Wapnish and
Hesse 1988, 84). Ageing data for pigs (14% fall-off by six months)
supports the idea that this is a ‘producer site’. Few animals were raised
past 2½ years, when they attained their optimum meat weight.
Individuals maintained past this point would have been predominantly
female and used as breeding stock.

Cattle were kept to much greater ages. At least 50% of the ‘herd’
reached two years, with many individuals surviving to old age. Late
slaughter of cattle is typical where individuals were raised
predominantly for use as plough animals. Dairying is also suggested
since a significant portion (20–50%) of animals did not reach eighteen
months.

Carcass processing
The assemblage was composed not just of food refuse but also of waste
from slaughter, primary butchery and bone-, horn- and antler-working.
In many respects, the body part patterns for resemble closely Brain’s
(1967) findings for assemblages subject to carnivore activity. Certainly
the material displayed relatively high frequencies of gnawing (10% of
pig and 17% of cattle and sheep), which may suggest anatomical
representation is more directly related to canine, rather than human,
activity. There is no evidence to suggest that cuts of meat were either
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Figure 39  Relative frequencies for the main Saxon
domesticates, in NISP and MNI



imported or exported from the site; if trade in livestock was taking place
animals were probably moved on-the-hoof.

No evidence for slaughter method was apparent but there were some
traces of the preparation of the carcass. In particular, several metapodia
bore cut-marks indicative of skinning.

Butchery on a high percentage of cattle and sheep vertebrae
suggested that carcasses were split into sides and the backbone was then
cut into smaller lengths. This suggests that chops, or rib-steak, were
important cuts of meat.

Disarticulation of the carcass seems to have been mostly with a knife
(indicated by cut-marks on many long bones) and that meat cleavers
were used to reduce the meat into smaller portions. A hole in one sheep
scapula was probably caused by a meat-hook suggesting that shoulders
of mutton had been hung, perhaps for smoking. Several pig scapula had
shaving marks, which may be the result of meat being cut away from the
bone after it had become firmly attached by smoking (Lauwerier 1988).

Some of the bones (mostly cattle metapodia) had been split
longitudinally for marrow extraction (a common feature of Saxon
assemblages: Grant 1987), and it likely that stews were the staple of the
Saxon diet, with bones being used for stock (Hagen 1998).

Other domestic mammals
Horse and dog were the only other domestic mammals present. One of
the horse maxillary molars was from a juvenile animal, indicating that
horse breeding may well have been taking place on or near to the site.
Two of the horse specimens showed butchery marks, raising the question
of whether horsemeat was being eaten by the sites inhabitants. Although
consumption of horse flesh was prohibited in England from c. AD 786,
when the Legatine synods outlawed it as a pagan practice (Levison
1946), a number of other Saxon sites, such as Hamwic, Hampshire
(Bourdillon and Coy 1980), Lots Hole and Lake End Road (Powell 1998)
have yielded quantities of butchered horse bones. Dead horses may,
however, have been knackered and fed to dogs (cf. Thomas and Locock
2000), which would explain the heavy gnawing seen on two specimens.

Despite the overall high percentage of gnawed bones, the remains of
the dogs themselves were scarce. Only two specimens were recovered
but these included a complete and well-preserved skull. It was from a
large animal with broad features similar to a mastiff.

Wild mammals
The remains of both red deer (Cervus elaphus) and roe deer (Capreolus
capreolus) were present in the assemblage but neither species was well
represented (combined totals 0.5% if antler fragments are discounted).
This is compatible with assemblages from other Saxon village sites,
especially those from the Early and Middle Saxon period (Sykes 2001).

Other animals
A small number of bones from both domestic and wild birds were
present. Equal proportions of domestic fowl (Gallus gallus) and goose
(Anser anser) were present. These were the most common birds (3%),
whereas wild birds accounted for just 0.3%. Wild birds were represented
were crane bill (Cicona cicona) and a golden plover (Pluvialis apricaria)
humerus. Fish were present in very low numbers though this may, in part,
result from a limited programme of sieving targeted towards the recovery
of fish bones.

Contextual analysis
While the overall representation of taxa in different types of Saxon
feature is similar, there are distinct differences between pits and SFBs.
Perhaps the most obvious is that pig was more common in the SFBs than
the pits. The higher percentage of ‘meat’ animals present in the SFBs
suggests that these features contained a greater quantity of food refuse.

A higher proportion of meat-bearing elements, especially those of
pigs, were present in the SFB deposits. Ribs, which carry a large quantity
of meat, are also better represented in the SFBs than in the pits. By
contrast, the pits contain a greater quantity of skull fragments (20%) than
the SFBs (4%), indicating that primary butchery waste was disposed of
in pits away from the buildings.

Conclusion
The Neolithic material is clearly very different to that
from other sites of a domestic nature. Not only is the taxa
representation distinctive, but the age, sex and anatomical
representation of the animals — especially the cattle —
suggests that the skulls of particular individuals were
specifically selected for incorporation within the long
barrow ditch. Even the deposition of the antlers seems to
been of symbolic significance, since many of the
specimens were discarded when they could still have
acted as functional tools. The assemblage indicates that
both domestic and wild animals were utilised in ritual and
ceremonial practices.

In the Saxon period, the settlement was a producer site,
where domestic animals were raised, slaughtered and
consumed on the settlement itself. Some livestock from
this site were probably used to provision other, less rural,
settlements. Sale or exchange of secondary products, in
particular wool and dairy goods, must also have made an
important contribution to the sites economy. Many cattle
were managed as plough animals, perhaps indicating a
concentration on arable production.

III. Discussion: the development of a farmed
landscape
by Michael J. Allen

Because of the intermittent chronological record and
varied preservation (see above and Table 33), our evidence
does not enable us to detail a complete history of the
development of the land-use and economy of the
communities who used the land at Eynesbury. Key issues,
nevertheless, in the development and economy of these
communities and in the physical development of the Great
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Figure 40  Body part representation: MNI for a) cattle, b) sheep/goat and c) pigs from Saxon SFBs and pit clusters



Ouse floodplain can be addressed through comparison
with the detailed results of the long-term research
conducted at sites like Maxey (Pryor and French 1985),
Etton (Pryor 1998), Flag Fen Basin (Pryor 2001a) and
Haddenham (Evans and Hodder in press), and analyses by
French (e.g. 1983, 1988, 2002), Waller (1994) and Scaife
(1998, 2000, 2001).

Neolithic (4000–2400 BC)

Soils and landscape
The Great Ouse Valley has an extensive and broad
floodplain, and at about 5000–3000 BC the surrounding
areas were well wooded (Waller 1994, 164–83; Scaife
2000). Data from Haddenham probably indicates dense
woodland dominated by lime with hazel ash and some oak
prior to c. 4400–4100 cal. BC. The floodplains and first
terrace were not as densely vegetated (French 2002).
However by the Neolithic, and certainly in the earlier
Neolithic, the landscape of the floodplain and first terrace
was much modified and was relatively stable.

At this time well-drained argillic brown earths (brown
forest soils) existed on the interfluves (French 2002,
chapter 8; 1988). The lower-lying floodplains supported
well-developed argillic brown earths but were gleyed and
subjected to seasonal waterlogging and fluctuating
groundwater conditions, as testified by the 0.35m-thick
Late Neolithic soil buried beneath the Early Bronze Age
burial mound to the south of the excavation (Herne 1984).
In general there seems to be a lack of well-developed
brown forest soils in the Great Ouse valley, when
compared those of the Lower Welland and Nene Valleys
and the fen edge margins (French 1983; 1988; 2002, and in
Simpson et al. 1993). Within the Great Ouse valley,
however, the exceptional areas where developed brown
forest soils do occur are on the higher (and drier) parts of
the first terrace, at sites such as Barleycroft Farm (C.
French pers. comm.) and Eynesbury (French 1984). We
may tentatively suggest that this represents a combination
of location and early anthropogenic modification of these
topographies. The plant and insect evidence from later
Neolithic contexts suggest predominantly well-drained
soils locally, but there is evidence of a more complex

mosaic including heavier soils, perhaps on alluvial clay,
and lighter drier soils, maybe on sandy or chalky drift in
the valley floor.

Floodplain environment
It is suggested that the river and floodplain to the north
(downstream) of Eynesbury consisted of open pools and
reed swamp until at least the later Bronze Age (French
2002, chapter 8). Meandering and dendritic channels
weaved through the valley, possibly with Phragmites
reeds and swampy, standing water fringed with sedge fen,
alder and willow, beyond which was an essentially dry
(and more-or-less flood-free) floodplain. There is a lack of
early prehistoric alluviation at Eynesbury, as elsewhere in
the Great Ouse, certainly by comparison with the Lower
Welland valley for instance. As indicated above, it is
thought that during the Neolithic period the floodplain
contained more open vegetation than the surrounding
landscape and than (for instance) the Nene valley (Camp-
bell and Robinson in prep.) at this time. This may be borne
out by the insect and plant evidence for a mosaic of open
habitats locally. That mosaic in the later Neolithic
comprised disturbed ground or arable land as well as
grassland. The grass was probably long and tussocky, and
lightly grazed. Scrub and stands of hazel and other shrubs
(e.g. buckthorn, hawthorn and blackthorn) existed with
some scrubby woodland. Alder and willow grew in the
wetter areas nearer the river, and perhaps especially
where pools of water collected and were retained, such as
in the ditches of the Neolithic long barrow. We can
perhaps envisage more dense oak and ash woodland on
the interfluves. The overall landscape here can be likened
to that portrayed in John Vallender’s reconstruction of
the Godmanchester trapezoidal structure (Malim 2000,
fig. 7.2).

Rising water tables?
More wet-loving woodland species (willow/poplar and
alder) are represented in the later Neolithic contexts than in
the few earlier Neolithic contexts examined. This may
amount to tentative evidence of minor local changes, with
the floodplain becoming wetter in the later Neolithic. This
suggestion must be made with due caution, however, as this
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Monument/Group date (cal. BC) Soils Charcoal Charred
seeds

Waterlogge
d seeds

Insects Snails Bones

North cursus 2602 4800–3400 - none none - - - ✔

South cursus 2514 4800–3400 - none none - - - -

Hengiform ring-ditch 2513 4000–3700 - ✔ ✔ - - - ✔

Early Neolithic pits 3600–3300 - ✔ ✔ - - - ✔

Late Neolithic pits - p ✔ ✔ - ✔ p

Long barrow 2589 2900–2300 ✼ ✔ ✔ - ✔ - ✔

Double enclosure 2588 - - - - - - ✔

Beaker - - - - - - -

Collared Urn cremation 2814 - p p - - - -

M–LBA cremation 2856 1400–1000 - ✔ ✔ - - - -

LBA/EIA pit enclosure 2519 - ✔ ✔ - - - p

Romano-British - ✔ ✔ - - - p

Saxon - ✔ ✔ ✔ few - ✔

✔– present and analysed/reported; p – present but not analysed; few – few, not analysed
1✻ – see Eynesbury round barrow (French 1984)
Table 33  Occurrence and preservation of environmental data available for analysis



‘change’may be an artefact of the uneven sample coverage
(see above, p.69), or might reflect the wet conditions
created by the pools of standing water in the long barrow
ditches. Further downstream (northwards) in the Great
Ouse Valley there is evidence of rising water tables in the
2nd and 1st millennia BC with renewed peat formation,
coincident with increases in open ground (French 2002,
chapter 8; Waller 1994, 182). However, effects of rising
groundwater in (for instance) the Haddenham area were not
pronounced until c. 800 cal. BC.

It is clear that the deeper ditches, i.e. those associated
with the Late Neolithic long barrow, contained standing
stagnant water. At the same time we can note evidence of
gleying of soils in the floodplain such as those reported on
by French (1984) under the Eynesbury round barrow
(Herne 1984). Some of this gleying occurred prior to
burial (i.e. in the later Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age) but
some may have occurred post-burial, and have related to
rising groundwater levels in later prehistory (Robinson
1992; Roseff 2000). These rises did not, however, result in
alluviation of the floodplain of the kind seen elsewhere.

Clearance and modification
Was this open landscape created for human occupation
activities? How far was the floodplain landscape modified
to accommodate human activity? Our data is too sparse to
tackle these major questions with any certainty. French
(1984) has suggested that the removal of the A and upper
B horizon material from the soil beneath the Eynesbury
round barrow was due to deforestation and possibly
cultivation in the earlier Neolithic. It is possible, however,
that the floodplain was only sparsely forested and there
was no need to clear the area of dense woodland in the
manner that would have been necessary on the interfluves.
An open woodland with grassland would have been an
ideal range for herds of wild animals, including
aurochsen. The presence of herds of cattle (see below),
grazing the floodplain grass and browsing the scrubby
woodland and small stands of trees, would have modified
and maintained the open nature of the floodplain. Indeed
extensive graze and browse may even keep vegetation
down and allow floodwaters to spread further.

The question of whether extensive modification of the
vegetation and landscape format took place within the
valley, or whether areas of more open ground developed
naturally, needs further examination. Localised
disturbance and arable plots may have been introduced
into this open floodplain environment, but this activity did
not radically change the overall vegetation structure.

Can we detect any hints of the woodland postulated for
the Ouse Valley at c. 3000–2000 BC by Peglar and Waller
(1994, 179), Waller (1994) and French (2002, chapter 8)?
As alluded to above, there are slight hints of an increase in
alder in the later Neolithic, as indicated by insect and plant
assemblages from the long barrow. Here this does not
reflect woodland regeneration due to a decline in cleared
areas, as postulated elsewhere in the Ouse Valley (French
2002; Waller 1994), but indicates local stands growing
either by pools of water (long barrow ditches), or because
of an increase in slightly damper conditions.

Early economies
The earlier Neolithic economy was one based on wild
plant foods — most obviously hazel nuts, but also
sloe/plum (Charred plant remains, p.78) — and as such is

typical of other economies of this period (Moffett et al.
1989). Wild animals, especially deer (both roe and red),
were very well represented and were undoubtedly hunted
for food. Cultivation of wheat (Triticum dicoccum/
spelta/aestivum) occurred in the earlier Neolithic, with
breadwheat (T. aestivum) and hulled barley (Hordeum
vulgare) being more common in the later Neolithic. There
is no direct evidence for the location of the cultivation
relating to our excavations; however, French’s report
(1984) on the Early Bronze Age barrow immediately to
the south indicated that severe soil truncation had
occurred, and this may in part have been due to tillage.
Cattle were essential to the economy, as exemplified by
their status as a chosen item within ritual and ceremonial
practices. Our record is biased by the lack of many
remains from ‘normal’domestic contexts, and by the over-
whelming importance in the excavated record of the cattle,
and possibly aurochsen, skulls selected and placed in the
long barrow. Analysis of the faunal remains was not
sophisticated enough to enable any contrast between the
earlier and later assemblages. The Great Ouse Valley
provided ideal graze and browse for herds of domestic and
wild cattle, and drinking water was provided not only by
the river but also by pools in the floodplains and ditches
excavated for monuments. The water-filled long barrow
ditch soon became a watering hole for cattle. This overall
picture compares well with that from a number of
Neolithic sites in the area: see, for instance French’s
summary of the Haddenham landscape (French 2002,
chapter 8).

Although there is evidence of cultivated crops in the
Neolithic and earlier Bronze Age here, and at other sites
such as Maxey (Green 1985), there is a general lack of
definitive agricultural evidence for the period in the form
of tillage. Even the soil disturbance in the late Neolithic
soil beneath the Eynesbury round barrow (French 1984)
cannot be categorically ascribed to tillage (C. French,
pers. comm.). This may leads us again to question the
nature of Neolithic agriculture and cultivation — this
argument has been rehearsed elsewhere, but it has been
suggested that small plots of crudely tilled soils, rather
than fields, were utilised (cf. Allen 1997a)

Later Bronze Age and Earlier Iron Age (1100–400 BC)
Our evidence is not a continuum. It is not until the
Middle–Late Bronze Age, nearly two millennia after the
long barrow’s use, that we have enough evidence to make
any statements about the local environment and food
economy of societies represented at the Eynesbury site.
The general character of the floodplain environment in
broad terms seems to have changed little, but some
development and changes are evident.

Within the wider landscape Waller (1994, 182) reports
increasingly open environments and a decline in trees on
the drier terraces. The floodplain and lower first terrace of
the Great Ouse can be characterised by its general
openness in the Bronze Age, prior to any real flooding
events. Despite this there is evidence of some seasonal
waterlogging at about 0–2m OD (French 2002) and of a
rising groundwater table from 2000 BC–AD 0.

Certainly our patchy evidence, largely derived from
charred remains from cremation burials (Middle–Late later
Bronze Age) and the pit-alignment enclosure (Late Bronze
Age–Early Iron Age), indicates a very open and dry
floodplain. Although many of the sampled contexts are
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‘specialised’, i.e. containing cremation and pyre-related
material, there is no alder, or any of the other trees of wetter
ground previously recorded. Instead the charcoals are
indicative of shrub and open scrub (hawthorn, hazel, black-
thorn and ash). We assume that the predominant oak was
specifically selected for the pyres, and that, although some
may have been growing in small stands in the valley, larger
oak cover existed on the higher drier interfluves. Most of
the incidental weed seeds suggested open dry rough grass-
land with onion couch-grass, fat hen and knotgrass.

There is clear evidence elsewhere of rising water
tables and groundwater at this time, and specifically in the
Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age at Little Paxton, only
2km north of St Neots, where Roseff (2000, 32) indicates a
rise in the water level and tidal regime akin to that
observed in the history of the Welland Valley (French et al.
1992).

No animal bone was analysed from this period but
evidence of cereal cultivation, in the form of spelt wheat
and hulled barley in particular, is present. The occurrence
of chaff indicates the storage of semi-cleaned grains, and
provides evidence of crop processing on site. We may
regard this as tentative evidence of cultivation in the Ouse
Valley itself.

Romano-British (AD 43–410)
The most significant evidence for this period is that for
land division and the creation of fields and droveways.
The charred remains confirm the archaeological evidence.
The presence of spelt wheat and hulled barley, with some
emmer, rye and peas, suggest cultivation. Weeds of corn
cockle, fool’s parsley and red bartsia among the samples
suggest the presence of uncleaned harvested grain that
might have been grown in, or near, the fields excavated
and have been processed on site.

Dawson (2000b) argues for episodes of extensive
flooding in the Great Ouse Valley (2000b, 111) during this
period, but here we have neither evidence of flooding or
alluviation. In fact both archaeological and environmental
evidence indicate a period during which the Ouse Valley
was dry and cultivated.

Saxon (AD 410–1066)
The Romano-British phase seems to define a change to a
cultivated and farmed landscape, and in the Saxon phase
the environmental evidence shows that this lived-in
landscape was widely farmed.

Cereal cultivation is evident on the heavier soils,
probably near the river. Crop diversity increased and there
was a significant shift way from hulled cereals (barley and
wheats) to free-threshing ones, such as rivet or macaroni
wheat (Triticum turgidum or T. durum) and bread wheat
(T. aestivum). In addition, rye and oats are present, and
peas relatively common. These were clearly both grown
and processed in this area of the Saxon lived-in landscape.
We can complement this evidence with the faunal data,
which is lacking from many of the preceding periods.
Sheep were kept in relative profusion, largely for their
wool and milk. Dairy herds of cattle were grazed, and a
few pigs were kept. Cuts of meat were also present both in
pits and the SFBs. Clear separation of food waste (SFBs)
and butchery waste (pits) could be seen. Chops and rib
steak from cattle and sheep were eaten, and some mutton
was hung and smoked. Marrow was extracted from long
bones for stews and stock.

Although we have less evidence of the nature of the
Anglo-Saxon physical environment this was clearly a
farmed and settled landscape, in contrast to the
predominantly ritual and ceremonial landscape of the
Neolithic.
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7.  Human Remains
by Jacqueline I. McKinley

The human bone assemblage comprised both unburnt and
cremated material, the former from Late Neolithic and the
latter from Bronze Age contexts. The unburnt bone, which
largely comprised disarticulated fragmentary material (23
bone ‘groups’ in all), all derived from fills within the
northern half of the Neolithic long barrow ditch (twelve
contexts), with two exceptions recovered from pits within
or cutting the ditch. The cremated bone was recovered
from 35 contexts, including one Early Bronze Age urned
cremation burial and at least one Middle–Late Bronze Age
unurned cremation burial with redeposited pyre debris; a
further four unurned cremation burials with pyre debris
were assumed to be Middle–Late Bronze Age in date. The
cremation burials were dispersed across the site as
singletons or in small groups.

I. Methods

The unburnt bone had been assigned unique object
numbers in excavation wherever possible to allow precise
location of the various fragments (Fig. 12, Table 34);
otherwise it was ascribed to context only. Several of the
unurned cremation burials and grave fills had been
excavated in a series of spits and/or as halves or quadrants,
all attributed separate context numbers. The fill of the
urned burial (which had been made inverted) was
excavated in a series of 2cm spits, the divisions being
maintained throughout analysis.

Analysis of the cremated bone followed the writer’s
standard procedure (McKinley 1994a, 5–21; 2000). The
minimum number count amongst the disarticulated
fragmentary bone was based on the most frequently
recovered skeletal element in association with the
assessed age of the individuals represented.

The minimum number of individuals represented
amongst the disarticulated unburnt bone was calculated
from the most frequently occurring bone fragment.
Positive and probable links between skeletal elements
were ascertained where possible and have been indicated
in the text and Table 34. Where individual skeletal
elements had no duplicate and no obvious links, it has to
be assumed that they may potentially derive from one of
the individuals identified within the minimum, though it is
possible that they may not have.

Age was assessed from the stage of skeletal and tooth
development (Beek 1983; McMinn and Hutchings
1985), and the patterns and degree of age-related
changes to the bone (Brothwell 1972; Buikstra and
Ubelaker 1994). Sex was ascertained from the sexually
dimorphic traits of the skeleton (Buikstra and Ubelaker
1994). Stature was estimated where possible in accor-
dance with Trotter and Gleser (1952; 1958). Insufficient
evidence survived for the calculation of other common
indices.

Summaries of the results from analysis are presented
in Tables 34 and 35. Full details are in the archive. The
individual bone groups are numbered and listed in Table
34, and plotted on Fig. 12.

II. Taphonomy

The vast majority of the unburnt bone represented
incomplete fragments of individual skeletal elements; six
bones from bone groups 12–14, context 6361 (c. 7% of
assemblage) provided the only exception, though several
of these complete bones were fragmented. The points of
breakage within the bone were all old and the breaks
appeared to have occurred in dry or relatively dry bone.
The skeletal elements recovered represented parts from all
skeletal areas, with no apparent bias towards specific
elements or sides. All the bone was generally in good
condition, with slight abrasion (0–2 on 1–5 scale) and
iron-panning noted in bone from all areas of the barrow
ditch. There was some evidence suggestive of trampling
(Andrews and Cook 1985) in a few fragments from the
west side of the long barrow ditch fill. Some exfoliation of
the external cortical surfaces in bone from the northern
and south-western groups may be indicative of exposure
to the elements for a limited time, or of a different burial
micro-environment. Slight discolouration due to the
presence of plant roots around the bone was observed in
fragments from the east side of the ditch. The distal
‘broken end’of the left humerus fragment (proximal shaft)
from the adult female (bone group 13) has a partial (c.
two-thirds) very flat surface as if cut (peri- or
post-mortem, relatively green bone but no healing), the
surface and its external edges being polished. It is difficult
to see how this appearance would be achieved without
deliberate human modification.

The base of the inverted urned cremation burial 2814
(vessel 0.19m high) was missing, the inclusion of
infiltrated sediment within the vessel fill indicating the
damage had occurred sometime prior to machine-
stripping of the site. The surviving depths of the graves
containing the unurned burials varied from c. 0.12–0.42m
and it is probable that some truncation had occurred in the
case of the shallower graves, where cremated bone was
commonly apparent in the upper portion of the exposed
deposits. The cremated bone was in good condition, the
assemblage containing common fragments of trabecular
bone elements, which are normally the first to suffer in
burial conditions adverse to bone survival (McKinley
1997a).

III. Demographic data

A minimum of five individuals were identified from
amongst the disarticulated unburnt bone (Table 34). The
most commonly occurring skeletal element was frontal
vault, recovered from bone groups on the west side (1–2),
eastern central (including 9–14) and north-eastern side
(including 18–22) of the long barrow ditch (Fig. 12); the
rest of the bone within the latter two clusters was of a size
and condition commensurate with representing the same
individual, as indicated by the skull in each case. All three
individuals were female, one c. 30–45 yr, the others both
>35 yr. A few fragments of bone from near groups 9–14 in
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the east side of the ditch fill (6–7), together with a femur
fragment (5) from further south, indicate the remains of a
fourth, younger individual of c. 15–25 yr, possibly also
female. The small group of bones from the northern part of
the ditch fill (15–16) appear to represent those of a male
(size and robusticity at variance with all the other
recovered bone), of >18 yr. Other unallocated bone
fragments may have derived from one of the individuals
within the minimum number described.

The most comprehensive demographic data from the
Neolithic has been derived from material recovered from
the interior of chambered tombs (e.g. Brothwell 1973,
table 143; Thorpe 1984, 48), although there is a relatively
large body of data from other individual type-sites (e.g.
Hambledon Hill: McKinley 1999). The validity of
comparing a small assemblage, such as that from
Eynesbury, with such data is debatable and potentially of
limited value, the assembled data also having its own
problems of integrity and lack of completeness which may
obscure the true picture (Saville 1990; Kinnes 1992). On a
very basic level, both the long barrows and the cause-
wayed enclosures included the remains of immature and
adult individuals with variable quoted ratios of 29–63%
immature to 37–71% adult (Brothwell 1971, 117;
Brothwell 1973, table 143; Thorpe 1984, 48; Tilley 1994,
169), but is the absence of infant and juvenile remains
from the Eynesbury assemblage of any significance?
Similarly with regard to the sex of individuals, in general
terms there appears to be a preponderance of males over
females in the published tomb assemblages (Brothwell
1973, 284) but this is not universally the case within indi-
vidual barrows, such as West Kennet (Piggott 1962) and
Ascott-under-Wychwood (Chesterman 1977). Is, there-
fore, the predominance of females (4:1 ratio) amongst the
Eynesbury assemblage a significant feature? Taken
together, the location of the remains within the barrow
ditch and the predominance of adult females may be rele-
vant, interdependent factors.

The remains of an adult female were recovered from
the Early Bronze Age cremation burial. The unurned
burials — all assumed to be Middle–Late Bronze Age in
date — contained the remains of eight individuals
including two juveniles and five adults, the latter
including three females and two males. The unurned
burials were dispersed across a wide area and their
temporal association with the one dated burial
(radiocarbon date from grave 2856 to the north-east of the
long barrow) is tenuous, particularly since one unurned
burial is immediately adjacent to the Early Bronze Age
urned burial 2814 in the south of the site. Much of the
northern area of the site, around which three of the five
unurned burials were ranged, was not excavated, and it is
possible that the area contained other cremation burials.
Consequently, further discussion of the demographic data
derived from the cremation burials is thought
inappropriate, though clearly the rite was applied to
individuals of both sexes and a wide range of ages,
suggesting they originated from a ‘domestic’ population
group.

IV. Stature estimation

It was possible to calculate the stature of only one indi-
vidual, an adult female (6360/1) of 1.55m (c. 5' 1", from
the radius).

V. Pathology

Very few pathological lesions were observed, some being
recorded in the remains of two of the Neolithic adult
females (Table 34) and in two individuals from the
cremation burials — those from cremation burial 2820
probably all deriving from the same individual (the older
adult male).

Only dental lesions were seen amongst the unburnt
bone. Parts of only two dentitions were available for
examination with three teeth and 18 tooth positions; 4/18
positions showed ante mortem tooth loss (28%), all in the
mandible of one individual. Moderate calculus deposits
were observed in one tooth crown.

Lesions indicative of infection were observed in a
minimum of two mandibular tooth sockets from grave
2820. Osteoarthritis is manifest in eburnation and pitting
in the joint surface in association with osteophytes on joint
surface margins; the aetiology is complicated by various
factors including the effects of age, mechanical alteration
through activity or injury, and genetic predisposition
(Rogers et al. 1987, Rogers and Waldron 1995). Extensive
lesions were observed in one hip joint and one cervical
vertebra from grave 2820, the former of which at least
must have resulted in disability and considerable pain.
Degenerative disc disease — a condition resulting from
the breakdown of the intervertebral disc, largely related to
age and reflecting ‘wear-and-tear’ (Rogers and Waldron
1995) — was noted in the lower spine of the same
individual. Osteophytes (irregular growths of new bone
along joint margins) and pitting may develop in response
to a number of conditions and it is not always possible to
ascertain the specific cause of individual lesions (Rogers
and Waldron 1995). The lesions recorded in several joint
surfaces from two cremated individuals are likely to
represent the early stages of some form of joint disease. As
with the aforementioned lesions it is not always possible
to be conclusive with respect to the aetiology of exostoses,
bony growths which may develop at tendon and ligament
insertions on the bone. Causative factors include
advancing age, traumatic stress or various diseases.

A fragment of osseous material, 7.5 x 5.5 x 4mm, with
a relatively smooth external surface, from 2820 represents
some form of calcified soft tissue. The radiograph shows a
partially vacuous internal structure with a thin ‘shell’
surface c. 0.8mm thick, which suggests it represents
neither a gall/kidney stone nor a calcified lymph node.

VI. Aspects of pyre technology and ritual

The cremated bone was almost uniformly white in colour,
indicative of full oxidation of the bone (Holden et al.
1995a and b), the few (three) odd blue or grey fragments
observed being incidental.

The weights of bone recovered from the individual
burials were very variable, ranging from 14.7g to 1752.5g.
However, the former represents a truncated deposit from
which bone was undoubtedly lost, and the latter a multiple
burial including the remains of four individuals. The
weights of the relatively undisturbed single adult burials
still showed wide variation with a range of 209.9–698.3g,
the latter representing c. 70% of the minimum expected
weight of bone from an adult cremation (McKinley 1993).

Most of the bone from the urned burial and the deeper
graves was recovered from the 10mm sieve fraction
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(52–75%), whilst the majority from the shallower graves
was recovered from the 5mm fraction (51–63%) with only
2–47% from the 10mm sieve fraction. The maximum
fragment sizes were similarly reduced amongst the bone
from the shallow graves, with maximums of between
57–105mm from the deeper graves and urned burial,
compared with 20–39mm from the shallower graves.
There are a number of factors which may affect the size of
cremated bone fragments (McKinley 1994b), these results
showing the increased fragmentation which may occur
due to disturbance and the added protection provided by
the urn (maximum figures). There is no evidence to
suggest deliberate fragmentation of bone prior to burial.

The burials all included bone fragments from each of
the four skeletal areas (skull, axial, upper limb and lower
limb). The proportions of identifiable material within each
area are never equal for a variety of intrinsic reasons
(McKinley 1994a, 6; 2000), but the small proportion (13%
identifiable bone) of identifiable skull from 2813 is unusu-
ally low suggesting the possibility of its deliberate
exclusion from the burial, or deliberate inclusion in some
other ritual for which we have no archaeological evidence.

It has previously been observed that c. 5% of burials in
the Bronze Age and other periods in which the rite of
cremation was practised include the remains of two, or
rarely three, individuals (McKinley 1997b). The remains
of four individuals were recovered from the Middle–Late
Bronze Age grave 2856: the formation process of the
deposits suggested two contemporaneous burials were
made one above the other, each containing the remains of
two individuals presumably cremated together, with
redeposited pyre debris from the same cremation as the
upper of the two burials having been deposited around
both. On excavation the grave had appeared to contain
three fills but the lower fill, containing relatively little
bone and charcoal, probably represented an extended
interface between the natural below and the dense bone
and debris deposits above. The two remaining fills (0.18m
deep) held 96% of the bone, most (58%) being
concentrated in the upper 50mm; at both levels the vast
majority of the bone was concentrated in the southern half
of the fill, the bone in both halves being towards the centre.
Both fills also had common charcoal inclusions (Chapter
6, p.84) surrounding and infiltrated amongst the
concentrations of bone. The upper fill contained the mixed
remains of two adult males, while the middle and lower
fills also contained parts of at least one of these males
(joining fragments) in opposite segments from the joining
fragments from above. The middle fill also held remains
from a third adult, possibly female, and a juvenile,
fragments from whom were not recovered in other parts of
the fill.

The inclusion of pyre debris in the fill of Bronze Age
cremation graves is frequently observed (McKinley

1997b), with a growing body of evidence for the debris
being deposited prior to the burial being made. The
redeposited pyre debris in the unurned burials from
Eynesbury all appear to follow this pattern, with debris
being deposited in the base of the grave, and possibly also
around the burial, the concentration of bone forming the
formal burial (probably originally contained) being found
towards the upper part of the grave fill. The shallow depth
of grave 4175 may have led to the removal of most of the
burial itself, leaving only the pyre debris in what was
originally the base of the grave. The pyre debris in the
grave fill around the urned burial 2814 appears to have
been deposited after the burial was made. The pyre debris
within graves generally pertains to the same cremation as
the bone contained within the burial, but there are rare
instances (such as that mentioned above) where the debris
may have originated from a different cremation. This may
explain the few fragments of adult skull vault found
amongst the juvenile bone in burial 3245, although, due to
the nature of the deposit (unurned burial with redeposited
pyre debris) and infiltration of the latter amongst the
former and subsequent collection of both together, the
precise position of the adult bone fragments within the fill
cannot be determined. The presence of pyre debris
indicates the close proximity of the pyre site to the place of
burial.

Pyre goods in the form of small fragments of cremated
animal bone were recovered from two, possibly three of
the burials. This forms a recognised part of the rite within
the Bronze Age, quantities and variety of species
characteristically being small (McKinley 1997b). Slight
blue/green staining on the radius shaft from burial 2856
may indicate there were copper alloy artefacts on the pyre,
though none were recovered from the burial.

VII. Concluding remarks

The nature of the Neolithic bone assemblage is not
entirely clear. The distribution and condition of much
of the bone — particularly that from the eastern
portion of the long barrow ditch fill — has the appear-
ance of material subject to accidental disturbance and
redeposition. There is no indication of the weathering
or gnawing characteristic of assemblages that have
been exposed, nor of any apparent selection of skeletal
elements such as is often observed amongst ‘curated’
human material. The possibility of excarnation,
involving the removal of remains from an original
place of burial to a place of secondary burial, cannot be
totally dismissed, however. The origin of the area of
‘polishing’ to the broken humerus fragment from
context 6361 (bone group 14) of the long barrow
remains unknown, but is unlikely to have involved
natural forces.
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8.  Discussion

I. Introduction
(Figs 41 and 42)

The ritual complex at Eynesbury is one of a number that
have been recorded in the Great Ouse Valley in particular
(Fig. 41), and in East Anglia generally, including at
Godmanchester (Rectory Farm), Brampton, Cardington-
Cople (Octagon Farm), Biddenham, Haddenham,
Etton–Maxey and elsewhere (Hodder and Shand 1988;
Pryor 1998; Malim 2000). Of these, few have been even
partially investigated (Malim 1990; Malim and Mitchell
1992; Pryor 1998; BCAS 1999; McAvoy 2000). The
Eynesbury complex is one of the most completely
excavated prehistoric ritual complexes in Britain. Many
early prehistoric monuments in the region appear very
distinctive in their morphology: amongst other things,
they were often smaller than similar structures elsewhere
in Britain (Brown and Murphy 1997, 14). The Eynesbury
monuments are also distinctive. It is difficult to assign
them to particular categories; at the same time, other new
sites are being investigated which do not fit the traditional
classifications (McAvoy 2000; Last 1996). At Eynesbury
surprisingly early and late dates for the two cursus
monuments, the hengiform ring-ditch and the long barrow
have been obtained, in comparison with similar
monuments from other prehistoric ritual complexes.
Eynesbury is therefore of great significance in helping
understanding of the inception and development of these
particular types of monumental complex within their
specific, and more general landscape, settings.

The excavations have recorded material residues of
human activity in this part of the Great Ouse valley dating
from the Mesolithic to the medieval periods. This enables
us to construct a narrative of the human activities on the site
over the last c. 10,000 years, but particularly the
predominantly ritual/ceremonial practices of a c. 3700-year
span, from the Early Neolithic to the Early Iron Age. We
can investigate how the construction and depositional
practices of earlier monuments and features affected not
only the construction and use of later monuments, but also
the perceptions of the participants in these practices. This
location by the Great Ouse was a very important place in the
landscape for hundreds of generations of communities in
the area. We need to try to understand how the significance
of this location was developed, changed and elaborated
upon by the communities who constructed and perceived
these monuments over millennia.

II. Hunter-gatherer activity

Only a small artefactual assemblage of Mesolithic
(10,000–4000 BC) worked flint has been recovered from
excavations and surveys near the site, most of them close
to the river. A single residual, patinated long blade of
possible Upper Palaeolithic/Early Mesolithic date
(12,000–8500 BC) was recovered from the earliest fill of
the north cursus ditch (east side).

The environment of the Great Ouse valley saw major
vegetational changes through the early Holocene, with
colonisation of the landscape first by juniper and birch, then
later by pine and hazel. At the end of the early Holocene (c.
7000 BP) fully established woodlands of oak, elm and hazel
were dominant, with pockets of pine surviving (Scaife
2000, 19). As Scaife points out, this is the period of the first
evidence of Early Mesolithic inhabitation of the Great Ouse
valley. In the later Mesolithic the environment became
warmer, there were well-developed soils, and the slow
migration of tree species resulted in the development of
deciduous woodland cover over most of the country,
although local and regional variations in dominant tree
species occurred. Oak, elm and hazel dominated, but the
better-drained soils of the river terraces and the chalklands
would have supported lime/linden, and there were possibly
areas of alder carr in wetter valley locations.

The Great Ouse valley would have been a vital part of
the inhabited landscape, containing a diverse range of
important animal and plant resources. The river would
have provided a ready supply of fish and fresh water, as
well as being an important corridor of information
exchange and social interaction with other communities.
The landscape would have contained pathways and places
important to the seasonal movements of distinct social
groups. Hunter-gatherer communities would have derived
ideas and sentiments of cosmological significance from
their ‘construction’ of the landscape they inhabited
(Wilson 1988, 50). The named pathways and places that
they visited in their seasonal cycles of movement would
probably have had great significance to the histories of
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individual groups (Bradley 1993) in their claims to territo-
rial rights over specific resources.

III. The development of the ritual complex
(Figs 41 and 42)

The north and south cursus monuments
These were the earliest monuments in the ritual complex,
and were OSL dated to 4150±350 BC (north cursus) and
4150±340 BC (south cursus). Their scale and morphology
place them within Loveday’s ‘Minor Cursus’ category
(Loveday 1985). Cursus monuments occur fairly
frequently within the region, although their distribution is
not even (Hedges and Buckley 1981).

A recent survey of all the available radiocarbon
dates for cursus monuments has placed their earliest
construction in the second half of the 4th millennium
BC. A recent study has suggested that they were created
over a period of 200–650 years, from 3640–3380 cal.
BC to 3260–2920 cal. BC (Barclay and Bayliss 1999,
25). The dates of the Eynesbury cursus monuments,
however, would make them the earliest known
monuments of this class in Britain, possibly c. 200–850
years earlier than the majority of cursus monuments
(ibid., fig. 2.2).

The monuments at Eynesbury are impressive in their
scale and regularity. Although built at virtually the same
time, the enclosures display distinctive differences. The
south cursus had an internal bank along all four sides
whereas no internal or external bank was recorded for the
north cursus: a similar absence has been recorded at a
number of cursus monuments (Hedges and Buckley 1981,
12). No entrance was recorded in the south cursus,
although one might have been expected on one of the long
sides (Harding and Barclay 1999, 3). Unlike most cursus
monuments (ibid.), the south cursus was open ended to the
north-east. Much of the north-eastern extent of the south
cursus was open, in marked contrast to the usual
morphology of such monuments (ibid.). The north cursus
had an entrance in the middle of the south side. No associ-
ated internal features were recorded from either cursus but
an undated (probably later), incomplete sub-circular
enclosure was recorded in the north-western corner of the
south cursus.

Evidence of Neolithic activity in the area takes the
form of relatively dense scatters of worked flint, predomi-
nantly to the south and the west of the site (Fig. 41). These
indicate sporadic settlement activity within or close to the
river floodplain. The most direct evidence was recorded
below, and in the area of, a later Early Bronze Age burial
mound to the south (Herne 1984). The buried soil below
this mound indicated a deforested and cultivated land-
scape in the Early Neolithic period, when both cursus
monuments and the hengiform ring-ditch were
constructed (French 1984, 5). One might expect a cleared
landscape to have existed at this time, given the large-scale
construction works and the ‘axial organisation of space’
(Hodder 1990, 255) implied by the cursus monuments in
particular. The palaeoenvironmental evidence indicates a
broadly open grassland environment, with stands of
woodland dominated by oak, maple, hazel and ash in the
vicinity and willow and poplar on the damper ground.
Cleared areas may have been created naturally by the
grazing of wild and domesticated cattle. Blackthorn and
hawthorn scrub were present on the woodland margins.

Sustained Late Neolithic settlement evidence was
recorded at the barrow site, where a number of pits
containing Mortlake Ware pottery and an enclosure ditch
containing Grooved Ware pottery were recorded (Herne
1984). The evidence from the Neolithic pits at Eynesbury
suggests cultivation of bread wheat and barley, although it
is impossible to say if this took place on site, since the
grain may have been brought there in the context of
communal gatherings and other activities. The importance
of wild resources in the Neolithic period is emphasised by
the evidence from the pits for hazel nut and sloe/plum
consumption.

Why the cursus monuments were sited in this partic-
ular location is difficult to ascertain since they do not seem
to be aligned with earlier monuments or topographical
features, as many have been shown to do (Brereton 1990;
Whittle et al. 1992; Harding and Barclay 1999; Barrett et
al. 2000; Malim 2000). While Early Neolithic enclosure
alignments like Godmanchester (McAvoy 2000) and the
Dorset Cursus (Barrett et al. 1991) relate to certain astro-
nomical phenomena, this connection has yet to be
investigated at Eynesbury.

Both the Eynesbury cursus monuments were aligned
broadly north–south, cutting across an area of land formed
by the westward bend of the Great Ouse river at this point
(Fig. 1), parallel to the general course of the nearby
flood-channel. The presence of the channel suggests that
pasture within the loops of the river would have benefited
from seasonal deposits of silt, resulting in early, lush
animal fodder. This type of topographical setting, and
alignment with the prevailing course of the nearby major
watercourse, has been noted for a number of cursus
monuments in the Great Ouse (Malim 2000, 82) and
Upper Thames (Barclay and Hey 1999, 73) valleys, and at
Springfield, Essex (Buckley et al. 2001, 158). The Dorset
Cursus crosses a number of watersheds between
watercourses running off the downland of Cranborne
Chase (Barrett et al. 1991). Rivers would have been
important barriers, as well as important sources of water
for watering cattle (Allen 2002). It might be expected that
the vital importance of water to the pastoral and
agricultural communities of the earlier Neolithic might
have been acknowledged in some symbolic or ritual way.
The linearity of the cursus enclosures, both restricting
movement and access to the river as well as being aligned
with it, might suggest a metaphorical link between the
river and local Neolithic communities (Richards 1996,
316; Barclay and Hey 1999, 73).

Barrett (1994, 137) refers to cursus monuments as
‘formally demarcated paths’ but he also notes that they
obviously restricted direct access to certain parts of the
landscape, and possibly linked earlier ritual monuments
(Thomas 1991a, 155). A number of explanations for
cursus monuments have been proposed (Buckley et al.
2001, 152) but the general lack of finds from their ditches,
or associated internal features, limits interpretation of
their function. Their obvious linearity, and morphological
similarities to (generally) earlier linear monuments such
as bank barrows and long enclosures, point to some
broader tradition continuing throughout the earlier
Neolithic. The scale of their construction, and within
certain complexes their spatial relationships to earlier and
later monuments, both indicate their significance to the
beliefs and ritual practices of Neolithic communities. The
importance of alignments in the development of the
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complex at Eynesbury is emphasised by the manner in
which later monuments mirror the cursus monuments, or
share their alignment. Is it just coincidence that a later
Neolithic settlement focus and an Early Bronze Age burial
mound to the south of the site are aligned with the east side
of the south cursus?

The conspicuous linearity of these monuments
might suggest episodic processions along them, and
gatherings within their interiors. These processions and
gatherings may have made ritual or ceremonial
references to patterns of seasonal movements, of
natural phenomena (astronomical, riverine) or of
interdependent social groups (Buckley et al. 2001,
157). The marking of specific times and locations
would have been as vital to Neolithic communities and
their seasonal cycles as it had been to earlier
hunter-gatherer communities living in, and moving
through, the landscape, exploiting available natural

resources and utilising networks of social interaction
(Barrett et al. 2000).

The cursus monuments at Eynesbury might represent a
formalisation of linear movement (Hodder 1990, 255;
Barrett et al. 2000) and control of access to specific points
in a landscape that may originally have been understood
by earlier hunter-gatherer groups with reference to natural
features (Tilley 1994, 207). Ingold (1986) has highlighted
how farmers control land through the construction of
boundaries, whereas hunter-gatherer communities recog-
nise access to and rights over territorial grounds, in a less
exclusive and formal way which is not readily apparent on
the ground. A pattern in the siting of prehistoric ritual
complexes along the Great Ouse valley has already been
discerned by Malim (2000), who has shown how they are
located near junctions of the major watercourse at
distances of c. 6km apart. A possible explanation for the
location of the cursus monuments at Eynesbury was that
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they lay at the margins of territories claimed by specific
Neolithic groups. Any such claims may have been
emphasised by the cutting and filling of pits with material
from gatherings at the site (Thomas 1991b, 72; Edmonds
1999, 29) as well as by the construction of these
large-scale monuments.

Both cursus monuments had silted up significantly by
the later Neolithic, as demonstrated by the abraded Beaker
pottery recovered from later fills of the north cursus and
from a small pit cutting the south cursus. An OSL
measurement for a secondary fill near the top of the south
cursus ditch dated to 2990–2140 BC using Bayesian
constraints (Table 18), which suggests that this pottery
probably dates to the earlier part of the Beaker period. It is
likely that both the north and south cursus were still visible
and retained significance to the communities living in the
landscape up to c. 1600 years after their construction. The
continuing importance of earlier monuments to the loca-
tion of later monuments at ritual complexes has been
noted elsewhere (Bradley and Chambers 1988, 284). At
Godmanchester (Rectory Farm) and at Brampton, Late
Neolithic and Early Bronze Age pits were deliberately
sited to cut the earlier cursus ditches (McAvoy 2000;
Malim 2000). The consistency of the filling sequence for
the south cursus, with the collapsed gravel bank material
apparent in all excavated sections in the same stratigraphic
position, suggests that some large-scale disturbance was
taking place in the landscape in the late 4th–early 3rd
millennia BC. The OSL dates for this event suggest that
the collapse of the bank of the Eynesbury south cursus
took place at some time between a period soon after its
construction (4610–3540 BC: Bayesian age model
results, 2 sigma) and c. 3030–2020 BC. Evidence for
deforestation and truncation of the soil profile, and that
cultivation had been undertaken in the area since the Early
Neolithic, has also been recorded in the vicinity of the site,
along with later Neolithic settlement (Herne 1984).

The hengiform ring-ditch
Probably within one or two hundred years of the laying-out
of the two cursus monuments, the hengiform ring-ditch was
constructed closer to the river, to the west of the south
cursus. Its topographical situation — low-lying and close to
a river — is a familiar one for henges and hengiform
ring-ditches (Harding and Lee 1987, 31). In the Eastern
Counties a range of hengiform monuments has been plotted
from aerial reconnaissance (Harding and Lee 1987; Martin
1982, 1994) but only a small number, including Arminghall
(Clark 1936), Lawford (Shennan et al. 1985) and Maxey
(Pryor and French 1985), have been excavated.

The hengiform ring-ditch at Eynesbury was slightly
oval in plan; like the Maxey henge, it was aligned
east–west (Pryor and French 1985, 60). It originally had
two entrances, in the north-north-west and to the east-
south-east. At many other hengiform ring-ditches the
entrances may have been aligned with astronomical
movements, particularly seasonal solar phenomena, or
perhaps on earlier monuments within a ritual complex
(Harding and Lee 1987, 35). The Eynesbury entrances do
not align specifically with any of the associated monu-
ments or landscape features.

No ‘structured deposits’ that might represent discrete
events in the ring-ditch’s use were recorded in its fills.
Although finds of Early Neolithic pottery, worked flint
and animal bone were recovered throughout the secondary

and tertiary ditch fills in the south-western and western
sectors of the monument, all artefact types showed a clear
concentration in the south-eastern sector of the ring-ditch.
This is in marked contrast to the Maxey henge, where very
few artefacts were recorded (Pryor and French 1985, 66).
The south-eastern sector of the hengiform ring-ditch at
Eynesbury must have been of special significance. The
material deposited there probably represents periodic
gatherings near the monument, perhaps marking a specific
moment/period in the seasonal cycles of the agricultural
year. The material itself resembles ‘normal’ domestic
refuse (Chapter 2; Chapter 6), as might be expected from
such gatherings. Even though deliberate ‘structured’ or
‘placed’deposits were not recorded, the assemblage might
represent the deliberate deposition of ‘domestic’ material
during gatherings associated with ritual or ceremonial
practices at the monument.

The south-eastern entrance had been narrowed ini-
tially by the excavation of a ‘D’-shaped pit before being
finally ‘closed’with a gully, whereas the northern entrance
had been ‘closed’ with a large pit. A radiocarbon date of
3970–3690 cal. BC was obtained from a charcoal-rich
deposit towards the base of this closing pit. This would
place the hengiform ring-ditch c. 700–1000 years earlier
than the traditionally accepted period for the beginning of
henge construction, at the end of the late 4th millennium
(Harding and Lee 1987). The charcoal-rich deposit in the
base of the pit was derived exclusively from the burning of
oak timber, with no other charred plant remains present.
This might represent a ritual deposit to commemorate the
last phase of the monument’s use. The consistency of
external bank collapse into the ditch suggests a period of
major landscape activity, probably cultivation — perhaps
the late 4th–early 3rd millennium disturbances postulated
earlier in connection with the infilling of the two cursus
monuments. However, there isnodirectpalaeoenvironmental
indication of cultivation at the site, though evidence exists for
Early Neolithic clearance and cultivation in the general area
(Herne 1984).

The monument is shielded from direct access from the
landward side by the cursus monuments and this may indi-
cate why the ring-ditch was sited where it was, so close to
the river. The cursus monuments could have increased the
sense of exclusion for the participants in activities associ-
ated with the hengiform ring-ditch from other members of
the community. This sense of exclusion would have been
further reinforced by the external bank of the hengiform
ring-ditch, even though this would not have been large
enough to obscure all visual ‘access’ to the interior.

Neolithic pit clusters
The significance of the location of the hengiform
ring-ditch may have been further emphasised by that of
one of the three clusters of Neolithic pits (the south
group), recorded to the immediate north. A radiocarbon
date of 3650–3360 cal. BC was obtained from one of the
pits (2716) in this cluster (Table 16). Many of these pits
contained many artefacts including (mostly) Early (but
also Late) Neolithic pottery, worked and burnt flint,
animal bone, antler, fired clay, charcoal and burnt hazelnut
shells. The Neolithic pits contained the greatest amount of
worked flint material from the site as a whole. There is
some suggestion, albeit not very conclusive, that the
spatial distribution of pits also reflects a chronological
spread away from the focus of the hengiform ring-ditch
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(dated to 3970–3690 cal. BC — date for pit 2617
3650–3360 cal. BC) towards the more northern areas of
the site in the Late Neolithic. This apparent ‘drift’ might
reflect that of the major monuments — the basal ditch silts
of the long barrow in the northern part of the site were
dated to 2900–2350 cal. BC.

There were at least ten Early Neolithic pits within the
south group, which lay in a relatively well-defined
north-east–south-west alignment between the south
cursus and the main river channel to the west. Although
two pits were only c. 4m to the west of the south cursus no
Neolithic pits were recorded to the east, i.e. ‘within’ the
cursus. There were also no Neolithic pits to the south of
this line, around the hengiform ring-ditch. The radio-
carbon-dated pit — in the south group, along with most of
the pits containing Early Neolithic pottery — indicated
that the pits were broadly contemporary with, or slightly
later, than the ‘closure’ of the hengiform ring-ditch. The
latter monument must still have been visible in the land-
scape, and both the ring-ditch and the area surrounding it
must have retained some symbolic significance to
communities attending the gatherings that involved the
cutting of the pits and their infilling with cultural material.

This alignment of pits to the north of the hengiform
ring-ditch might have been significant, possibly
representing the edge of an area of ritual significance
around the ring-ditch. The pits overall contain much of the
artefactual material collected from Neolithic contexts and
especially worked flint, including a number of tools
(scrapers, microdenticulates and arrowheads). One
contained a number of pieces of debitage from a single
nodule, illustrating that flint-knapping material was being
incorporated fairly rapidly into some of them. Although
they contained relatively abundant cultural material, it is
difficult to ascertain the significance of its deposition.
Some of the pits’ contents might be interpreted as
‘structured deposits’ (Richards and Thomas 1984), due to
the number and range of artefact and flint tool types
present in comparison to other Neolithic features on the
site. Although the assemblages themselves might not
indicate any specific ritual significance for these deposits,
the pits themselves are contemporary with, and spatially
related to, ritual/ceremonial monuments on the site.

Both the depositional practices associated with the pit
cutting and earlier actions associated with these events
might have stressed the links between a community’s
members and this particular location (Thomas 1991b, 72;
Edmonds 1999, 29). Although the deposition of material
within the pits suggests communal activity it may also
have emphasised any possible social distinctions between
those taking part in the activities associated with the pits
and those who might have been allowed to retain access to
the ground around the hengiform ring-ditch. This linear
group of pits amounts to a physical link between the south
cursus and the Great Ouse. Perhaps the metaphorical link
proposed by some archaeologists (see above) between
cursus monuments and major river courses was expressed
and perpetuated here particularly clearly by the
distribution of this particular group of Neolithic pits.

Two further clusters of almost exclusively Early and
Late Neolithic pits were recorded on either side of the
flood channel (the central and north groups). One re-cut
pit in the north group contained Grooved Ware pottery,
while pits containing Late Neolithic tool types also
suggested that deposition of material in pits was a

long-lived practice here. Three pits in the north pit group,
to the immediate west of the flood channel, contained
complex alternating deposits of natural (mostly sterile)
alluvium, probably derived from the flood channel, and
artefact-rich dump deposits (Fig. 11). The former may
have derived from periodic flooding whilst the pits were
still open. The later re-cuts (which were located precisely
centrally) and dump deposits suggested that the pits were
re-visited on a number of occasions, and must have been
marked in some way. Alternatively, if the alluvial deposits
within the pits were a direct result of human action, then
the marked contrast between artefact-rich cultural
deposits and relatively sterile, homogeneous material
from a flood or river channel may have been a material
expression of symbolic significance. Were the cultural or
symbolic oppositions between settlement contexts and
natural, riverine contexts ‘re-combined’ materially in the
form of contiguous deposits within the pits (Thomas
1991b, 224)?

The predominance of flint scrapers in some of the pits
might suggest that large numbers of hides were being
processed on the site at major (?seasonal) gatherings,
maybe involving cattle). Such gatherings might be
expected in association with the cursus and the long
barrow monuments — especially the long barrow, where
the importance of cattle to the communities was
powerfully expressed. The spatial distribution of the pits
may have emphasised or delimited bounded zones
between features in the landscape, whether these were
constructed monuments like the cursus monuments and
hengiform ring-ditch or natural features like the Great
Ouse and the flood channel. Their numbers and spatial
location represent an episodic, relatively rare, but
long-lived practice of burying cultural material derived
from domestic activities. This activity must in some way
be associated with the ceremonial/ritual practices carried
out in and around the Neolithic monuments.

The long barrow
The long barrow recorded in the southern part of the area
of the north cursus was the most significant monument of
later Neolithic (c. 3000–1800 BC) date. Long barrows are
often component parts of ritual complexes, and sometimes
associated with (usually) later henges, cursus monuments,
oval and round barrows and mortuary enclosures. These
associations can be seen at a number of ritual complexes
along the Great Ouse valley (Malim 2000) although there
are few long barrows in the region as a whole (Brown and
Murphy 1997, 14). The long barrow was constructed in
the early 3rd millennium BC, a radiocarbon date of
2900–2350 cal. BC (Table 16) being obtained from an
antler pick placed in the primary silts of the ditch. This is
quite a late date for a long barrow, since these are conven-
tionally assigned a 4th millennium (Early Neolithic) date
(English Heritage 2000). However, the scale and
morphology of the monument both fit well with what we
already know about non-megalithic earthen long barrows
(Ashbee 1970; Kinnes 1992).

The long barrow was nearly 60m long, trapezoidal in
plan, and may have had a timber revetment or facade at the
widest (proximal) end. Although lying within a level
floodplain, it was located on a false crest created by a
north-east–south-west aligned natural gravel ridge. This
exploitation of slightly higher ground in the placement of a
long barrow has also been recorded at Haddenham (Hodder
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and Shand 1988, 349). Long barrows in the East Anglian
region tend to be aligned east-north-east– west-south-west
(Ashbee 1970, 29). While no internal features were
recorded within the ditch circuit, this is not unusual. A
number of other excavated long barrows, such as those at
South Street and Beckhampton Avenue, contained no
burial chamber or burials below the mound material at all
(Ashbee et al. 1979).

By the time of the long barrow’s construction, both the
cursus monuments and the hengiform ring-ditch had been
reduced by large-scale landscape disturbances in the late
4th–early 3rd millennium, probably related to cultivation
in the area. While disused, however, they remained visible
in the landscape. Alignments and other spatial associa-
tions suggest links between the long barrow and other
monuments in the complex, including the south cursus
and two undated (but probable early prehistoric) features
(see below).

The ‘structured deposits’ at the long barrow occurred
predominantly in primary fills at the base of the ditch. Less
frequently they were also found in the primary and
secondary fills within localised ditch re-cuts/pits that cut
the primary gravels and silts. This seems to indicate that
discrete cuts had been made into very early ditch fills to
incorporate some, though not all, of the ‘structured depos-
its’. This re-cutting process would have begun not long
after the initial construction of the ditch, since many
secondary features had been dug through only 0.3–0.4m
of weathered primary fill material. Although they mostly
occurred at the time of the deposition of primary gravels
and silts, in two sections re-cuts had clearly occurred after
secondary deposits were in place. One re-cut (containing a
large saddle quernstone fragment) cut the external bank
and possible mound material that had collapsed into the
ditch. This suggests that re-cutting continued even when
the positive elements of the monument had partially
collapsed into the ditch. The longevity of ritual practices is
further emphasised by the recording of human remains
from primary and secondary fills. The ‘re-cuts’ represent
episodic and small-scale ritual events rather than more
extensive maintenance of the monument’s ditch circuit.

The ‘structured deposits’ — featuring ox skulls,
partially articulated human remains, a saddle quernstone
fragment, polished axe fragments and antler picks —
occurred almost exclusively in the northern part of the
ditch, emphasising the importance of this part of the
monument. The majority of finds from long barrows are
ox remains (Ashbee 1970, 77) and point to the importance
of cattle to the communities at this time. Spatial patterning
is also visible in the distribution of the flint assemblage: a
relative concentration in the northern part of the ditch, in
the earlier period of use, shifted to the side ditches later on
in the filling sequence. Furthermore, flint with a distinc-
tive pink staining only occurred in the ditch to the south of
the palisade gully. The latter feature may have supported a
timber screen or revetment containing a body of mound
material, vestiges of which were recorded in the
north-facing section of the long barrow. This, possibly
along with a locally higher mound at the north end of the
barrow, would have given focal emphasis to that part of the
monument which contained the ‘structured deposits’. The
north end was surrounded by an external bank. This would
have increased the sense of distance from, and restricted
visual access to, the ‘structured deposits’ made in the
northern ditch.

Different parts of the ditch circuit may have been
perceived as being of differing importance, elaborated and
expressed by the location of human remains. The remains
of at least five individuals had been placed in the ditch
during the deposition of primary and secondary fills,
although the two partially articulated inhumations in the
eastern and north-eastern extent lay within primary silts.
The remains of the four females were located in the
west-central, east-central and north-eastern parts of the
ditch, whereas the possible male remains were placed in
the northern part, where at least seven ox skulls had also
been placed along with some sheep/goat bones. The insect
evidence from the ditch suggests a high concentration of
domesticated animals grazing within a pastoral landscape.
The abundance of a specific dung beetle species might
indicate that cattle were actually grazed or watered within
the long barrow ditch itself, and this may explain evidence
of trampling seen in the unburnt human bone assemblage
(Chapter 7) on the west side of the long barrow. A single
humerus had been cut and showed definite evidence of
polishing of the cut end, but for what purpose is unclear.
Excarnation may have been practiced, with the human
remains within the long barrow ditch initially deposited
elsewhere and brought to the monument in later rituals.
The ‘reworking’of human remains is a particular aspect of
Neolithic mortuary practices (Thomas 1991b, 226).

Ideas and myths central to the local community may
have motivated the burial of a partially worked, inverted
tree trunk in a pit in the western part of the long barrow.
This is so far a unique find from long barrows in Britain,
and its survival may partly have been due to the water-
logged conditions prevailing in the ditch over millennia.
Identified tree rings were radiocarbon dated to 2350–1970
cal. BC (3737±60 BP), from which a felling terminus post
quem of 2240–1880 cal. BC was calculated (Table 16).
This suggests that the felling of the tree post-dated the
construction of the ditch by c. 500–600 years, indicating
that it began growing perhaps 250 years after the construc-
tion of the long barrow.

Another example of an inverted buried tree trunk is
that from the timber circle at Holme next the Sea, Norfolk,
dated to 2050/49 BC (Pryor 2001b, 270). Large-scale
clearances would have taken place in the Neolithic, and
trees may well have been significant features in the land-
scape to the early communities of monument builders
(Evans et al. 1999, 241). Perhaps a particular tree had
special symbolic significance to a community (Coles
1998), maybe marking a particular location or pathway.
Recent excavations have shown how tree-throws were
marked with the deposition of ‘domestic’ material (Evans
et al. 1999, 247) that was not reflected in the composition
of surrounding surface scatters. Evans et al. suggest that
trees may have been a ‘hyper-metaphor’ for age, succes-
sion and growth (ibid., 251) and seen as enduring, living
things in the landscape associated with ideas of regenera-
tion and ancestral succession (see papers in David and
Wilson 2002 for examples). Ancestors of the local
community may have walked past the tree that was eventu-
ally cut, and recognised it as a particular marker in the
landscape. Perhaps people met below its canopy. The tree
may have had some biographical link with the community
that built and used these monuments, or a metaphorical
link to powerful ideas of longevity, regeneration and
fertility. Pryor (2001b, 276) has suggested that the felling
of the central trunk and outer timbers of the buried tree at

104



Holme next the Sea in April–June of 2050 and 2049 BC
respectively — at the height of its growth phase — indi-
cated the return of powerful ‘life forces’, or of
growth/fertility, to the land. These ideas and associations
may have been reworked as an act of bricolage (Barrett
1994, 76) at Eynesbury by placing the tree trunk in the
ritual context of the long barrow ditch where some
community members’ remains were placed.

The long barrow had been sited in the western part of
the north cursus, and on a slightly different alignment. Its
location within the cursus area suggests the latter was still
an important monument within the ritual landscape at this
time. The south cursus and two undated features — ditch
2591 and double enclosure 2588 to the west — all had
very similar alignments to the long barrow (Fig. 4).
Although undated, these features contained either worked
flint (ditch 2591) or worked flint and deer antler (enclo-
sure 2588), suggesting an early prehistoric (?Neolithic)
date. Their shared alignment suggests a spatial relation-
ship between these monuments/features, perhaps linked
to the ceremonies associated with them. The locations of
an entrance in the southern end of the north cursus and of
an entrance in ditch 2591 (Fig. 4) might possibly support
the idea of a spatial relationship between these features,
maybe regulating access between the double enclosure
and the interior of the north cursus in the context of
mortuary rituals that involved them both.

Later Neolithic pits
Only a small number of later Neolithic features were
recorded: a Grooved Ware pit with a re-cut to the west of
the flood-channel, five further pits with diagnostic worked
flint, and two Beaker-associated features. The location of
the Grooved Ware pottery in a pit within a pit cluster
containing Early Neolithic material is suggestive of
long-lived practices carried out within the same place in
the landscape. The later cutting of Early Bronze Age pits
in the cursus monuments of Godmanchester (Rectory
Farm) and Brampton has already been noted. These small
traces of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age activity point to
either a continuing importance of, or to some
re-constructed significance for, these specific locations
and monuments to communities in the area over
millennia.

IV. Bronze Age and Iron Age settlement and
ritual

Cremations
Evidence for Early and Middle Bronze Age activity is
limited to a few cremation burials, predominantly in the
northern part of the site. A cremation burial within a
Collared Urn was recorded to the north of the hengiform
ring-ditch. A number of cremation-related features —
including unurned cremation burials, sometimes
combined with pyre debris — were located in the northern
part of the site around the north cursus and long barrow.
One heavily truncated example was recorded on the
surface of the south-eastern sector of the long barrow
ditch. No evidence for the (predominantly oak-fired)
pyres was recorded on the site but, in purely practical
terms, it seems unlikely that these activities could have
been carried out very far away from the final acts of depo-
sition. These unurned burials and related features may
have been of Middle–Late Bronze Age date, as one of the

features cutting the east side of the silted up north cursus
ditch was radiocarbon dated to 1400–1040 cal. BC
(2980±60 BP). However, Late Neolithic cremation-
related features have also been recorded in association
with Neolithic monuments at some ritual complexes
(Whittle et al. 1992; Cleal et al. 1995). The relative prox-
imity of the undated examples at Eynesbury to the long
barrow/north cursus and hengiform ring-ditch might
suggest a later Neolithic date for these features.

Pit alignment enclosure
This Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age feature was the
latest, and largest monument, to be incorporated into the
Eynesbury ritual complex. The pits generally contained
very few artefacts, with small amounts of abraded pottery,
worked flint and animal bone the most common.

A number of pit alignments have been recorded in the
region and in the Great Ouse valley, mainly — like the
example from Eynesbury (Palmer 1993) — from aerial
reconnaissance (French and Wait 1988; Malim 2000).
Most of the small number that have been archaeologically
investigated in East Anglia have been found to be Iron Age
in date (Gurney et al. 1993; Pollard 1996), and more
specifically to be Middle Iron Age (c. 400–100 BC:
Pollard 1996, 110). However, Late Bronze Age/Early Iron
Age pit alignments have been recorded at Biddenham
Loop (BCAS 1999) and at Tallington (French et al. 1993).
Pits have been interpreted as quarry pits for bank material
(Barber 1985; Simpson et al. 1993), as elements of inter-
mittent barriers (Powlesland 1986) or as possible
post-holes (Miket 1981).

Recently excavated examples of ‘pit alignments’ at
Barleycroft Farm/Over (Evans and Knight 2001) and
Plantation Quarry, Willington (Dawson 1996) have been
shown to be composed of series of post-holes that did in
fact support long lines of timber uprights. Attempts to
discern utilitarian functions for pit alignments should not
discourage thought about the symbolic/ritual sentiments
that these barriers across the landscape might have engen-
dered. The Middle Iron Age post-hole alignment at
Plantation Quarry joined a penannular enclosure with a
Bronze Age ring-ditch several hundred metres away
(Dawson 1996). The apparent ‘otherness’ of the Iron Age
(Hill 1989, 21; 1992, 59) has been reflected in many
studies of a variety of Iron Age material over the last c. 15
years, most recently in publications such as those of Hill
(1989, 1992, 1995) Champion and Collis (1996), Gwilt
and Haselgrove (1997) and Bevan (1999). These predomi-
nantly phenomenological approaches have given
archaeologists an enriched, and more ‘human’, insight
into the possible viewpoints of individual members of Iron
Age societies.

At least 440 pits from the enclosure were encountered
within the site area, and the enclosure clearly continued
further to the north. There was no indication of any
internal or external bank associated with the monument,
nor any evidence that any of the pits originally held timber
posts. The flat-bottomed, sub-rectangular type of pit
recorded, especially along the south side of the enclosure,
could never have held timber uprights. None of the pits
contained direct evidence of re-cutting but some may have
been periodically ‘cleaned out’, hence the lack of primary
weathering material in the bases of some pits that
appeared to have been backfilled by dumping. Maybe the
cutting of the pits themselves, as a large-scale effort by a
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community, would have been a significant act, in addition
to the practices that may have been carried out within the
enclosure (Pollard 1996, 110).

The pit alignment’s orientation and morphology
exactly mirrored the north cursus enclosure, and the
eastern side coincided with the east side of the north
cursus. The enclosure’s sides exactly follow the very
discernible curvature of the cursus with distance to the
north. The cursus must have been used to lay out the pit
alignment enclosure. Another important link between
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age activities on the site and
earlier monuments is highlighted by the pit cutting the
tertiary fills of the east side of the long barrow ditch. This
pit contained discrete ‘structured deposits’including large
quernstone fragments, a human skull fragment and a
near-complete pottery vessel in the very base, as well as
pottery throughout its fills. The south side of the pit align-
ment enclosure coincided exactly with the northern extent
of the hengiform ring-ditch. This must prove beyond
doubt that the hengiform ring-ditch was still visible c.
3000 years after its construction, and had been referred to
when laying out the pit alignment enclosure. This is
further emphasised by the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron
Age pit cutting the southern sector of the hengiform
ring-ditch, which contained a complete pottery vessel at
its base.

The only three pits with associated post-holes were
recorded at the point where the pit alignment coincided
with the hengiform ring-ditch. The positioning of these
pits indicates that the earlier ring-ditch was respected, and
this point of contact was further elaborated and
emphasised by the erection of upright posts 0.3–0.36m in
diameter.

The west side of the enclosure followed the eastern
edge of the flood channel very closely. This alignment
again cannot be coincidental and must indicate the
significance of the channel to the perception of the ritual
space within the Eynesbury complex. A feature of many
prehistoric ritual complexes and individual monuments is
the appropriation of natural phenomena as integral parts of
the participant’s perception of the space within which they
moved (Pollard 1996, 98, 113). Flooding of the pits must
have taken place, perhaps on a seasonal basis. Other
examples of pit alignments that may have been
specifically located or constructed so as to fill with water
have been recorded at St Ives (Fig. 41: Pollard 1996) and at
Gardom’s Edge in the Peak District (Edmonds and
Seaborne 2001). The pits at Gardom’s Edge had been cut
into the natural rock and lined with clay specifically to
hold water (ibid., 185). This may have been for a
utilitarian purpose, such as watering cattle or excluding
stock from a specific area of land. Such an interpretation
need not discount a symbolic aspect to the feature,
however, bounding a part of the landscape associated with
a specific community’s rights to that land.

If pit alignments were intended as purely functional
boundaries, why did Iron Age communities not choose to
create continuously ditched and banked barriers, which
would have been far easier to construct (Pryor 1993, 142)?
Several pit alignments from the Chilterns (Bryant and
Burleigh 1995), an example at Maxey (Gurney et al.
1993), and others elsewhere were subsequently replaced
by ditched and banked boundaries.

The Eynesbury pit alignment enclosure may have had
the same role as the pit alignment at Biddenham (BCAS

1999), which isolated an area of land in a bend of the Great
Ouse, but it ‘encloses’ a large area of nearly 8ha. As with
the cursus monuments the emphasis lies on boundaries,
and on the formalisation of linear movement and of
possible places for episodic gatherings of a ritual/
ceremonial nature. Perhaps, as suggested for the cursus
monuments, these gatherings took place at specific
seasonal moments. Maybe they involved communities
sharing a particular part of the landscape, or were
important statements by one group seeking to reaffirm its
rights to, or in, a particular place. The enclosure’s close
spatial relationships to the relic landscape of monuments
(north cursus and hengiform ring-ditch) and natural
features (flood channel) is striking, and probably of some
importance to understanding how this particular
monument’s builders perceived it.

Pits
Seventeen Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pits were
recorded in two broad distributions in the northern and
southern areas of the site. They are probably indicative of
unenclosed settlement of the kind that seems to have
predominated in this region (Champion 1994, 31) and was
concentrated on the lighter soils along the river valleys,
although there was some exploitation of the boulder clay
areas (Bryant 1997, 25). The presence of semi-cleaned
spelt wheat and barley grains in the pit fills suggests that
cultivation and processing were undertaken on the site at
this time. Late Bronze Age metalworking was also repre-
sented. The general distribution and contents of all except
two of the non-alignment pits of this period do not suggest
that there was any perceptual divide between ritual and
everyday space. Structured deposits were recorded in at
least two of the pits, however, one cutting the long barrow
ditch and another the hengiform ring-ditch. One of these
pits contained burnt saddle quern fragments, pottery,
worked flint, a human skull fragment, and a near-complete
pottery vessel placed on the pit base, while a small
complete pottery vessel was found on the base of the other.
These pits clearly indicate the long-lived significance of
these earlier monuments.

V. Romano-British agriculture
(Figs 42–4)

This period saw a change in the use of the landscape.
While the earlier monuments still had a physical bearing
on the layout of the Romano-British landscape divisions
the emphasis was now much more on agricultural activi-
ties associated with a possible nearby settlement. The
major components of this system of agricultural/pastoral
boundaries included droveways, field boundaries and
stockade pens/enclosures linked to nearby settlements.
These developed from the 1st to the 3rd centuries AD and
continued in use until the 4th century.

The whole system of land division appears to have
been systematically laid out to facilitate easy stock
management and movement from settlement areas to the
east and north (see below). This landscape organisation
would have allowed stock to be easily led to grazing and
have facilitated access to arable fields (supporting spelt
wheat, barley, emmer, rye and peas) close to the river,
where the stock also (particularly the cattle) could be
easily watered. The continuation of the droveway ditches
to the north suggests that a linear pattern of land divisions
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was ‘strung along’ the eastern side of the Great Ouse
floodplain. A realignment of the landscape divisions in the
later Roman period, probably in the 4th century, resulted
in a more north-east–south-west orientation superseding
the earlier (east–west) one.

The number of Romano-British finds between
Eynesbury and the Great Ouse indicates extensive settle-
ment activity from at least the 3rd century (Fig. 43:
Spoerry 2000, 148). A major north–south Roman road
between Sandy and Godmanchester (Fig. 42) runs only c.
2km to the east of the site. A series of Roman earthworks
recorded between Eynesbury and the Great Ouse in the
early 19th century (Gorham 1820, cf. Spoerry 2000, 146)
and partially investigated in the early 20th century (Tebutt
1935) may have been a fort, but this remains unproven.
This c. 500m-wide zone of Romano-British evidence,
including structural remains and building material, might
suggest the remains of a Roman small town, a theory
strengthened by identification of a possible Roman
crossing point of the Great Ouse c. 1.5km to the north of
Eynesbury (Bigmore 1979). The finds distribution could
also indicate a large villa estate (Spoerry 2000, 148),
however.

The system of agricultural boundaries, droveways and
stockade pens/enclosures must have linked up in some
way with the evidence recorded to the north of the site.
This comprised late 3rd-century ditches and wall footings,
possibly representing peripheral buildings and property
boundaries (Alexander 1993) associated with a villa
complex to the immediate west. A sizeable 4th-century
component was also present in the pottery assemblage,
and possibly some 5th century material too (ibid.).
Evidence for other buildings in the vicinity has also been
recorded to the north-west of Alexander’s excavations
(Fig. 2).

Although numerous excavations have been under-
taken on rural sites of the Roman period in the region these
have tended to concentrate on high-status settlements,
especially villas. Little is known of the other kinds of rural
settlement in which most people must have lived and
worked (Going 1997, 38). The intensification of cultiva-
tion in the Romano-British period (Dawson 2000b, 108)
resulted in extensive erosion and alluviation in the region,
exacerbated by the progressive woodland clearance that
had begun in the Bronze Age (Going 1997, 42). This
intensification can be seen at Eynesbury with the system-
atic organisation of the landscape to facilitate as efficient
as possible an agricultural and pastoral regime.

VI. Saxon settlement

Some evidence from the Eynesbury area suggests conti-
nuity of activity from the 4th century into the 5th. Material
of 5th-century date was recovered from the Ernulf School
site to the north of the present site (Alexander 1993). At
least five pagan burial sites are known from the Eynesbury
area (Fig. 44: Spoerry 2000, 150). If Bigmore’s (1979)
theory of estate continuity in the area of Eynesbury is
correct then we would expect to find evidence of Early
Saxon activity close to existing Romano-British estate
centres. The spread of material and structural remains to
the west of Eynesbury may indicate an important villa
estate or a small town (Spoerry 2000, 148). This might
explain the small 5th-century component in the pottery
assemblage recovered from the Saxon buildings at
Eynesbury. Perhaps only ephemeral settlement activity
continued into the 5th century, but it is difficult to explain
the complete abandonment of the extensive
Romano-British land divisions in the area if there was
continuing effective management of land and stock from
nearby villa estate centres.

The seven SFBs, the pits and the semi-enclosed area
clearly point to a more permanent yet short-lived settle-
ment of the area, perhaps by a few family groups. This
occurred mainly in the 6th century, and continued into the
7th. The buildings lay in a relatively linear distribution, all
roughly equidistant from the river. Their proximity to the
Ouse suggests that seasonal flooding was less prevalent,
or at least that it had lessened enough to allow
semi-permanent settlement and agriculture. Alternatively,
the farming economy may have utilised the seasonal inun-
dation, for example by taking advantage of early or
good-quality grazing. The presence of stinking camomile
in the pits suggests that heavy soils, perhaps affected by
seasonal flooding or with localised damper/wetter areas,
were worked in at least some places.

The faunal evidence suggests a mixed farming
economy with an emphasis on domestic animals (mainly
cattle, sheep/goat and pig). Wool, milk and manure would
have been important secondary products to meat, and
cattle were kept for ploughing. Horse and dog did not form
important elements of the faunal assemblage, although the
horse bones showed evidence of butchery. Wild animals
(fowl, deer) and fish appear to have formed minor compo-
nents of the diet. Overall, the artefact and faunal
assemblage indicates a settlement producing domestic
animals predominantly for non-meat products, and this
correlates with the craft activities (textile manufacture)
recorded on the site. Although arable production of rye,
oats and peas, and stock management would have required

107

Figure 43  Romano-British features and crop-marks in
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field boundaries as well as stock enclosures and pens,
there is no evidence that use of the Romano-British land-
scape divisions and droveways continued into the Saxon
period. While the two small rectilinear gullies may have
semi-enclosed an area in the south-western part of the site,
these did not respect the alignment of the earlier Roman
agricultural landscape in the area.

The finds assemblage from the buildings contained the
usual mixture of personal items and craft production tools
and waste products, as well as residual later prehistoric
material and ‘curated’ Romano-British objects. The craft
tools and waste suggested that yarn production (spinning)
and weaving were being undertaken on the site, specifically
in SFB 7000. The spindle whorls suggest that a range of
materials may have been worked on, including wool, flax
and possibly nettle fibres. Bone- and antler-working and
pottery production were also undertaken. Slag and

furnace-lining fragments recovered from some SFB pits, as
well as from a pit cluster associated with a bowl-hearth for
smithing, all show that ironworking took place on the site.

The settlement’s abandonment, some time in the 7th
century, is difficult to explain, but the establishment of
Late Saxon settlement centres at Eaton and Eynesbury
may have caused a population shift from this area.

VII. Medieval agricultural activity

Evidence of continuing agricultural activity on the site
took the form of ridge-and-furrow (Fig. 3). This was prin-
cipally aligned east–west, thereby running counter to the
al ignment of the prehis tor ic monuments .
Ridge-and-furrow was also recorded over the flood
channel deposits, implying that this zone was now
included as part of the productive area.
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Appendix: pottery fabric descriptions

Early Neolithic fabrics
FL1 Soft, coarse, irregular, flint-tempered fabric, slightly

micaceous; sparse, poorly sorted, subangular calcined flint
<3mm; sparse subrounded quartz, 0.5mm; rare mica.

FL2 Soft, fairly coarse flint-tempered fabric with quartz;
moderate, poorly sorted, subangular calcined flint <2mm;
moderate, fairly well sorted, subrounded quartz <0.5mm;

FL3 Soft, moderately coarse but well sorted flint-tempered fab-
ric; moderate, fairly well sorted, subangular calcined flint
<2mm; rare, subrounded quartz <0.5mm.

FL4 Soft, fairly fine flint-tempered fabric with quartz,
micaceous; sparse, fairly well sorted, subangular quartz
<1.5mm; sparse, fairly well sorted, subrounded quartz
<0.5mm; sparse iron oxides; rare fine mica.

FL5 Soft, fairly fine, well sorted flint-tempered fabric;
moderate, fairly well sorted, subangular flint <1mm; rare
subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare fine mica.

QU1 Soft, sandy fabric; common, fairly well sorted, subrounded
(iron-stained) quartz <0.5mm; rare to sparse, subangular
flint <1mm; rare iron oxides (possibly a variant of FL2,
with more quartz and less flint).

FE1 Soft fabric with iron compounds; moderate, poorly sorted,
irregular iron compounds <5mm; rare, fairly well sorted,
subrounded quartz <0.5mm.

SH2 Soft, moderately coarse shelly fabric; common, fairly well
sorted, crushed fossil shell <3mm; rare, subrounded quartz
<0.25mm; rare iron oxides and fine mica; generally
leached, leaving platey voids.

Late Neolithic fabric
LI1 Very coarse calcareous fabric; common, poorly sorted

shelly limestone (also including ?oolites) <4mm; rare
subangular flint <1mm; rare fine mica.

Early Bronze Age fabrics
GR1 Soft, fairly coarse sandy grog-tempered fabric; moderate,

poorly sorted, irregular grog <3mm; sparse to moderate,
fairly well sorted, subrounded quartz <0.5mm; sparse iron
oxides; sparse calcareous inclusions <1mm (naturally
occurring); oxidised. Beaker.

GR2 Soft, soapy, grog-tempered fabric; moderate, fairly well
sorted, irregular grog <1.5 mm; sparse calcareous inclu-
sions <1.5 mm (naturally occurring); rare subrounded
quartz <0.25mm; oxidised. Beaker.

GR3 Soft, soapy, moderately coarse grog-tempered fabric;
common, poorly sorted, irregular grog <2mm; sparse iron
oxides; rare fine mica; oxidised with unoxidised interior.
Collared Urn.

QU6 Soft, medium-grained sandy fabric with grog; moderate,
fairly well sorted, subrounded quartz <0.25mm; sparse,
irregular grog <1mm; rare iron oxides; oxidised (possibly a
finer variant of GR1). Beaker.

Later prehistoric fabrics

Flint-tempered fabrics
FL6 Soft, coarse, irregular, flint-tempered fabric; sparse, poorly

sorted, subangular flint <3mm; rare subrounded quartz,
0.25mm; rare iron oxides.

FL7 Soft, fairly coarse flint-tempered fabric with quartz;
moderate, poorly sorted, subangular flint <5mm;
moderate, fairly well sorted, subrounded quartz <0.5mm;
rare iron oxides and fine mica.

FL8 Hard, fairly well sorted flint-tempered fabric; sparse, fairly
well sorted, subangular flint <2mm; rare subrounded
quartz <0.25mm; rare iron oxides and fine mica.

FL9 Soft, sparsely flint-tempered fabric with quartz; rare,
poorly sorted, subangular flint <4mm; sparse, fairly well
sorted, subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare iron oxides and
fine mica.

FL10 Fineware fabric, flint-tempered; moderate, fairly well
sorted, subangular flint <1.5mm; sparse, fairly well sorted
subrounded quartz <1.5 mm.

FL11 Fineware fabric, flint-tempered; rare, fairly well sorted,
subangular flint <1.5mm; rare subrounded quartz <0.5mm;
rare iron oxides and fine mica.

Sandy fabrics
QU2 Fineware fabric, fine sandy; common, well sorted,

subrounded quartz <0.125mm (rare examples <0.5mm);
rare iron oxides and carbonaceous inclusions.

QU3 Moderately coarse sandy fabric; sparse, fairly well sorted,
subrounded quartz <0.25mm; rare calcareous and carbona-
ceous inclusions (naturally occurring); rare iron oxides and
fine mica.

QU4 Moderately fine sandy fabric, fine matrix; sparse, fairly
well sorted, subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare
calcareous inclusions <0.25mm (naturally occurring); rare
iron oxides.

QU5 Moderately coarse sandy fabric with flint; common, well
sorted, subrounded quartz <0.25mm (rarely <0.5mm); rare
subangular flint <2mm; rare iron oxides.

QU7 Coarse sandy fabric with flint; common, fairly well sorted,
subrounded/subangular quartz <1mm; sparse subangular
flint <3mm.

QU8 Moderately coarse sandy fabric; moderate, fairly well
sorted, subrounded quartz <1mm; very rare subangular
flint <2mm; rare iron oxides (possibly a finer variant of
QU7).

Shelly fabrics
SH1 Coarse shelly fabric; moderate to common, poorly sorted,

crushed fossil shell <4mm; rare subrounded quartz
<0.25mm; rare iron oxides; frequently leached, leaving
platey voids.

SH3 Moderately coarse shelly fabric; common, fairly well
sorted, crushed fossil shell <3mm; rare subrounded quartz
<0.25mm; frequently leached, leaving platey voids (prob-
ably a finer variant of SH1).

SH4 Fine, shelly fabric; rare, crushed fossil shell <1mm; rare
subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare iron oxides.

SH5 Shelly fabric with grog; moderate, fairly well sorted,
crushed fossil shell <2mm (almost entirely leached out);
moderate, poorly sorted grog <1mm; very rare subrounded
quartz <0.5 mm.

LI2 Moderately coarse calcareous fabric; moderate, poorly
sorted, crushed l imestone <2mm; sparse
subangular/subrounded quartz <0.25mm; rare iron oxides.

LI3 Moderately fine fabric with shelly limestone; coarse matrix
containing moderate, fairly well sorted, crushed limestone
<2mm (mainly <1mm); rare subrounded quartz <0.25mm;
rare iron oxides.

Saxon fabrics

Sandy fabrics
QU400 Hard, medium-grained sandy fabric; common, poorly

sorted, subrounded quartz (iron-stained) <1mm; ‘pimply’
surfaces where grains protrude.

QU401 Hard, irregular fabric, slightly micaceous; sparse, poorly
sorted, coarse, subangular quartz (<2mm); rare mica and
(naturally occurring) calcareous inclusions <0.5mm.

QU402 Hard, medium-grained sandy fabric, slightly micaceous;
moderate, fair to poorly sorted, subangular quartz <1mm;
rare iron oxides and mica; very rare (naturally occurring)
granitic fragments <1mm.

QU403 Hard, moderately fine sandy fabric, micaceous; moderate,
fairly well sorted, subangular quartz <0.5mm; rare iron
oxides and mica (probably a finer variant of QU402).

QU404 Hard, medium-grained sandy fabric with prominent
iron-stained quartz; sparse, poorly sorted, subrounded
(iron-stained) quartz <1mm; rare iron oxides.

QU405 Hard, fairly coarse, ‘detrital’ sandy fabric (?poorly
prepared clay); moderate, poorly sorted, subangular quartz
<2mm; rare rounded quartz <3mm; sparse iron oxides;
very rare (naturally occurring) calcareous inclusions
<5mm.
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QU406 Hard, fine-grained sandy fabric; bimodal quartz distribu-
tion — common, well sorted, subrounded (iron-stained)
quartz <0.125mm; sparse, fairly well sorted, subrounded
quartz <0.5mm; rare carbonaceous inclusions <0.5mm.
QU407
Soft, medium-grained sandy fabric with calcareous inclu-
sions; common, well sorted, subrounded quartz <0.5mm
(some iron stained); sparse, fairly well sorted calcareous
fragments (subrounded and platey) <2mm (probably natu-
rally occurring).

Calcareous fabrics
LI400 Hard, moderately coarse, oolitic fabric; moderate, well

sorted, crushed oolitic limestone <1mm; sparse,
subangular quartz <1mm; generally leached, leaving
spherical voids.

LI401 Hard, moderately fine oolitic fabric, micaceous; moderate,
fairly well sorted, crushed oolitic limestone <1mm; sparse,
subrounded/subangular quartz <0.5mm; rare mica
<0.5mm; generally leached, leaving spherical voids.

LI402 Hard, moderately fine calcareous fabric, micaceous;
common, well sorted, crushed limestone <1mm (possibly
occurring naturally in clay); sparse, fairly well sorted,
subangular quartz <1mm; rare mica <0.25mm.

LI403 Hard, sparsely tempered oolitic fabric with quartz; sparse,
fairly well sorted, crushed oolitic limestone <1mm; sparse,
poorly sorted, subrounded (iron-stained) quartz <1.5mm.

LI404 Hard, moderately coarse oolitic fabric; moderate, fairly
well sorted, crushed oolitic limestone <1.5mm; sparse
subangular/subrounded quartz <1mm.

LI405 Hard, coarse calcareous fabric, soapy feel; moderate,
poorly sorted, crushed l imestone <2mm; rare

subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare mica
<0.25mm.

Organic-tempered fabrics
VE400 Hard, moderately coarse organic fabric, micaceous;

moderate, fairly well sorted organic inclusions (linear
s t rands) <3mm; sparse, poorly sorted,
subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5mm; rare mica.

VE401 Hard, organic-tempered fabric, fine matrix; moderate,
fairly well sorted organic inclusions (linear strands)
<2mm; very rare subrounded quartz <0.5mm.

VE402 Hard, coarse, sandy organic fabric; moderate, fairly well
sorted organic inclusions (linear strands) <3mm;
sparse–moderate, poorly sorted, subangular quartz <1mm;
rare iron oxides.

VE403 Hard, calcareous organic fabric; moderate, fairly well
sorted organic inclusions (linear strands) <3mm; moderate,
fairly well sorted, subangular quartz <1mm; sparse calcar-
eous inclusions <0.5mm (naturally occurring?).

Rock-tempered fabrics
RO400 Coarse fabric with rock fragments (?igneous derived);

sparse, poorly sorted, subangular rock fragments <2mm;
rare subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5 mm.

RO401 Coarse fabric with rock fragments (?granitic); moderate,
poorly sorted, subangular rock fragments <2mm; rare
subangular/subrounded quartz <0.5mm. Very similar to
RO400.

RO402 Fairly fine, micaceous fabric; sparse subrounded quartz
<0.5mm; sparse mica <1.5mm.
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limestone-tempered 40
sandy wares 40, 42
shelly wares 40, 42

site distribution 41–2
vessel forms 41, 42

East Anglian ‘style zones’ 42
fineware carinated bowls 42

Late Iron Age/Romano-British 2, 40, 44, 46, 47–8
coarse sandy greywares 47
finewares 47
grog-tempered 47
Nene Valley colour-coated ware 47
samian 47, 49
sandy wares 47
shelly wares 47
site distribution 48
vessel forms 47
wheel-thrown 47

Saxon 49, 53–7, 56
Early/Middle Saxon 53, 55
decoration and surface treatment 54–5
fabrics 53, 54, 109–10
Schlickung technique 55
site distribution 55
vessel forms 53–4, 55

carinated 55, 56
Schalenurne-type bowl 55

see also loomweights
pyre debris pits, redeposited 33–4, 78, 95, 98

pyre technology 96, 98

quernstones
prehistoric 16, 104, 106
Romano-British 59
Saxon 57, 59

radiocarbon dating 60, 61, 62–3, 62, 64–5, 66, 103
animal bone preservation 71
cremation burials 34, 62, 63, 66, 96, 105
cursus monuments 100
hengiform ring-ditch 8, 30, 62, 63, 65–6, 67, 102
Neolithic pits 28, 62, 63, 102, 103
oak tree trunk 61, 66, 104

Redlands Farm, Stanwick (Northants) 80
ridge-and-furrow 108
ring-ditch, to south-west of site see hengiform monument
Romano-British features 44–8, 45, 46, 79, 86, 94, 101, 106–7, 107,
108

artefacts 48, 49, 57
charcoal remains 81, 83, 84, 85
charred plant remains 71, 75, 78
and Saxon settlement 47–8, 59
villa complex 1–2, 107
see also droveway ditches; pottery

Ruxox (Beds) 80
rye remains 79

St Ives (Cambs) 106
St Neots (Cambs) 1

Ernulf School site 107
Sarn-y-Bryn-Caled (Powys), cursus 65
Saxon features 1, 48, 49–59, 50, 58, 86, 108

animal bone 49, 53, 57, 87, 88, 90, 91, 107
charcoal remains 81, 83, 84–6
plant remains 71, 76–7, 78–9, 81, 82–3
and Romano-British artefacts 47–8, 59
settlement economy 69, 94, 107–8
see also pottery; sunken-featured buildings

scrapers, flint 27, 28, 103
shears, iron, Saxon 57, 58
sheep/goat bones 91
smithing see metalworking
snails, land 86–7
soils 4, 92
spelt wheat 78
spindle whorls, Saxon 57, 58
Spong Hill (Norfolk), Early Neolithic flintwork 28
Springfield (Essex) 100
stone objects

Neolithic contexts 16, 20, 32, 104
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age pits 42
Romano-British 48
Saxon contexts 58

Stonehenge (Wilts) 28, 69
dating programme 60, 65, 66

sunken-featured buildings 49–51, 57, 59, 107
SFB 2934 49, 51
SFB 3706 49, 51
SFB 4985 49, 51
SFB 7000 47, 49, 52, 57, 59
SFB 7400 49, 51, 52
SFB 8605 51, 52
animal bone 87
environmental context 69, 76–7, 78, 81, 82–3, 85
metalworking evidence 57, 85, 108
pottery

Romano-British 47
Saxon 53

textile-working evidence 58, 108

Tallington (Lincs) 105
Tattershall Thorpe (Lincs), Early Neolithic flintwork 28
temple, possible Romano-British 2
Tesco superstore, excavation at 2
textile working, Saxon contexts 57, 58, 108
tile fragments, Romano-British 49, 57, 59
timber and pit alignments 105
timber circle, Holme-next-the-Sea (Norfolk) 32, 104–5
toilet implement, copper alloy 48
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Total Station (TS), digital surveying using 2
tree trunk, oak, from long barrow 22, 32, 60–1, 66, 67, 80, 85, 104
tree-throw holes, Neolithic 2, 104
tweezers, copper alloy 58, 59

Upper Caldecote pottery industry (Beds) 47
Upper Palaeolithic period 6, 99

vegetation history see plant remains
votive offerings 85

Warren Villas, Ivel Valley 86
weed seed remains 78, 79
well, possible 1

Welland Valley 94
Wessex Archaeology 1, 2, 4, 16
West Kennet Avenue (Wilts) 28, 96
West Stow (Suffolk), pottery assemblage 47–8, 55
whetstone, Romano-British 48
willow charcoal 85, 86
Wilsford Down (Wilts), flintwork 28
Windmill Hill (Wilts), flintwork 28
wood remains

waterlogged 86
see also charcoal remains; tree trunk

woodland environment 1, 80, 81, 92, 93, 94, 99, 100, 104
and charcoal remains 81, 86

wool working 58, 91
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