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sequence as such. The snails refer to measurements
and stratigraphy on the left-hand side of the strati-
graphical column; this is important where the soils
slope, as in the quarry, 60—65cm.

Measurements of adult Pomatias elegans from the
hand-picked sample from the southern outer cist.
A = Ascott-under-Wychwood mean; BF = Brook
fossil mean; BM = Brook modern mean (Burleigh
and Kerney 1982); BLF = Blashenwell fossil mean;
BLM = Blashenwell modern mean (Preece 1980).
Modern transect across a woodland to grassland
boundary in the Warburg Reserve, Bix Bottom,
Oxon (3.7 from Gardner 1991).

Plan of the timber structures, the stone cists (with
numbered orthostats with outline shown as an
optical view at level of old ground surface) and the
axial divide. Note that not all features and stake-
holes are shown: for latter, compare 4.3.

Plan of the midden and the cists, with other
features.

Plan of the stake-holes, F30 and the cists in the
central portion of the barrow.

The area of the midden immediately to the east of
the southern outer cist.

Plan and overhead views of the cists and surround-
ing stonework.

Composite longitudinal section through the cists
and plan of surrounding stonework.

Outline longitudinal section through the cists, with
their transverse W-E profiles, and outline of burial
deposits.

Displaced stones found in the hedge near the
barrow.

The orthostats of the southern cists, from the south.
The southern cists with their contents of human
bone, looking south.

The southern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the east.

The southern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the north, at an early stage of excava-
tion.

The northern cists, passage and walling, from the
south.
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4.23

4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

4.31

4.32

4.33

The area of the northern cists, passage and walling,
from the west and above, at an early stage of
excavation.

The northern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the east.

The northern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the south.

The cists from the west, after removal of surround-
ing packing, 1969.

The relationship of Orthostats 6 (left) and 3 (right)
in the southern cists, from the west.

The relationship of Orthostats 3 (left), 6 (top right)
and 5 (main right) seen from the east from the
southern outer cist.

Key to location of sections across the barrow and
quarries.

Sections and schematics of contexts of the mound
and buried soil. Top: transverse section 1, bays 10
and 12 and off-set 10/11; and below: transverse
section 2, bays 10 and 13 and off-set 9/10. Plus key
to conventions used in sections.

Close-up, from the north, of carbonised timber in
barrow mound near the axial divide 10/12, cutting
CV.

The axial divide 9/14 and 8/15 from the south.
Section face cut back from north edge of cutting
CVL

The axial divide 9/14, offsets 13/14 (left) and 14/
15 (right), and the limestone boulder deposit
context 41 (far right), from the south, cutting CVI.
Section, schematic of contexts, and photo of the
mound and buried soil: transverse section 3, bays 8
and 15.

Section, schematic of contexts, and photo of the
mound and buried soil: transverse section 4, bays 6
and 17.

The axial divide 6/18, from the west in cutting
CVIII/DVIII (see also Fig. 4.29).

Detail of the axial divide 6/18, from the west. The
scale ruler here can be seen in the centre of 4.27.
Axial stakehole AS22 can be seen in section to the
right of the scale.

Section, schematic of contexts, and photo of the
mound and buried soil: transverse section 5, bays 6
and 18.

Section, schematic of contexts, and photo of the
mound and buried soil: transverse section 6, bays 3
and 21.

Sections and schematics of contexts of the mound
and buried soil. Top: longitudinal section 1, bay
10; and below: longitudinal section 2, bays 8, 9 and
10.

Sections and schematics of contexts of the mound
and buried soil. Top: longitudinal section 3, bays 6,
7 and 8; and below: longitudinal section 5, bays 17
and 18.

Section and schematic of contexts of the mound
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and buried soil: transverse Section 7, bays 2 and
21.

Section and schematic of contexts of the mound
and buried soil: longitudinal section 4, bays 11, 10,
9, 15, 16 and axial divides 9/14 and 8/15.

Off-set 8/9, from the north, cutting DVI.

Section and schematic of contexts of the mound
and disturbance to the mound: longitudinal section
6, bays 19 and 20.

Plan of the stakeholes and the stone parts of the
barrow (stakeholes are not to scale). Greytone
numbered areas are deposits of limestone rubble,
and bays 1-21 are also numbered in blue. Red lines
mark the line of the foundation course of the stone
wall faces.

Plan showing the principal direction of the dump-
ing sequences within the bay fills.

Limestone boulder deposit 41, from the south,
cutting CVL

Stone packing between the pairs of cists, from the
west.

Stone packing around the northern cists and
between the pairs of cists, from the north.

Detail of stone packing in front of Orthostats 13
(left) and 16 (right) of the northern inner and outer
cists, from the east.

Stone packing around the northern cists, from the
east and above.

The southern cists, with some packing still in situ,
from the south. Note the truncated southern passage
area, and offset 15/16 to the left.

The southern cists, with some packing still in situ,
from the south-west.

The northern passage and crossing it, below, the
lower courses of the inner wall. The northern outer
cist is at top. From the north.

The junction of offset 8/9 and the innermost wall,
with flat slabs of the basal course of the inner wall
in the foreground. From the north, cutting DVI.
The south-east corner of the primary barrow,
showing the inner wall and behind, the eastern end
of primary barrow. The medieval robber trench
shows in the right-hand part of the section.

Bays 2 and 3 near the eastern end of the barrow,
from the north. Vertical ranging rods mark the
positions of axial stakeholes.

View of offset 2/3, from east and above. White tabs
mark the positions of axial and offset stakeholes.
The northern horn, from the east and above.

The forecourt, from the east and above.

The outer wall on the south side of the barrow in
cutting CXII, opposite bay 21, after removal of
collapsed walling, from the south-east.

The southern horn, from the west and above,
cutting CXIII.

The northern passage, showing outer and inner
walls, with the northern cists behind. The outer
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wall blocking has not been completely removed.
The northern passage, from above, showing outer
and inner walls. The outer wall blocking has only
been partially removed.

The blocking of the outer wall at the entrance to
the northern passage.

The blocking of the outer wall at the entrance to
the northern passage, with the northern cists
behind. Deposit E is visible at the rear of the
passage. From the north and above.

The blocked outer wall at the entrance to the
northern passage, with stone outside the outer wall,
at an early stage of excavation.

The outer wall on the south side of the barrow and
stone material fallen outside it, in cutting CXI,
opposite bay 21, from the west. Compare Figs 4.30
and 4.33 to the west and east of this view res-
pectively.

The outer wall and material fallen from it on the
north side of the barrow in cutting DV, opposite
bays 9 and 10, from the north. The wall has been
built over a small depression here, probably the
cause of the outwards bulge.

The outer wall on the north side of the barrow in
cutting DV, opposite bay 10, from the north. Other
fallen stone has been removed, revealing a large
stone pitched on edge against the outer wall.
Compare 4.63, the same stretch at an earlier stage
of excavation.

The outer wall on the north side of the barrow in
cutting DV, opposite bay 10, from the north. Fallen
stone covers a large stone pitched on edge against
the outer wall. Compare 4.62, the same stretch at
a later stage of excavation.

The east section of Neolithic quarry NQI in cutt-
ings DII/EII.

The east section of Neolithic quarry NQ3 (with
molluscan analysis sampling column).

The east section of Neolithic quarry NQ4.

View from the south-west of the narrow trench
across Neolithic quarry NQ3.

View from the south-west of the narrow trench
across Neolithic quarry NQ4.

The upper fill of the southern inner cist, from the
north.

The top of the barrow revealed by initial excavation
above the northern cists, from the east. Compare
4.3 for the position of the northern outer cist, and
see also 4.14.

The top of the barrow revealed by initial excavation
above the northern cists, from the east, with the
outer walling visible and collapsed walling beyond.
Diagram of stages in construction. How long timber
structures may have been visible is discussed in
Chapters 7 and 15. For position of bone deposits,
see Figs 4.5-4.8 and 5.1.

Diagram of stages in construction.
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Diagram of stages in construction.
Plan of the cists with their numbered bone deposits.
Cist stones are shown at their full extent, often
masked in other figures and photos.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individuals A1-A3.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individuals A1-A3.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: bones unassigned to individuals.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: bones unassigned to individuals.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual Al.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual Al.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual A2.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual A2.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual A3.
Deposit A (southern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual A3.
Deposit B (southern outer cist): excavation stage 1,
from the north. See plan, Fig 5.15.
Deposit B (southern outer cist): excavation stage 5,
from the north-east.
Deposit B (southern outer cist): excavation stages 7
and 8, from the north-east.
Deposit B (southern outer cist): interface between
upper filling and main deposit. Bone number
prefix: 331/- Numbers in brackets here appear on
following figures in the main deposit, bone number
prefix: 530/-.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), upper part of main
deposit: all individuals.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), lower part of main
deposit: all individuals.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual B1.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual B1.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual B2.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual B2.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individuals B3/4/5.
Deposit B (southern outer cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual B3/4/5.
Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation stage
1, from the south.

Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation
stage 3, from the north and above.

5.26 Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation stage

4, from the south.
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5.41

5.42

5.43

5.44

5.45

5.46

5.47

5.48

5.49

5.50

5.51

Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation stage
5, from the west.

Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation stage
6, from the south.

Deposit C (southern passage area): details of
excavation stage 7.

Deposit C (southern passage area): excavation stage
10, from the south.

Deposit C (southern passage area): Vessel 47 in
situ towards east end of Orthostat 1.

Deposit C (southern passage area): peripheral
material.

Deposit C (southern passage area): uppermost part
of main deposit.

Deposit C (southern passage area): upper part of
main deposit.

Deposit C (southern passage area): lower part of
main deposit.

Deposit D (northern inner cist): excavation stage 2.
Deposit D (northern inner cist): uppermost part of
main deposit.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individuals D1-D4. Note that the deposit
at this level also includes many bones of Individual
D5, shown separately in 5.46.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individuals D1-D4.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual DI.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual DI.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individual D2. See Fig. 5.37 for other
bones, including upper and lower limb fragments,
belonging to Individual D2.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individual D2.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), upper part of main
deposit: Individuals D3/4.

Deposit D (northern inner cist), lower part of main
deposit: Individuals D3/4. Some small uniden-ti-
fiable fragments are not shown.

Deposit D (northern inner cist): the cremated bones
of Individual D5, largely from the upper part of the
main deposit, shown otherwise in 5.38.

Deposit E (northern passage): excavation stage 1,
from the south-west.

Deposit E (northern passage): excavation stage 1,
from the north.

Deposit E (northern passage): excavation stage 2,
from the north.

Deposit E (northern passage), upper part of main
deposit: Individual E1. Orthostats are shown at
excavated level to allow the bones to be seen in
plan.

Deposit E (northern passage), lower part of main
deposit: Individual El.
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Deposit F (between the pairs of cists), from the
east.

Deposit F (between the pairs of cists).

Skeletal diagrams for Individuals Al; A2; A3; B1;
B2; D1; D2; and E1. These are given individually
at a larger scale in Chapter 6.

Skeletal diagram for Individual Al.

Anterior view of the base of the right maxillary
sinus of Individual A1. Note the fibrous appearance
of the bone and the perforation (cloaca) in the wall
of the sinus.

Porosity and pitting observed in the tooth socket of
the upper right second premolar of Individual Al.
Skeletal diagram for Individual A2.

Schmorl’s node in the superior surface of a lumbar
vertebra from Individual A2.

Skeletal diagram for Individual A3.

Spinal osteophytes (Individual A3), which have led
to the ankylosis of lumbar vertebrae 2 and 3.
Gnaw marks at the distal ends of a tibia from the
mixed adult material in Deposit A.

Skeletal diagram for Individual B1.

Skeletal diagram for Individual B2.

Healed fracture dislocation of an atlas and axis,
found with the mixed adult remains from Deposit
B.

Spina bifida occulta: clefting of the posterior neural
arch of a sacrum observed in the adult material
from Deposit B.

Healed fracture (Colles’ fracture) of a distal radius
(Deposit C).

Extreme osteoarthritis in a trapezium found with
the mixed adult material from Deposit C.

Skeletal diagram for Individual D1.

Twelfth thoracic and first and second lumbar
vertebrae of adolescent D1. Note the cleft neural
arch observed in the 12th thoracic and first lumbar
vertebrae.

Twelfth thoracic and first and second lumbar
vertebrae of adolescent D1. Note the rib facets at
L1, which suggest that this individual possessed an
accessory pair of floating ribs.

Caudal border shift at the twelfth thoracic vertebra
in adolescent D1. The superior left facet is normally
curved, whereas the right facet resembles that of a
typical thoracic vertebra.

Skeletal diagram for Individual D2.

Cleft neural arch of the twelfth thoracic vertebra in
an adult from Deposit D. Note the ossification of
soft tissue across the cleft, which has effectively
sealed the breach.

Bilateral sacralisation of a fifth lumbar vertebra in
an adult from Deposit D.

Longitudinal and transverse cracking observed in
the cremated material (D5) from Deposit D.
Longitudinal and transverse cracking observed in
the cremated material (D5) from Deposit D.
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Differences in colour between the inner and outer
surfaces of a fragment of cremated long bone from
Deposit D, indicating that this is likely to have
been whole when burnt.

Skeletal diagram for Individual E1.
Osteoarthritis in the cervical
Individual E1.

Cumulative number and frequency of osteophytes
recorded in the vertebral column.

Cumulative number and frequency of surface
porosity recorded in the vertebral column.
Possible case of an avulsion injury: note the smooth
walled depression at the vicinity of the insertion
site of the adductor muscles.

Antemortem tooth loss of molars and premolars.
Carious lesion in the first and third molars that
appears to have spread from the second molar,
which has been lost ante mortem.

Interproximal caries in a premolar.

Asymmetric tooth wear.

Dental anomaly: double rooted canine.

Dental anomaly: four rooted maxillary molar.
Demographic distribution at Ascott-under-
Wychwood.

Lateral view of the arrowhead injury in the third
lumbar vertebra of Individual B2.

Arrowhead injury in the third lumbar vertebra of
Individual B2: view of the caudal surface of the
vertebral body.

Arrowhead injury in the third lumbar vertebra of
Individual B2: view of the caudal surface of the
vertebral body.

Arrowhead injury in the third lumbar vertebra of
Individual B2: view of the caudal surface of the
vertebral body.

Probability distributions of existing and simulated
dates from Ascott-under-Wychwood. Each dis-
tribution represents the relative probability that an
event occurs at a particular time. For each of the
dates two distributions have been plotted: one in
outline, which is the result of simple radiocarbon
calibration, and a solid one, based on the chrono-
logical model used; the ‘event’ associated with, for
example, BM-1976R, is the growth of Individual
A2. The large square brackets down the left-hand
side along with the OxCal keywords define the
overall model exactly.

Overall structure for main model for the chronology
of Ascott-under-Wychwood. The component
sections of this model are shown in detail in Figs
7.3-7.7. The large square brackets down the left
hand side of these figures, along with the OxCal
keywords, define the overall model exactly.
Probability distributions of radiocarbon dates from
Mesolithic samples beneath the barrow at Ascott-
under-Wychwood. Each distribution represents the
relative probability that an event occurred at a

vertebrae of
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particular time. These distributions are the result
of simple radiocarbon calibration (Stuiver and
Reimer 1993).

Probability distributions of dates from the Neolithic
pre-barrow occupation. The format is identical to
that of 7.1. Distributions other than those relating
to particular samples, correspond to aspects of
the model. For example, the distribution
‘end_occupation’ is the estimated date when the
Neolithic occupation beneath the primary barrow
ceased. Measurements followed by a question mark
have been excluded from the model for reasons
explained in the text, and are simple calibrated
dates (Stuiver and Reimer 1993). The large square
brackets down the left-hand side along with the
OxCal keywords in Figs 7.2-7.7 define the overall
model exactly.

Probability distributions of dates relating to the
construction and use of the barrow. The dates from
the human remains within the cists are shown in
7.6. The format is identical to that of Figs 7.1 and
7.4. The large square brackets down the left-hand
side along with the OxCal keywords in Figs 7.2—
7.7 define the overall model exactly.

Probability distributions of dates relating to the
human remains within the cists (except for later
burial BM-1975R which is shown in 7.7). The
format is identical to that of Figs 7.1 and 7.4. The
large square brackets down the left-hand side along
with the OxCal keywords in Figs 7.2-7.7 define
the overall model exactly.

Probability distributions of radiocarbon dates from
samples from the post early Neolithic use of the
Ascott-under-Wychwood barrow. Each distribution
represents the relative probability that an event
occurred at a particular time. These distributions
are the result of simple radiocarbon calibration
(Stuiver and Reimer 1993).

Probability distributions showing the number of
calendar years between the end of pre-barrow
Neolithic occupation and the construction of the
primary barrow, the number of years between the
construction of the primary barrow and its
extension, and the number of years during which
the barrow was in use for primary Neolithic burial
activity. These distributions are derived from the
model shown in Figs 7.2-7.7.

Probability distributions of dates relating to the
human remains within the cists (except for later
burial BM-1975R), according to the alternative
model. The format is identical to that of Figs 7.1
and 7.4, with this part of the model being
equivalent to that shown in 7.6 from the main
model (see Figs 7.2-7.7).

Probability distributions for the dates of the dis-
articulated individuals from the cists at Ascott-
under-Wychwood and the estimated dates for the
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93
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construction and extension of the barrow, accord-
ing to the alternative model. The format is identical
to that of Figs 7.1 and 7.4.

Antler comb from the buried soil below human
bone Deposit C in the southern outer passage area.
The carbon and nitrogen stable isotope values for
each faunal sample (in %o).

Cattle and pig isotope values for pre-construction
and construction phases (in %o).

A plot of the summary statistics from Table 9.3.
The error bars correspond to one standard deviation
of the estimate of the population average (standard
error).

Pottery vessels 1-3, and 5-9.

Pottery vessels 10-20, 22-23, 25, and 27-28.
Pottery vessels 33, 36-38, 40, 42-44 and 46.
Pottery vessels 47—48.

Measured and estimated rim diameters for all
Neolithic vessels.

The proportion of vessels with/without residues
broken down by size category.

Correlation between firing colour and residue.
Vessels 5, 33 and 36: the relative frequency of
sherds by size category (see Methods above).
Vessels 1, 7, 37 and 38: the relative frequency of
sherds by size category (see Methods above).

10.10 A comparison of sherd size between the cist

deposits and the midden/pre-barrow distribution.

10.11 Clay beads.

11.1

11.3

Partial HTGC profile of the trimethylsilylated total
lipid extract from sample AuW1, illustrating the
distribution of components characteristic of animal
fat that has undergone heating and extensive
degradation. Key: C,  are saturated free fatty acids
of carbon length x, and K are mid-chain ketones
of chain length x. IS is the internal standard (C,,
alkane). Other minor components include plas-
ticisers that originate from the plastic bags in which
the samples were stored.

The distributions of triacylglycerol detected in the
sherds AuW3 and AuW4. C, are TAGs of carbon
length x. The lower molecular weight TAGs are
indicative of the presence of dairy products,
although may be preferentially lost during vessel
use/burial.

The ketonic decarboxylation of free fatty acids
which leads to the formation of ketones by con-
densation of the fatty acids. The reaction is
catalysed by metal oxides and proceeds at tempera-
tures in excess of 300°C. The subscripts n and m
correspond to alkyl chain lengths in the range 13—
16 (Evershed et al. 1995; Raven et al. 1997).
Plot of the 8"*C values of the fatty acid methyl
esters prepared from lipid extracts from the Ascott-
under-Wychwood assemblage. The reference fats
are represented by confidence ellipses (p=0.684)
from Copley et al. (2003).
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Flint artefacts: rejuvenation flakes (1-5); axe-
sharpening flake (6); flake from a polished imple-
ment (7); and refitting flakes from a polished
implement (8). * indicates presence and position of
intact striking platform; © indicates inferred
position of absent striking platform (after
Martingell and Saville 1988, 22).

Flint artefacts: cores (1-13).

Flint artefacts: retouched flakes (1-3); retouched
blades (4-7); and scrapers (8-20).

Flint artefacts: microliths (1-16); microburins (17—
19); and notched blades (20-21).

Flint artefacts: scale-flaked knife (1); backed knives
(2-6); notched flakes (7-8); serrated flakes (9—13);
piercers (14—17); burins (18-20); fabricator (21);
leaf-shaped arrowheads (22-25); possible axe frag-
ment (26); and unclassifiable retouched piece
27).

Flint artefacts from the cists: blade (1); flake from
a polished implement (2); retouched flake (3);
notched flake (4); plano-convex knife (5); leaf-
shaped arrowhead (6); and leaf-shaped arrowhead
in lumbar vertebra of Individual B2 (see also Figs
6.37-40).
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15.1

15.2

15.3
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X1X

Metrical comparison of complete microliths from
Ascott-under-Wychwood and St. Catherine’s Hill.
Metrical comparison of complete microburins from
Ascott-under-Wychwood and St. Catherine’s
Hill.

Saddle quern.

Stone object and artefact: fossil echinoid (1); and
hammerstone (2).

View of deepest part of the Roman quarry, in
cutting EIX, from the east.

Selected post-Neolithic finds: the iron arrowheads
(1 and 2); and the iron spur (3).

Outline map of Mesolithic and Neolithic core arecas
in central-southern England (after A. Barclay
2000).

The distribution and selected forms of barrows,
cairns and other monuments in the north-east
Cotswolds.

Comparative plans of timber and ditched
structures. A: Ascott-under-Wychwood timber
structures 1 and 2; B: Hazleton; C: Sale’s Lot; D
and E: Yarnton; F: Creswell Field, Yarnton.

The distribution of monuments in the Cotswolds
and upper Thames valley.
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Snails from the subsoil hollow, F11, and buried
soil.

List of samples examined for hand-picked snails.
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Preface

Alasdair Whittle

It is just over forty years since the start of the excavations
of the Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow under the
direction of Don Benson, and this encourages an
historical perspective on the research carried out then
and subsequently. The excavations belonged to the latter
part of a great period of barrow digging in southern
Britain, which was ending just as, by striking contrast,
intensified investigation and fieldwork at causewayed
enclosures were beginning. It would now be extremely
unusual to have the opportunity to investigate a long
barrow as extensively and thoroughly as was achieved at
Ascott-under-Wychwood.

When John Thurnam and Canon William Greenwell,
the latter with the help of George Rolleston, summarised
and analysed the state of their knowledge of long barrows,
they could already, in the 1860s and 1870s, draw on a
long history of investigation going back to Colt Hoare,
Stukeley and others (Thurnam 1869; Greenwell 1877;
and for a longer account, see Darvill 2004). They also
drew on their own work, Thurnam coolly noting that he
had opened no fewer than 21 earthen long barrows
himself (Thurnam 1869, 179). Few of the investigations
involved extensive excavation or high-quality recording,
but the combined roll call of investigated chambered
barrows from the Cotswolds and surrounding areas was
already impressive. The list of sites (this is not meant to
be exhaustive) which they and others had already
investigated includes Belas Knap, Cow Common Long
and Round, Eyford, Hetty Pegler’s Tump, Lanhill,
Nympsfield, Pole’s Wood South and East, Rodmarton,
Stoney Littleton, West Kennet and Woodchester. Further
work by Pitt Rivers, A. C. Smith, Ward, Witts and others
followed, and when O. G. S. Crawford collated infor-
mation in the 1920s for the Cotswolds and Welsh
Marches, his list ran to around 80 certain sites, with a
substantial number of other candidates (Crawford 1925).
His main achievement perhaps was to bring a sense of the
distribution or grouping (Darvill 1982, 2) of what would
later be called Cotswold-Severn monuments (Daniel
1950; Corcoran 1969a; 1969b), but there were also
accounts of further, more detailed excavations and
investigations at sites including Bown Hill, Gatcombe
Lodge, Notgrove, Wayland’s Smithy and West Tump.

Two sites from Wychwood parish were recorded
(Crawford 1925, nos 64a and 68), but not yet the Ascott-
under-Wychwood long barrow.

From the 1930s to the 1960s there followed what might
be described as a golden age of fieldwork at southern
British earthen and chambered long barrows and cairns.
As earlier, the list of site names is evocative, and that of
the excavators almost a chronicle of fieldwork during
that period in itself: Ashbee at Fussell’s Lodge and
Horslip, Atkinson at Parc le Breos Cwm, Berry and Hemp
at Belas Knap, Clifford at Notgrove and Nympsfield,
Clifford and Daniel at Rodmarton, Drew and Piggott at
Thickthorn, Grimes at Saltway Barn and Burn Ground
(the first total uncovering, though not the complete
excavation, of a Cotswold long cairn, during the second
world war), Keiller and Piggott at Lanhill, Morgan at
Nutbane, Piggott alone at Holdenhurst, Piggott and
Atkinson at West Kennet and Wayland’s Smithy, O’Neil
at Sale’s Lot, and Savory at Pipton; from further afield we
can add Alexander at Chestnuts, Addington, Grimes at
Pentre Ifan, and Phillips at Skendleby (references in
Alexander 1961; Ashbee 1970; Ashbee et al. 1979;
Darvill 2004; Jessup 1970; Powell et al. 1969; Whittle
and Wysocki 1998). Figs 1.8—1.11 record visits to Ascott-
under-Wychwood by Peter Grimes, Stuart Piggott and
Terence Powell. The list of research just given includes
investigations in the 1960s, and there were others,
including Smith at Beckhampton Road and Wymer at
Lambourn (Ashbee et al. 1979; Wymer 1966).

The Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow was
initially noted in this phase (and see Chapter 1). It first
appears on a wider stage in the post-war synthesis of
Glyn Daniel (1950, 219); but it was originally noticed by
Rev. Charles Overy, seen by Crawford from the air in
1930, and logged by E.T. Leeds (1939). When it came to
be excavated from 196569 in advance of a planned road-
widening scheme, it cannot have seemed like one of the
last big excavations of its kind. South Street long barrow
was extensively excavated by John Evans and Isobel
Smith in 1966—67 (Ashbee et al. 1979). In the event,
from the 1970s onwards, the rate of investigation of long
barrows and cairns in southern Britain has slowed
dramatically. The contrasts are curious. The investigation
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of causewayed enclosures took off from that date (that at
Crickley Hill was discovered in 1969, just as the work at
Ascott-under-Wychwood was ending; compare Smith
1971 with Oswald ef al. 2001), and continues to the
present. There has been a lot of fieldwork since that date
at chambered monuments in Scotland and Ireland. But in
the south, through changes in priority, scheduling and
perception, things became different. Hazleton and
Haddenham in the 1980s stand out (Saville 1990; Evans
and Hodder forthcoming), and Gwernvale and
Penywyrlod Talgarth in the 1970s deserve honourable
mention (Britnell and Savory 1984), but otherwise the
account becomes now restricted to much more limited
sampling, as around Avebury (Whittle et al. 1993;
Whittle 1994), in Cranborne Chase (Charly French, pers.
comm.), or at the east end of the Stonehenge Cursus (J.
Richards 1990). Alington Avenue, Dorchester, was
extensively investigated but had already been largely
ploughed away (Davies ef al. 2002).

Most if not all excavations are carried out within the
conventions and expectations of their time, perhaps
inevitably so (Lucas 2001). Some things were not
recorded at Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow. We
can lament the lack of flotation of the buried soil, but the
technique had barely been started then, and was first used
in British excavations in Turkey and elsewhere, around
this time. It is a pity that more thin-section recording of
soils and deposits was not carried out (see Macphail in
Chapter 3), but soil micromorphology did not become
more established till the 1980s (compare Hazleton:
Macphail 1990). But these features aside, the excavations
at Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow by Don Benson
were remarkably extensive, innovative, thorough and well
recorded by any standards, and in historical perspective
stand out, alongside only a few other sites from the lists
above, for this very reason.

There has been a long delay in fully analysing and
publishing the results. Delay of this kind leads to loss of
information, without any doubt. Perhaps the chief victim
has been the human bone assemblage. Probably all human
(and animal) bone assemblages are subject to post-
excavation decay, a little recognised threat (Michael
Wysocki, pers. comm.). Dawn Galer notes, in Chapter 6
here, the uncertainties which have resulted from the
curation and study of the Ascott-under-Wychwood human
bone assemblage; we cannot be sure of every bone, and
our interpretations should be read with this qualification
firmly in mind. Without seeking to justify delay or loss of
information, we can claim, however, that there have been
compensating benefits in this case. The previous
investigations of the human bone assemblage were limited
and in several respects inaccurate (Chesterman 1977; cf.
Benson and Clegg 1978); had they been published, a
misleading picture may well have confused wider debate
for decades.

Besides a highly significant re-evaluation of the human
bone assemblage, the renewed work in 2003—4 leading to
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this publication has also allowed radical refinement of
the chronology of the site, which can be set alongside
other contemporary research, by Frances Healy and Roger
Mercer on Hambledon Hill causewayed enclosure (Healy
2004; Mercer and Healy forthcoming), by Alex Bayliss,
Alistair Barclay and John Meadows on Hazleton, by
Bayliss, Mick Wysocki and myself on other southern
British long barrows (e.g. Bayliss ef al. in prep.), and by
Bayliss, Healy and myself on causewayed enclosures in
general. It is already realistic to predict a radical improve-
ment in our understanding of the sequence of develop-
ments in the first centuries of the Neolithic in southern
Britain. The renewed work has also allowed an important
fresh look at the pottery, flint and animal bone
assemblages (though I stress again that at this distance
from the field recording, we cannot be sure of every last
detail), and the application of lipid and isotope analysis
to the pottery and human and animal bone assemblages
respectively. It is worth noting that while we have
recorded the post-Neolithic history of the site, this is
covered to variable extents in our chapters, and we openly
acknowledge that this report is primarily about the
Neolithic context. We hope that enough has been done
for other researchers to be able to follow the trail
further.

Beyond all this, this publication has been worked
through in a phase of research in which the interpretation
of monuments in general has radically changed. The
attention given now to agency, experience, memory and
context is quite different, as I see things, to what would
have been the case in a report produced promptly, say in
the 1970s. A reader of this report in another forty years
from now may look back and smile, but in this research
context we have sought as much to make links, find
connections, and also look for multiple perspectives as to
present a neat, ordered sequence for the building and use
of a predetermined monument form. We explore, without
claiming fully to understand, a long history of events
before the mounded monument was begun. Ascott-under-
Wychwood has been cited as a potential example of a
location where continuity from Mesolithic to Neolithic
can be seen, but something more complicated emerges,
principally in the form of the re-use of a much older
Mesolithic site. We work at and to some extent against
the rigid separation of Neolithic pre-barrow and barrow
contexts, and we find that we must debate, rather than
simply take for granted, the complicated emergence of
the barrow and its stone facings, and the bringing together
of materials and components into what became the
recognisable form of a Cotswold monument. Assembly
and planning, building and design are issues, rather than
givens. Inevitably there are disagreements and differences
of interpretation among the team which has worked on
this publication, ranging from how the concentration of
finds in the buried soil can best be seen, to the nature of
the gap between midden, cists and barrow, the details of
the facing walls around the barrow, and the question of
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planned design. We have not tried to conceal these
differences, which are discussed throughout, including in
Chapter 15.

Every aspect of the Ascott-under-Wychwood site still
seems fresh in the context of continuing debates about the
nature of life and death in the Mesolithic and Neolithic
periods. If early Neolithic middening in some way
recognises a much older place, this memory work
becomes the chosen locus for further rememberings, of
varying focus, span and kind. There are here, perhaps,
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both intimate histories of the particular people who lived,
assembled, and built, and longer memories of place,
forebears and belonging; there are local practices and
wider references; there are assemblings of small things
and the playing out of bigger ideas and allegiances. And
all this has to be fitted into a new perspective of the time:
the remarkable horizon of the 38th and 37th centuries cal
BC. With issues like this at stake, we hope that readers
will agree that, while far from ideal, the long wait has in
the end been worthwhile.
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Radiocarbon Dates

An interpretive Bayesian model of the chronology of the
long barrow is described in Chapter 7. All radiocarbon
measurements from the site have been calibrated using
the maximum intercept method (Stuiver and Reimer
1986) and data from Stuiver et al. (1998). These simple
calibrated date ranges are quoted in normal type in the
text (at 95% confidence). Date estimates derived from the
chronological modeling described in Chapter 7 are cited
in italics in the text (along with the name of the model
parameter). These ranges are derived from the posterior
density estimates calculated by the model. They are cited
at 95% probability unless otherwise specified. The
posterior density estimates and the calibrated dates are
shown as probability distributions in Figs 7.1-10. These
distributions have been derived using the probability
method of calibration described by Stuiver and Reimer
(1993), and again data from Stuiver et al. (1998). All
calculations have been undertaken using OxCal version
3.5 (Bronk Ramsey 1995; 1998; 2001).

For example, the antler tip from quarry pit 3 produced
a radiocarbon measurement of 5050+50 BP. This cali-
brates to 3970-3700 cal BC (GrA-23829); this range
refers to the simple calibrated date shown in outline (i.e.
white) in Fig. 7.5 (the lowest distribution on the figure).
However, the model suggests that this antler pick was
deposited in 3795-3710 cal BC (GrA-23829); this range
refers to the posterior density estimate shown in black in

Fig. 7.5. The simple calibrated date relies on the scientific
information only; the posterior density estimate relies on
both the scientific evidence and the archaeological
interpretations incorporated in the model.

Quantitative estimates of the dates of other archaeo-
logically significant events and periods have also been
calculated by the model. For example, the distribution
primary construction estimates when the barrow was first
built. It relies on a large number of radiocarbon dates, and
also on the archaeological sequence described in Chapters
2, 4 and 5. It does not relate directly to any single
radiocarbon determination. This posterior density estimate
is also shown in Fig. 7.5, but as it does not relate to a single
radiocarbon measurement there is no simple calibrated
date in outline (i.e. white) behind this distribution.

Dates that are archaeological interpretations ultimately
based on radiometric measurements are given as e.g.
fourth millennium cal BC. Informal assessments of dates
derived from a graphical inspection of the posterior
density estimates given in Chapter 7 are quoted by
century, part of century or decade as appropriate. For
example, the Neolithic midden underlying the barrow
was formed during the second half of the 40th century cal
BC or the 39th century cal BC; all the individuals in the
southern passage area seem to have died in the third
quarter of the 37th century cal BC, in the 3640s or the
3630s.



Summary

Excavations in 1965-69, in advance of road alterations
(which in the event never took place), investigated the
whole of a Cotswold long barrow known since the 1920s,
and revealed an underlying surface with Neolithic and
Mesolithic features. The barrow lay beside a brook
running down to the Evenlode valley, tributary of the
Upper Thames. Trapezoidal or wedge-shaped, some 46m
long, it was oriented east-west. The broader end to the
east was defined by two horns and a small forecourt.
There were irregular quarry pits. The barrow had been
built in two main stages, in a series of bays defined by
lines of stakes and stone, and filled mainly with earth and
turf, with some stone; it was enclosed or faced by stone
walling, the outermost being of very fine quality. The
barrow contained two opposed pairs of stone cists, each
with a short passage from the long sides of the monument.
The cists and passages contained the remains of some 21
people (of all ages and both sexes), probably deposited in
avariety of forms from fleshed inhumations to incomplete
secondary remains and cremations. The barrow was built
in the 38th century cal BC and was probably one of the
earliest such constructions in the region. It was probably
in use for only three to five generations, lasting into the
37th century cal BC.

Under the barrow there were flints from an earlier
Mesolithic occupation judged to be of eighth millennium
cal BC date, and a very few of fifth millennium cal BC
date. This material was not consistently stratified, but a
tree-throw pit did have a stratified fill and shows a
succession from less to more open conditions. Occupation
features from the early fourth millennium cal BC included
small pits, hearths and two small timber post structures,
and there were finds of pottery, flint, axe fragments, stone
querns and animal bone. A concentration or midden of
such material lay obliquely to the axis of the overlying
barrow, and just to the east of the cists, over an area some
14 by 11m. People used cattle, sheep and pigs, and there
is a range of wild species, especially in the midden. Flint,
stone and pottery all indicate contacts with areas beyond
the immediate locality. Carinated bowls were the main
pottery form in use; lipid residue analysis shows their use
in connection with both meat and dairy fats. There was
one Abingdon bowl in the southern passage. By the time
of barrow construction, the buried soil had a turfline

reflecting grassland or other open conditions, but the
setting may have been quite varied. The midden in
particular serves to link pre-barrow occupation and
barrow construction; the cists were cut into it, and it was
presumably either visible or directly remembered. The
pre-barrow Neolithic occupation fell in the first quarter
of the fourth millennium cal BC, including the midden,
which was formed during the second half of the 40th
century cal BC or the 39th century cal BC. There was a
gap of at least 50 years between midden and barrow.

The monument had little later history. The southern
passage was probably disturbed in the Late Neolithic by
the addition of a burial of some kind. In the Roman period
shallow quarries were dug on the north side of the barrow,
followed by ploughing and a ditch at the east end. Some
disturbance of the barrow has been radiocarbon dated to
the 8th—10th centuries cal AD. Medieval metalwork
indicates the monument as landmark. At some date the
barrow was ploughed over; the east end of the monument
suffered plough and other damage after the construction
of a boundary wall in the nineteenth century.

In the discussion, the uses and continuities of place are
explored. People in the early fourth millennium cal BC
encountered traces of a much older place. They carried out
a wide range of activities themselves, and further marked
this place by the accumulations of the midden. The midden
in turn seems to have been incorporated deliberately into
the barrow. No single dimension adequately captures the
significance of the barrow. It served or involved the living
through the immediacies of its construction, which may
have been at least as important as completion. It placed
selected dead, treated in a variety of ways. In so doing, it
drew on varying pasts and temporalities, from the memory
of place and perhaps much older ideas of mound form, to
the commemoration of known individuals over only some
three to five generations. Judging by the wider regional
context of the Cotswolds and Upper Thames, it seems
unlikely that the appearance of these kinds of construction
and practice in the 38th century cal BC can be explained
by reference to pressures such as population increase or
resource competition. It may, however, be related in
various ways to people coming to terms with gradual
changes in their world, which may have been underway
from before 4000 cal BC.



Résumé

Traduit par Sterenn Girard-Suard

Les fouilles de 1965 a 1969 qui précéderent les travaux
de voierie (qui par conséquent n’eurent jamais lieu)
étudiaient 1’intégralité d’un tertre tumulaire du Cotswold
connu depuis les années 1920. Une couche contenant des
¢léments néolithiques et mésolithiques fut découverte a la
base du tumulus. Celui-ci est situé a proximité d’un
ruisseau qui descend dans la vallée de I’Evenlode et qui
va se jeter en amont de la Tamise. Le tumulus est de
forme trapézoidale, d’une longueur de 46m, et
d’orientation est-ouest. L’extrémité la plus large, située a
’est, était parée de deux « cornes » et d’un petit parvis. 11
y avait des fosses d’extraction de formes irréguliéres. Le
tumulus avait été construit en deux étapes principales,
avec une série de cloisons représentées par des rangées de
poteaux et de pierres, et dont I’intérieur était comblé
principalement de terre et de gazon, avec un peu de pierre.
L’ensemble était revétu de murs en pierres, dont le plus
externe ¢était d’excellente qualité. Le tumulus possédait
deux paires de coffres disposés face-a-face, et chacun était
muni d’un couloir débouchant sur les cotés latéraux du
tumulus. Les coffres et les couloirs contenaient les restes
de vingt-et-un individus (de tout age et des deux sexes)
probablement déposés aprés différentes pratiques
funéraires allant de I’inhumation de cadavres entiers au
dépdt d’ossements déconnectés et de crémations
secondaires. Le tumulus fut construit au 38 siécle
calibré av. J. C. et était certainement 1’'une des premicres
constructions de ce type de la région. Il ne fut
probablement utilisé que pendant trois a cinq générations,
et dura jusqu’au 374 siécle calibré av. J. C.

Sous le tumulus, des silex d’une occupation
mésolithique précédente furent datés du VIII® millénaire
calibré av. J. C., et un petit nombre du V¢ millénaire
calibré av. J. C. Ce matériel n’était pas stratifi¢ de
maniére consistante, mais une fosse créée par la chute
d’un arbre avait un remplissage stratifi¢ et révéla une
succession d’espaces plus ou moins ouverts et dégagés. A
partir du début du IV® millénaire calibré av. J. C., les
structures d’occupation compterent de petites fosses, des
foyers, et deux petites structures en bois ; on trouve
également de la poterie, du silex, des fragments de haches,
des pierres a moudre et des ossements animaux. Une
concentration, ou un dépotoir formé de ce type de

matériaux, de 14 par 11m, était positionné en travers de
I’axe du tumulus construit par-dessus, et immédiatement
a ’est des coffres. Les habitants utilisaient des vaches,
des moutons et des cochons, et on trouve également
diverses especes sauvages, en particulier dans le dépotoir.
Les silex, les pierres et la poterie indiquent 1’existence de
contacts avec des zones au-dela de la localit¢ immédiate.
Les pots carénés étaient la forme principale de poterie
utilisée. L’analyse de résidu lipidique a montré qu’ils
avaient contenu de la viande et des graisses issues de
produits laitiers. On a aussi trouvé un bol de type
Abingdon dans le couloir sud. Au moment de la
construction du tumulus, le sol retrouvé enterré contenait
une ligne de gazon indiquant une zone d’herbage, ou un
espace ouvert, mais il est possible que les espaces alentour
aient été relativement variés. Le dépotoir sert de point de
repere entre 1’occupation antérieure au tumulus et la
construction de celui-ci. Les coffres ont été creusés a
travers ce dépotoir, et il est probable qu’il ait été soit
visible, soit toujours dans la mémoire des habitants.
L’occupation néolithique antérieure au tumulus date du
premier quart du IV® millénaire calibré av. J. C., ce qui
inclut le dépotoir qui fut formé pendant la seconde moitié
du 40 si¢cle calibré av. J. C. ou au 39°™ si¢cle calibré
av.J. C. Il y eut une pause d’au moins cinquante ans entre
le dépotoir et le tumulus.

L’histoire plus tardive du monument est assez limitée.
Le couloir sud fut probablement perturbé par 1’addition
d’une sépulture au Néolithique récent. A 1’époque
romaine, des carrieres peu profondes furent creusées sur
la facade nord du tumulus, et un fossé fut creusé a
I’extrémité est. Quelques perturbations sur le monument
ont été datées par le radiocarbone du 8™ au 10°™ si¢cles
calibrés aprés J. C. Des traces de ferronnerie médiévale
indiquent que le tumulus était une marque distinctive. A
une date non identifiée, le tumulus fut labouré ;
I’extrémité est a souffert des dégats du labour ainsi que de
ceux causés par la construction d’un mur de délimitation
au 19% sigcle.

Dans le débat, on explore I'utilisation et la continuité
des lieux. Les habitants du début du I'V® millénaire calibré
av. J. C. cotoyaient les restes d’un lieu bien antérieur. Ils
prenaient part a un grand nombre d’activités eux-mémes,
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et continuérent a marquer ce lieu par I’accumulation du
dépotoir. Celui-ci semble a son tour avoir été délibérément
incorporé au tumulus. Il est impossible de qualifier
I’importance du tumulus sous une dimension unique. Il
servait et prenait en compte les vivants de par sa
construction, qui était probablement largement aussi
importante que son achévement. C’était I’espace réservé
aux morts sélectionnés, sujets a différents traitements
funéraires. Ainsi, le tumulus réunissait des passés et
temporalités divers, allant de la mémoire du lieu et de
I’idée bien plus vieille de la forme tumulaire, a la

Résume

commémoration de certains individus pendant seulement
trois a cinq générations. A en juger par le contexte
régional du Cotswold et de la Haute Tamise, il semble
peu probable que I’émergence de ce genre de construction
et de pratique du 38°™ siécle calibré av. J. C. puisse étre
expliquée par des contraintes telle qu’une augmentation
démographique ou une compétition de ressources.
Toutefois, il se pourrait que cette émergence soit liée aux
différentes maniéres dont les habitants aient accepté les
changements progressifs de leur monde, qui prirent place
avant 4000 calibré av. J. C.



Zusammenfassung

Ubersetzt von Daniela Hofmann

In den Jahren 1965—69 fand, als vorbeugende MafBnahme
anlésslich einer Stralenénderung (zu der es in diesem
Falle allerdings niemals kam), die Ausgrabung eines
Cotswold Hiigelgrabes statt, das seit den 1920er Jahren
bekannt war und unter dem ein Horizont mit
mesolithischen und neolithischen Befunden zutage kam.
Der Hiigel lag neben einem Bach der zum Tal des
Evenlode fliesst, welcher seinerseits die obere Themse
speist. Als trapez- oder keilformiges Monument war der
ca. 46 Meter lange Hiigel Ost-West orientiert. Zwei
hornartige Fortsdtze und ein kleiner Vorplatz
charakterisieren das breitere, Ostliche Ende. Dort
befinden sich auch unregelméssige Entnahmegruben. Der
Hiigel war in zwei Hauptetappen errichtet worden, wobei
zunichst eine Anzahl von Einteilungen durch Pfihle und
Steine abgegrenzt und anschliessend iiberwiegend mit
Erde und Torf, aber auch einigen Steinen, aufgefiillt
wurden; ausserdem war der Hiigel mit Steinwédnden
eingefasst oder umgeben, von denen die dusserste von
herausragender Qualitdt ist. Der Hiigel umgab zwei
einander gegeniiberliegnde Paare von Steinkisten, die alle
mit einem kurzen Gang zur Breitseite des Hiigels
ausgestattet waren. Die Kisten und Génge enthielten die
Uberreste von ungefihr 21 Menschen (jeden Alters und
beider Geschlechter), die wahrscheinlich auf vielfdltige
Art und Weise, von Bestattung des vollstédndigen Korpers
zu sekundédrer Teilbestattung und Verbrennung,
beigesetzt worden waren. Der Hiigel wurde im 38.
Jahrhundert v. Chr.(alle Daten im Text sind kalibrierte
Radiokarbondaten-cal BC oder AD) erbaut und ist
wahrscheinlich eine der &ltesten Konstruktionen dieser
Art in der Gegend. Er wurde wahrscheinlich nur drei bis
funf Generationen lang, bis in das 37. Jahrhundert v.
Chr., benutzt.

Unter dem Hiigel fanden sich Silexartefakte, die auf
eine frithere, Mesolithische Begehung, wahrscheinlich im
8. Jahrtausend v. Chr., hinweisen, sowie einige wenige
die in das 5. Jahrtausend v. Chr. gehoren. Das Material
war nicht durchgehend stratifiziert, aber ein Baumwurf
enthielt eine klare Schichtenfolge, die eine Entwicklung
von einer geschlossenen zu einer eher offenen Landschaft
wiederspiegelt. Die Befunde aus dem 4. Jahrtausend v.
Chr. bestehen unter anderem aus kleinen Gruben,

Herdstellen und zwei kleinen Holzpfostenkonstruktionen;
ausserdem wurden Keramik, Axtfragmente, Mahlsteine
und Tierknochen gefunden. Eine Konzentration oder ein
Abfallhaufen aus solchem Material erstreckte sich iiber
eine Flache von 14 mal 11 Metern quer zur Achse des
dariiberligenden Hiigels, unmittelbar 0Ostlich der
Steinkisten. Die Menschen hielten Rinder, Schafe und
Schweine, aber vor allem im Abfallhaufen fanden sich
auch Uberreste verschiedener Wildtierarten. Silex,
Felsgestein und Keramik weisen alle auf Kontakte mit
Regionen ausserhalb der unmittelbaren Umgebung hin.
An Keramik wurden hauptsdchlich Knickwandschiisseln
benutzt; eine Analyse der Fettriickstinde belegt die
Verwendung dieser Gefidsse im Zusammenhang mit
Fleisch und Milchprodukten. Eine Schiissel des Abingdon-
Typs wurde im siidlichen Gang gefunden. Die unter dem
Hiigel selbst erhaltene neolithische Oberflache (buried
soil) beinhaltet eine Torfschicht (turfline), die zeigt dass
die Landschaft zum Zeitpunkt der Aufschiittung von Wiese
oder sonstigen offenen Landschaftsbedingungen geprigt
war, aber die Umgebung konnte auch relativ
abwechslungsreich gewesen sein. Es ist vor allem der
Abfallhaufen, der eine Beziehung zwischen der Begehung
des Areals vor der Aufschiittung der Hiigels und dem Bau
des Hiigels selbst herstellt; die Steinkisten wurden in den
Abfallhaufen hineingesetzt, und er war wohl entweder
noch sichtbar oder man erinnerte sich an ihn. Die dem
Bau des Hiigels vorhergehende neolithische Begehung
datiert in das erste Viertel des vierten vorchristlichen
Jahrtausends, dies schliesst auch den Abfallhaufen mit
ein, der wihrend der zweiten Hélfte des 40. oder wihrend
des 39. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. entstand. Der zeitliche
Abstand zwischen Abfallhaufen und Grabhiigel umfasst
mindestens 50 Jahre.

Die spétere Geschichte des Monumentes lédsst sich
allerdings kurz zusammenfassen. Der siidliche Gang
wurde, wohl wihrend des spiten Neolithikums, durch
eine Beisetzung gestort. Wiahrend der Romerzeit wurden
flache Entnahmegruben an der Nordseite, sowie ein
Graben an der Ostseite des Hiigels angelegt. Eine weitere
Storung des Hiigels wurde mit einem Radiokarbondatum
auf das 8.—10. nachchristliche Jahrhundert festgelegt.
Mittelalterliche Metallfunde belegen, dass der Hiigel noch
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im Geldnde sichtbar war. Ab einem gewissen Punkt
wurde der Hiigel {iberpfliigt; diese Pflug- und andere
Schédden datieren wohl nach den Bau einer Grenzmauer
im 19. Jahrhundert am 6stlichen Ende des Monu-
mentes.

Das 15. Kapitel (‘Place and time: building and
remembrance’) befasst sich mit der Benutzung und der
Kontinuitdt dieses Platzes. Die Menschen im frithen 4.
Jahrtausend v. Chr. fanden Spuren einer viel élteren
Begehung. Sie fiihrten dann selbst eine grosse Anzahl
unterschiedlicher Aktivitdten hier aus und markierten den
Platz zusitzlich durch das Anlegen des Abfallhaufens.
Dieser scheint dann seinerseits absichtlich in den
Grabhiigel mit eingegliedert worden zu sein. Es gibt keine
einzelne Erkldrung, die der Bedeutung des Grabhiigels
vollends gerecht wiirde. Er diente den Lebenden durch
die Unmittelbarkeit seiner Errichtung, bezog sie dadurch
gleichermassen in seine Existenz ein, so dass der Akt der
Aufschiittung selbst ebenso wichtig gewesen sein konnte

Zusammenfassung

wie die Vollendung des Bauwerkes. Er markierte einen
Ort fiir ausgewihlte Tote, die verschieden behandelt
worden waren. Auf diese Weise greift er auf verschiedene
Vergangenheiten und Zeitebenen zuriick, angefangen von
den Erinnerungen an diesen Ort und die vielleicht viel
dlteren Ideen iiber die Form von Grabhiigeln, bis zu einer
Funktion als Ort des Gedenkens an bestimmte Individuen,
allerdings fiir nur drei bis funf Generationen. Ausgehend
von den regionalen Bedingungen in den Cotswolds und
am Oberlauf der Themse scheint es unwahrscheinlch,
dass das Auftreten dieser Bauten und Praktiken im 38.
Jahrhundert v. Chr. auf Stressfaktoren wie
Bevolkerungsdruck oder Konkurenz um knappe
Resourcen zuriickzufiihren ist. Statt dessen konnten diese
Entwicklungen auf vielfdltige Weise mit anderen
Prozessen verbunden sein, so auch damit wie Menschen
mit langsamen Verdnderungen in ihrer Umwelt zurecht
kamen, die schon vor 4000 v. Chr. ihren Anfang
genommen haben konnten.



The Excavations of 1965-1969

Don Benson

with a contribution by Fiona Roe

Location and setting

The site (NGR SP299175; OXF 6 in the numbering
system of Corcoran 1969a; 1969b) lies in the Oxfordshire
Cotswolds, some 24km (15 miles) north-west of Oxford
(Fig. 1.1; Colour Plates 1.1-2). It is one of several known
or presumed Neolithic monuments in the valley of the
upper Evenlode, tributary of the upper Thames (Figs 1.1—
2). The barrow is one of two which are both sited on small
spurs, geologically on the Great Oolite boundary, and on
the 120m (400ft) contour on opposite sides of a small
stream running down into the main valley (Figs 1.2-4).
This stream, Coldwell Brook, which divided the historic
parishes of Ascott-under-Wychwood and Shipton-under-
Wychwood, is fed by a powerful spring emanating from a
steep scarp a little to the west of the barrow. On the south
side of the site, the course of the B4437 road may have
followed the line of a small stream or another spring head
feeding into the brook valley. The site was thus well
defined topographically, providing an attractive location
for settlement or other occupation. Moreover, when
approached from the west and north-west or along the
valley of the brook from the north, the steep scarp would
have enhanced the setting of the later barrow (Colour
Plate 1.1).

Geology and topography: further detail
Fiona Roe

The barrow is situated on rising ground above the river
Evenlode. It stands on Jurassic limestone some 0.9km to
the north of the river, which here winds in a general east/
north-easterly direction, flowing through gently sloping
valley sides which pass through ascending Jurassic strata.
At the bottom of the valley the river cuts through beds
that are mainly of Lower Lias (Arkell 1947a, 87). The
strata then pass upwards at relatively short intervals
through the Middle and Upper Lias, the Clypeus Grit, the

Chipping Norton Limestone on which the long barrow is
situated, the Taynton stone, the Hampen Marley Beds,
the White Limestone and the Forest Marble, which is to
be found on high ground including surviving areas of the
old Wychwood Forest (Arkell 1947b, 38, fig. 4; British
Geological Survey 1982).

Pleistocene deposits are superimposed on the Jurassic
limestone of this area. The Northern Drift occurs on high
ground, taking the form of patches of gravel which
contain pebbles of quartzite, flint and other materials
(Arkell 1947b, 192-3; R. Hey 1986, 296). Flint nodules
up to 20cm in diameter occurred in gravel at Waterman’s
Lodge only 2.75km east of the site (Arkell 1947b, 193).
There are also patches of Boulder Clay to the north-east
of the site, and these too could have been a source of hard
pebbles, including both quartzite and flint (Richardson et
al. 1946, 107, fig. 4). The local river gravels consist
predominantly of limestone pebbles (Arkell 1947b, 214;
Sumbler ef al. 2000, 73), and so would have been of less
importance as a supply of materials from which artefacts
could be made.

The area is now one of farmland, consisting mainly of
arable fields, with water meadows by the river. The site
lies on a bluff above a stream, which has cut down through
the limestone, causing the road, the B4437, to dip and
bend as it passes just to the north of the barrow. It could
have been an ideal place for early Neolithic occupation,
well drained but with a water supply to hand, soil well
suited to agriculture (if this was a concern of those who
dwelled here), and with a good range of locally available
lithic materials. The early Neolithic inhabitants of the
area would have been well aware of all the local lithic
resources. The availability of good flint would have been
of prime importance, but other lithic materials were
adapted for use whenever possible, particularly some of
the limestones and selected quartzite pebbles. The ad-
vantages for occupation in the Mesolithic would also have
been considerable.
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Fig. 1.1 Location map and the regional setting.

The circumstances of the excavations

The excavations of the Ascott-under-Wychwood long
barrow were in response to a proposal to straighten out a
corner at Coldwell Bridge on the B4437 Charlbury to
Shipton-under-Wychwood road. There were many parties
involved in the scheme: Oxfordshire County Council, as
the Highways Authority; Chipping Norton Rural District
Council, and Major Jack Dunfee (a famous racing driver)
as owners of parts of the land required for the scheme;
and Ascott-under-Wychwood Parish Council.

It was the latter, and in particular, an archaeologically
knowledgeable and vigilant parish councillor, Reg

Egington, who first raised concerns about the impact of
the scheme upon a possible long barrow. This triggered a
spate of correspondence between the Parish Council,
Rural District Council, County Council, the fledging
Oxford City and County Museum, the Ministry of Public
Buildings and Works, and the Archaeology Division of
the Ordnance Survey.

At issue was the evidence for the existence of a long
barrow within the corridor of the proposed road scheme.
The Parish Council was the first to point out that the
1953 edition of the 1" map series marked a ‘Long
Barrow’. More recent editions and also the 1960 6"
(1:10560) had omitted the site. Was there or was there
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not a long barrow on the road route? Already complex
negotiations over land acquisitions thus acquired an
unforeseen archaeological dimension and momentum,
due to the vigilance of the Parish Council and the response
of the newly established Oxford City and County
Museum.

The role of the Oxford City and County
Museum

The excavations were formally undertaken on behalf of
the Ministry of Public Buildings and Works (MPBW)

and the Oxford City and County Museum, the former
providing most of the seasonal running costs, the latter

providing Museum staff time and equipment contri-
butions. Nationally, at that time, response to rescue
archaeology was piecemeal and uncoordinated, although
MPBW, through the much under-appreciated contri-
bution of John Hamilton, was attempting to build local
and regional bodies through which funding could be
channelled.

For the most part, museums had borne the brunt of the
responsibility for rescue work, as an extension of their
curatorial responsibilities for their own collections. In the
Oxford region, this had long been the experience of the
Ashmolean Museum, whose successive Keepers of
Archaeology had regularly intervened, internal duties
permitting, to record archaeological sites in advance of
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Fig. 1.3 View east in 2004 towards the Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow, from the possible paired long barrow (Coldwell
Bridge II) in the foreground. The Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow lies in the clearing lower left, above the Coldwell
Brook.

Fig. 1.4 View north from the barrow in 2004, over the valley of the R. Evenlode.
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development both in Oxford itself and in the Thames
Valley, in the latter area as a result of extensive gravel
extraction. The museum’s efforts, however, had failed to
keep pace with the tide of destruction or to develop an
adequate framework to deal with the problem.

Into this situation came the Oxford City and County
Museum (OCCM), the first Oxford museum established
specifically and exclusively for the archaeology and
history of the Oxford region, and the first museum in the
UK to involve a partnership between two autonomous
Local Authorities. In April 1965, under Jean Cook, the
Museum’s imaginative and innovative first Director,
three subsidiary posts were created: Conservation Officer,
Field Officer, and Education Officer. The Field Officer
post was the first such museum post in the UK with no
curatorial duties, providing an opportunity for radical re-
assessment of the needs of the Oxford region and fresh
approaches to regional archaeology.

Initially, however, newly appointed as the Museum’s
first Field Officer, the writer was sent out to investigate
the Ascott-under-Wychwood site. The visit revealed an
cast-west ridge some 55m long, 18-24m wide and some
1.8-2.4m high with its long axis on the crest and partly
down the slope of a steep scarp falling to the edge of a
ravine some 18m to the west (Fig. 1.5). This was what
could then be seen of the Ascott-under-Wychwood long
barrow. The site was very overgrown and it was difficult
to distinguish an artificial from a natural slope. The
eastern end of the barrow was obscured by a wall and
hedge, and the southern perimeter by thick scrub and
hedge bounding the road. Within the hedge were two
large upright slabs set in line (Fig. 4.8), thought possibly
to be the remnants of a kerb. Quarrying had occurred in
the vicinity and it was apparent that some excavation was
necessary to establish the true nature and origin of the
site.

All the subsequent investigations of the Ascott-under-
Wychwood long barrow were carried out on behalf of the
MPBW and the OCCM. The total cost of the excavation
itself was some £7000 (MPBW £4000; OCCM £3000).

Early site records and recent history

Information from the OS Archaeology Division and
subsequent research established that the site appears to
have been first noted (see also the Preface) by the Rev.
Charles Overy, a master at Radley College and a well-
known geologist and antiquary active in the region in the
first half of the twentieth century. In 1939, E.T. Leeds in
his essay on Early Man for Volume I of the Oxfordshire
Victoria County History noted that ‘in passing it may
here be recorded that the Rev. Charles Overy called
attention a few years ago to another apparent long barrow,
4.8km west of Charlbury, immediately north of the
Burford Road, an elongated mound with large stones still
to be detected in the adjacent hedgerow’ (Leeds 1939,
240). According to information in 1965 from the OS

Archaeology Division, Crawford (April 1930) regarded
the site as a long barrow and subsequently flew over it,
noting a suggestion of a surrounding ditch, though he
was unable to confirm this on the ground. The element of
uncertainty led to the removal of the site from OS maps in
the 1960s.

It is possible that there was some confusion between
the Ascott-under-Wychwood barrow and the one on the
opposing spur, in the parish of Shipton-under-
Wychwood, sited at SP 29751745 (Oxon SMR PRN
3281). That is also recorded by the OS as noted by
Crawford in 1930, who felt unable to determine whether
it was a long or round barrow. That site was confirmed as
a definite long barrow by the writer in 1966 and named as
Coldwell Bridge, Long Barrow II, to distinguish it from
the Ascott-under-Wychwood long barrow (Benson and
Brown 1967, 72). This site was not included in
Corcoran’s list in the late 1960s (Powell et al. 1969,
Appendix A; Corcoran 1969a; 1969b). At the time of the
excavations, there was thus only one possible long barrow
within the parish of Ascott-under-Wychwood. Later, in
1976, a second site was recorded, just to the north of the
B4437, some 1.7 km north-east of the first Ascott-under-
Wychwood monument (Oxon SMR PRN 10,925; L.
Brown 1979, 243; for general direction, see Fig. 1.2). For
simplicity, however, in this report, the term ‘Ascott-
under-Wychwood long barrow’ refers to the excavated
site.

Back in 1838, the enclosure containing the Ascott-
under-Wychwood long barrow was allocated to the poor
of the parish of Ascott-under-Wychwood, significantly,
for the purpose of stone quarrying. Subsequently, control
somehow passed to the Rural District Council who rented
out the land as a smallholding. The last occupier was
George Longshaw, who held it until 1964. Last inter-
viewed by the writer in 1971, he was able to provide
useful information on the recent history and land use of
the enclosure.

George Longshaw took over the holding from his
uncle, Thomas Moss, whose father, also named Thomas
(George’s maternal grandfather), held it before him.
According to George, his uncle used to plough the site
but that ceased when George was about 8 years old and
the field was thereafter put down to grass. This gives a
terminus ante quem for the latest ploughsoil on the site of
about 1899, and also usefully, a period of nearly 70 years
for the development of the modern turf line (see figures in
chapter 4).

George recollected that it was his uncle, who whilst
the site was under plough, pulled out the large stones
(with horses) and re-erected them in the hedge. George
himself was not present at the time and the exact original
location of the stones cannot be established. Moreover,
whilst it may be presumed that the stones came from the
monument itself and that the barrow was thus ploughed
over until the end of the nineteenth century, on other
occasions George stated that his uncle’s ploughing took
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place only along ‘the side of the bank’, that is, on the
north side of the barrow. Certainly, the northern side
proved on excavation to be the more heavily ploughed
(see sections in Chapter 4, and Figs 1.5-6).

The only other known intervention was reported to the
writer by John Samson of Ascott-under-Wychwood, who
described a trench he had dug in about 1960 whilst
‘ferreting’. Apparently this was dug into the east end of
the barrow, but outside the enclosure wall and at a right
angle to it. None of the disturbances identified during the
excavation of this area conformed to that account, though
there were others which could be candidates. At any rate
the oral recollection provided no insights into the con-
dition of the east end of the barrow at that time.

The trial excavation of 1965

Investigative excavation, with a £250 grant from the
Ministry of Public Building and Works (MPBW) took
place over two weeks in September 1965. In the tradition
of MPBW contract projects at the time, archaeologically
unskilled paid labourers were employed for the pick and
shovel work. A cutting 4ft wide and 140ft long (sub-
sequently widened to 6ft across the barrow and north
‘ditch”) was taken at a right angle across the long axis of
the barrow towards its eastern end (Figs 1.6-7). (Note
that measurement from the 1966 season onwards was
metric.) In retrospect, it was fortunate that this trench
was sited across what turned out to be a relatively
uncomplicated area of the barrow.

The excavation clearly established that the site was
indeed that of a Neolithic long barrow and revealed some
unusual and exciting features. First, in contrast to the
information then available about Cotswold monuments,
this was not a stone-built cairn, but apparently comprised
an earthen mound with a stone revetment. In the contem-
porary context of culture-historical debate about the origins
of and relationship between ‘earthen’ and stone-built
monuments, Ascott-under-Wychwood thus immediately
offered a number of intriguing interpretive possibilities.

Secondly, the composition of the ‘earthen’ barrow
itself was by no means of the uniform nature generally
experienced from long barrows on the chalk downland,
but appeared to be constructed from a whole variety of
different materials. The explanation lay partly in the
superficial subsoil (and see above). Whilst the underlying
solid geology was limestone of the Great and Inferior
Oolite series, this was overlain locally by a remarkably
wide variety of periglacial deposits. This variety was
reflected in the composition of the barrow mound,
providing a rare opportunity to identify and analyse
constructional sequences. In addition, the trial trench
revealed that the barrow had a clearly defined central
axis, marked by stacks of turf on top of the buried soil,
and reflected in the upper body of the barrow by a central
‘spine’ of small stone uprights.

Thirdly, beneath the barrow was a well defined buried

soil profile which produced a significant number of finds:
flint tools (including microliths), waste flakes, calcined
bone and more than 40 Neolithic sherds. It was remark-
able that a single trench had produced a quantity of
pottery equal to if not greater than that previously
recovered from buried soils beneath all Cotswold tombs
put together. Plainly, the quantity of finds represented
something far more than casual residual material.

The search for side ditches was less rewarding. On the
southern side of the site, on the slope down towards the
roadside, further excavation was abandoned after en-
countering at least 1.8m of nineteenth-century quarry
filling. On the northern side, a series of recut hollows
could not be satisfactorily explained within the width of
the trench, but significantly, produced a quantity of
Roman finds which provided additional justification for
the wider examination of the enclosure prior to the
commencement of the road scheme.

Finally, it was apparent that the two stones in the
roadside hedge were too far outside the southern wall of
the barrow to be an integral part of the monument.
Excavation around the base of these stones (prior to the
information obtained from George Longshaw noted
above) confirmed that the stones were not in any original
prehistoric location.

Excavations 1966—-1969

Introduction

Following the trial excavation, proposals for total excava-
tion of the site were submitted to MPBW. At this stage,
due to financial constraints, the road scheme timetable
had been adjusted, but the scheme had not been aban-
doned. Purchases of the land necessary for the scheme
continued, but the revised timetable created a window of
opportunity for further archaeological investigation. It
was envisaged that two seasons of work would suffice for
the total excavation of the site. In the event, the excava-
tion extended over four summer seasons with additional
periods at Easter 1967, 1968 and 1969. In total, and
including the trial excavation, 57 weeks were spent on
site (Colour Plates 1.3—4).

Volunteers supplied the main labour force (Figs 1.13—
18). In the earlier seasons there were on average 15
volunteers per day, rising to nearly 40 in the last two
years, while supervision and specialist recording were
provided by experienced amateur or professional archae-
ologists, noted in the Acknowledgements. Some of these,
and distinguished visitors, are shown in Figs 1.8—11.

Site recording

Since the precise extent and shape of the barrow was
unknown, a site grid was laid out based on the alignment
of the trial trench which had in turn been based on the
best approximation of the long axis of the monument.
The grid was based on 5 by 6m rectangles, E-W by N-
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Fig. 1.7 Excavation development plan: trenches and years.
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Fig. 1.8 From left to right, Don Benson, Robin Kenward, Audrey and W. F. Grimes during the excavations.

Fig. 1.9 Don Benson and W. F. Grimes, examining the stone walling around the barrow.

S. The intention was to excavate cuttings within each
grid rectangle, leaving a 40cm baulk between adjacent
cuttings, the baulks being subsequently removed, once
sectional evidence had been recorded. By and large this
was the method followed and this meant that the pre-
barrow surface and buried soil was also investigated
cutting by cutting. At no stage therefore was the total area
of the buried soil exposed, at any level, with the exception,
by the end of the excavation, of the parent subsoil (Fig.
1.19; and compare Fig. 1.7 with Fig. 2.1). Once the shape
of the barrow had emerged in 1966, larger cuttings were

made towards the eastern end and this also provided an
opportunity to expose larger areas of the pre-barrow
surface (Figs 1.13 and 4.49).

It was anticipated that the central axis of the monu-
ment would fall along the central E-W baulk, but this was
not the case and the grid alignment proved to be some 5
degrees off the original long axis of the barrow. As noted
above, ploughing had clearly distorted the superficial
orientation of the barrow. In many respects the dis-
crepancy proved fortunate, since the structural details of
the central axis were then conveniently exposed in the
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Fig. 1.10 Terence Powell (left) and Don Benson during the excavations.

Fig. 1.11 Pam Evans (left), Stuart Piggott (centre) and Don Benson during the 1968 season.

11
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majority of the cuttings, rather than buried beneath the
central baulk. This also meant that the recorded cross-
sections of the barrow were not absolutely true cross-
sections in relation to the barrow’s long axis.

Whilst techniques of open-area excavation were being
pioneered at the time, and eventually were to become
almost de rigueur for all excavations, these would only be
appropriate, for the examination of well preserved long
barrows and their underlying buried soil surfaces, in
combination with sectional recording. At Ascott-under-
Wychwood the maintenance of sections still containing
at least portions of the overlying barrow proved essential
for interpretation and control over the buried soil areas.
Without such sections, the buried soil and other deposits,
in areas extremely thin, might have escaped iden-
tification; much of it was potentially removable by the
stroke of a trowel during clearance of the base of the
barrow.

Similarly, because of the variable and complex nature
of the subsoil, sections through the buried soil itself
provided valuable controls despite the loss of some area
perspectives. In the third main season in 1968, as a
methodological experiment after exposure of the pre-
barrow surface over a 7m by 15m area, a system of
excavation by alternate metre squares on a chequerboard
basis (essentially an application of the offset quadrant
method) was adopted in order to try to maximise hori-
zontal and vertical evidence. This approach did not prove
satisfactory due to damage to the unexcavated squares
during the excavation of their neighbours. From
experience at Ascott-under-Wychwood, despite the sub-
sequent introduction and widespread adoption of the open
area excavation techniques, the latter would still not be
recommended by this writer for examination of pre-
barrow horizons.

In the mid-1960s single context recording had not
been developed and the basic recording of the Ascott-
under-Wychwood long barrow was by conventional plans
and sections, supported by detailed area notebooks
compiled on a daily basis together with a full black and
white, and colour photographic record. The publication
of Grimes’s excavations at Burn Ground (1960) had set
new standards in the recording of stonework. Never-
theless it was not considered feasible to record the details
of the Ascott-under-Wychwood stonework by hand. In
1966, initial attempts at photogrammetry, utilising a basic
ladder-and-scaffolding tripod experienced by the writer
for general site recording at Wayland’s Smithy at the
start of the 1960s, proved unsatisfactory. In 1967, Brian
Arthur, the Museum’s Conservation Officer designed and
built a 9m (30ft) photogrammetric tower, which was
thereafter used for all stonework planning (Fig. 1.15).
The system necessitated on-site photographic dark-room
facilities, so that rectified and scaled prints could be
produced for annotation prior to removal of the ground
evidence. Not all areas of the site were susceptible to this
method of recording and thus plans were not as consistent

Fig. 1.12 John Evans (standing) during the 1968 season.

as they might have been. However, it proved possible in
the post-excavation work, though time consuming, to re-
assemble the various different types of record to produce
overall detailed and accurate plans for the monument as
a whole (Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

Finds recording

The finds recording system developed and employed from
1966 onwards was based on consecutive numbering
within material type (stone, bone, pottery, metal), a
commonly used method at the time. All finds were
individually recorded and triangulated using the site grid,
but not related to site datum. Where appropriate, depths
were recorded in relation to the nearest grid pegs. An
important enhancement was the use of pre-printed finds
slips and a requirement to state the precise context and
relationships of each recorded find. As later discussed,
the sheer volume of finds (in total more than 13,000,
recorded without the benefit of digitisation and computer-
based processing) created considerable problems in the
post-excavation phase. For finds from the buried soil, as
the volume of material grew, direct positional plotting of
individual finds on to 1:20 plans replaced triangulation
methods. Earlier records provided depths below the
buried soil surface. As understanding of the nature and
history of the buried soil developed, recording attempted
to allocate finds to definable horizons within the soil,
though it must be stressed that a significant number of
the finds in total were not originally so assigned. Sub-
sequently, in the post-excavation work, spatial data were
re-cast to provide for analysis on a square metre basis,
whilst retaining the capacity to examine the precise
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Fig. 1.13 View of the barrow from the west end, 1966.

position and relationships of individual finds within each
metre square.

1966: the western end

The western half of the site was selected for the first area
of investigation (Fig. 1.13). This was expected to be less
complex than the eastern end of the barrow, where the
anticipated entrance and burial structures or chambers
were thought likely to be located. The western end would
provide an opportunity to ease into the exploration of the
structure of the barrow and also the pre-barrow archae-
ology as revealed in the trial trench.

On the barrow, six cuttings were opened together with
trenches to explore for side ditches. The original intention
was to examine the whole of the western part of the
barrow up to the trial trench. In the event, because of the
structural complexities of the barrow and the unexpected
sophistication and state of preservation of the stone
walling on the northern side of the barrow, the six-week
season proved completely inadequate for this ambition.
Moreover, it was not possible to complete the total
excavation of the opened areas.

The principal results from this season’s work were the
establishment of the limits and plan of the barrow at its
western end; the nature of the original stone walls; the
identification of constructional bays within the barrow;
and the identification of potentially prehistoric, but also
Roman and more recent quarrying. Examination of the

buried soil was limited, but revealed further pottery,
animal bone and flint work, the latter predominantly
microlithic.

Contrary to the evidence from the trial trench, the
northern side of the barrow revealed well preserved stone
facing. Moreover, it became apparent that the single wall
identified in the trial trench on the southern side of the
mound had been one of three built faces, and what had
first been seen as tumble was in fact a separate and finer
outer face. The quality of the latter surpassed anything to
be seen on other Cotswold monuments. A structural
progression was assumed at the time, from the use of
coarse stone to provide an initial wall to the loose material
forming the core of the barrow, to a well-constructed
inner face of limestone blocks, and finally to a beautifully
constructed outer face of thin sandstone slabs. Other ways
of interpreting this evidence in slightly less formal ways,
especially with regard to the inner walls and to the
possible sequence of constructions, are set out and
discussed in subsequent chapters of this report. At the
time (and again, different possibilities are raised in
subsequent chapters) evidence from the western end
suggested a coherent original single design.

So-called extra-revetment material, the nature and
origin of which had received so much attention in earlier
examination of Cotswold tombs, was not, however,
thought of by the writer at the time of the excavations as
part of the original design of the monument. Whilst
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Grimes (1960) had considered the issue done and dusted,
close examination of the evidence from Burn Ground and
other previously excavated sites suggested that this was
far from the case. Much attention was thus given in this
and successive seasons to consideration and close record-
ing of aspects which might further illuminate the issue:
for example, the existence or otherwise of foundation
trenches, the angles of stonework, both within and outside
the faces, evidence of weathering and of constructional
debris, and careful recording of the distribution of the
different materials involved (and see Figs 1.8-9). The
results of this are described and discussed in Chapters 4
and 15 below.

The core of the barrow itself proved much more
complex than anticipated. Further evidence was obtained
of the axial divide linked to a series of off-set structures,
thereby creating a series of bays. Each offset was different
in construction (see Chapter 4).

1967: the eastern end

A short season at Easter 1967 completed the excavation
of the barrow in cuttings opened in 1966, together with
further examination of the buried soil beneath the western
part of the barrow. The first definite pre-barrow feature,
a hearth (F47, Fig. 2.3), was found. Some of the baulks
were partially removed and complex stone offset struc-
tures recorded.

An area 180 m? covering the eastern end of the site

was surveyed with resistivity equipment but provided no
suggestion of passage or chambers. A Sm wide transect
across the barrow west of the trial trench was also tested,
with negative results. Ironically, a further 5Sm width to
the west would have covered the area in which the burial
structure was later located.

Whilst a significant section of the barrow west of the
trial trench remained uninvestigated, by the summer of
1967, it was feared that there might be insufficient time
and resources to complete the total excavation of the site
prior to beginning of the road scheme. Negotiations with
the land purchases were proceeding and the new road
boundary line was due to be fenced off in the autumn.
Archaeological attention was thus switched to the eastern
end, in the continuing expectation that this might contain
burial chambers and entrance.

Access to the field east of the main enclosure was
negotiated with the owner, Major Dunfee and permission
secured to fence off an area considered sufficient to
encompass the original eastern end of the barrow. The
wall overlying the eastern slope of the barrow was then
removed and cuttings opened within the overall Sm by
6m grid (Figs 1.14-15).

Within the first two weeks, the form of the monument
at its eastern end had become clear. The barrow east of
the former boundary had been ploughed out and, at the
north-eastern corner, cut by a Roman boundary ditch.
Nevertheless, some extraordinarily fortuitous survivals of

Fig. 1.14 View of the barrow from the east end, 1967.
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patches of basal courses of stonework enabled a former
horned shape, typical of eastern facades of many Cotwold-
Severn tombs, to be defined (Figs 1.6 and 4.37). Was this
to lead into an entrance passage and burial chambers?

The central area between the two horns revealed the
base of a cross-wall. Was this an entrance blocking and,
since there was no trace of any passage or chambers
behind, had these been destroyed? Once again, a remark-
able survival of just one set of slabs on either side of the
cross-wall clearly showed that the wall could not be a
blocking across an entrance passage (Figs 1.6, 4.37 and
4.52). In the terminology of the time, this was clearly a
‘false entrance’, the precise form unmatched in any other
Cotswold-Severn tomb.

Some arrangement involving lateral chambers could
now be anticipated, but there was no evidence for these in
the area of the barrow opened up towards its eastern end.
At this stage, therefore, a welcome assurance that MPBW
would support at least a third season of work enabled this
second main season to focus on completing the examina-
tion and recording of the eastern end of the barrow and
further work on the areas previously opened at the western
end.

Behind (west of) the facade, there were significant
discoveries about the barrow structure. Here, the make-
up of the barrow was very different from that encountered

at the western end, being largely composed of clayey
components. Beneath the modern turf and ploughsoil,
excavation of the surface of the undisturbed barrow
revealed a clear separation between varying clayey
materials along the central axis of the barrow. This was
susceptible to only one exciting explanation: there must
have been some form of timber partitioning in the barrow.
Sure enough, as excavation proceeded, vertical divisions
along the central axis were traceable in section and linked
to a line of stake-holes clearly visible on the buried land
surface. Evidence for offset partitions appeared and a
system of bays defined by hurdling, such as that identified
in Isobel Smith’s then unpublished 1964 excavations at
Beckhampton Road and by the excavations concluded
earlier in 1967 by John Evans at South Street (Ashbee et
al. 1979), began to emerge.

Following the recognition of this formerly organic
component at the eastern end of the barrow, most of the
as yet unexcavated buried soil at the western end was
minutely examined for evidence of stake-holes related to
the alignment of the stone offsets and axial divide. No
such evidence was found. The implications for inter-
preting these constructional differences within the barrow
structure are returned to in Chapters 4 and 15.

As well as contrasts in the barrow composition and
structure compared to the western end, the structure of

Fig. 1.15 View of the east end of the barrow under excavations, 1967.
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the stone walls was also different. On the north-eastern
side, the walls were not as well preserved due to inter-
ference in the Roman period and to more recent plough-
ing. Nevertheless, the surviving elements lacked the
distinction seen at the time between innermost, inner and
outer faces, as encountered at the north-western end. On
the south-eastern side, there was a better state of preserva-
tion, although still lacking the precise distinctions noted
above. What was apparent, however, were lengths clearly
indicating progressive collapse of the outer face.

A further contrast with the western area of the site was
the buried soil itself. Following initial visits in the
previous year by John Evans, then a PhD student at the
London Institute of Archaeology, 1967 saw the beginning
of the most extensive analysis of the environmental
history beneath a Cotswold-Severn tomb hitherto under-
taken. As well as molluscan sampling, this also included
close study of the buried soil morphology, further aided
by Susan Limbrey and the late Professor Geoffrey
Dimbleby (J. Evans 1971; 1972; Dimbleby and Evans
1974; Limbrey 1975). Both Evans and Limbrey were
subsequently actively involved in the excavation of the
site, thereby contributing significantly more in terms of
environmental understanding than would have been
achieved by occasional visits.

At the western end of the site detailed examination of
the pre-barrow horizons continued. Over a significant
part of the area, the soil morphology was seen as that of
a well developed rendsina, in contrast to the brown earth
revealed at the eastern end. The contrast provoked
questions at the time as to whether the soil at the eastern
end had been stripped off prior to building of the barrow
in this area. Whilst all the environmental specialists were
in agreement that the western area of the site had seen the
development of a grassland environment of some kind
prior to the construction of the barrow, there was no
unanimity in the interpretation of the pre-barrow environ-
mental history at the eastern end (Limbrey 1975, 185; J.
Evans 1971; 1972; and see Chapters 2 and 3). This
situation stimulated even closer examination of the soil in
plan and section in the remaining excavation seasons.

1968: the burials

During 1968, the whole of the remaining unexcavated
portion of the barrow was opened up for investigation,
beginning with a 10-day residential training excavation
at Easter, when small areas were opened on the south side
of the barrow immediately east of the 1965 trial trench.
An unexpected break in the barrow walling together with
evidence of substantial disturbance of the barrow in this

Fig. 1.16 View of excavations in 1968, over the central part of the barrow.
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area raised the possibility that here there may have been
an entrance passage to a lateral chamber (Fig 4.37).

Discovery of the cists and human remains

By the summer season of 1968 there was a growing
feeling of expectation and excitement; there were only
two remaining unexplored areas on either side of the
original trial trench which could contain burial chambers
(Fig. 1.7). The first new full grid cutting which was
opened up, ironically a mere 40cm east of the termination
of the 1966 excavation, immediately exposed fragments
of human bone and the tops of orthostats on the south
side of the barrow. The matching cutting on the north
side of the barrow was opened two days later. At this
stage it was thought that the orthostats on the south side
were the remains of a chamber or chambers (with an
additional external burial deposit), but accessed from an
entrance passage from the north side of the barrow cutting
across the central axis. It was another two weeks before it
was appreciated that there were two separate enclosed
cists on the south side (Figs 1.17-18; Colour Plate 1.3).
This appreciation was rapidly followed by the realisation
that the stones thought to represent a northern entrance
passage were in fact another pair of enclosed cists, again
with an external unenclosed burial, this time in a well-
defined northern entrance passage. The area between the

two pairs of cists was occupied by the retained central
baulk and until the 1969 work it was anticipated that this
may have concealed an intermediate cist in the middle of
the four already identified (see Figs 4.1 and 4.6).

The recording of the deposits of human bone

As the nature and details of the burial structure emerged,
and the removal of the upper filling began to expose the
main burial deposits, it appeared that there was the
possibility of at least six, and perhaps seven, undisturbed
burial groups, clearly separated by the structure itself.
The potential importance of the finds and the opportunity
for significant advance in knowledge and understanding
of Neolithic burial practice, were readily apparent. At the
time, no Cotswold-Severn long barrow or cairn had
produced a complete set of undisturbed deposits, except
for Wayland’s Smithy I (see Whittle 1991). Moreover,
although there had been some very thorough and infor-
mative anatomical studies of Neolithic burials, rarely if at
all had it been possible to analyse or re-examine evidence
for sequences and patterns within deposits, due to the
lack of detailed recording.

As a student, the writer worked on the Wayland’s
Smithy excavation in 1962 and made several visits during
the second season when the undisturbed burials of the
earlier barrow were uncovered. The recording of a mass

Fig. 1.17 View from the north-east of the southern cists under excavation, 1968.
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of bone material presented severe challenges. At
Wayland’s Smithy, Atkinson had used a combination of
selective drawing and recording by stereoscopic photo-
graphy in the hope that the latter would enable the
original disposition of bones within the deposit to be
subsequently reconstructed in detail. This intention was
apparently not achieved, to judge from the published
report (Whittle 1991).

At Ascott-under-Wychwood, stereoscopic photography
was considered unlikely to provide a sufficiently accurate
record. Instead, all bones were recorded in plan, with
individual bones numbered in situ at their westernmost
end. In addition, the number was placed on a north-south
axis so as to enable the plane of individual bones to be
subsequently reconstructed. The horizontal and over-
lapping relationships were recorded on a series of plans;
the most complex deposit (C), some 80cm thick, requiring
twelve successive sheets (see Chapter 5). (We should note,
however, that bones were not given unique numbers, but
cist series numbers, which in some instances has been the
source of uncertainty; this is discussed further in Chapters
5 and 6.)

On average, at least a month was devoted to the
recording of each main deposit (Fig. 1.18). Tape record-
ings were made of on-site discussion with Dr Michael

Day. Other informative discussions took place in Oxford
with Professor Keith Simpson, then the Home Office
Pathologist.

Added value to the Ascott-under-Wychwood deposits
lay in the discovery that no two were the same in terms of
content and arrangement. Details are provided in chapters
5 and 6. In addition a major surprise in the burial structure
was the presence of an empty northern cist (the northern
inner cist), although a further burial deposit lay outside it
in the well preserved blocked northern passage.

Exactly when and over what period the human remains
were deposited, and the matter of access to the burial
areas, were prime questions. At that stage, the full detail
of the cists and their relationship to the barrow was not
apparent and in the event, by the end of the excavation,
there were still no absolutely clear cut answers to these
questions. Radiocarbon dating is presented here in Chapter
7 and sequence is discussed in Chapters 4, 5 and 15.

The barrow

Examination of the remaining areas of the barrow and
associated walling continued. Further work to the east of
the trial trench established that disturbance noted earlier
in the year appeared to be a huge filled-in trench driven
into the southern side of the barrow possibly in medieval

Fig. 1.18 Excavation of the northern cists, 1968.
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times. The area coincided with the basal remnants of a
transverse wall. There was insufficient evidence to
suggest that this represented a completed earlier fagade to
the eastern end of the barrow, as discussed in chapter 4,
but nevertheless the change in barrow material to the east
together with differences in wall construction seemed to
imply that here there was a major break in construction.
The possibility of a destroyed lateral cist or chamber
remains open but unresolved. Other disturbances and
finds (including Roman coins) on the north side of the
barrow testified to much more extensive interest in the
site and activity in the Roman period than hitherto
encountered. Both quarrying (for lime?) and subsequent
phases of cultivation also provided useful environmental
insights into the likely condition of the monument in
Roman times, as discussed in Chapter 3.

Buried soil

Examination focused on the newly exposed areas east of
the burial structure. In the central area east of the cists, a
number of features began to emerge, including post-
structures and notably, a very well defined hearth and
associated cooking pit. These were seen as sealed by a
worm-sorted horizon with molluscs indicative of the
existence of a grassland environment prior to the erection

of the barrow in this area. However, at the time of
excavation there was no model for the existence of
variations in the concentration of finds in the buried soil,
which became evident in subsequent excavations at
Hazleton (Saville 1990) as well as in further post-
excavation analysis of Ascott-under-Wychwood, and the
question of a pre-barrow ‘midden’ within the buried soil
is the subject of extensive discussion in Chapters 2, 4 and
15.

1969: the final season

This was the longest season, and in many ways the most
difficult, totaling 28 weeks over separate periods at Easter
and later continuing throughout the summer and through
to late autumn. The Easter excavations focused on the
cists. Removal of the central baulk between the cists
previously revealed in the north and south cuttings
revealed boulder packing but no further orthostats (Fig.
4.5). There was therefore no central cist, and therefore no
complete transverse structure of adjacent cists. The
arrangement thus comprised two pairs of cists on either
side of the central axis of the barrow, each associated
with an external passage structure. On top of the central
packing there was, however, a further, unexpected bone
deposit (Deposit F, Chapters 5 and 6).

Fig. 1.19 View from the east after excavation of the barrow, showing cists and quarry trenches, 1969. The ranging rods

indicate the original limits of the barrow.
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The northern passage was dismantled followed by
close recording and removal of all packing around the
cists, with particular attention devoted to establishing the
sequences involved in relation to initial layout, the central
axis, the hurdling partitions, stone packing and adjacent
barrow construction.

At the time, any evidence of multi-period constructions
was of particular interest. Terence Powell (Fig. 1.10) had
been a regular visitor to the excavations and in the
previous year had supplied first proofs of Megalithic
enquiries in the west of Britain (Powell et al. 1969).
Powell was keen to interpret the lateral cists and
surrounding boulders at Ascott-under-Wychwood as the
earliest ‘proto-megalith’ so far identified in Europe, later
incorporated into a long mound. In the context of inter-
pretive models of the time, there was also an equally
engaging scenario involving the complete later insertion
of a burial structure into an earlier, originally non-
funerary monument.

As the examination progressed, it was evident that
neither of these propositions could be squared with the
excavated evidence. The boulder packing could not be
interpreted as the remnants of an earlier free-standing
north-south burial cairn, subsequently incorporated into
an east-west long mound. Nor could the evidence sustain
a cut into a pre-existing long mound. In summary, the

Easter work suggested that although the lower packing
around the cists was all of one build, this was put in after
some of the timber partitions and parts of the barrow
mound were already in place.

A major question remained: whether or not the cists
themselves were freestanding for any length of time and
whether or not, during that period, they had been used for
deposition prior to construction of the long barrow (and
this is discussed extensively in Chapters 4, 5, 7 and 15).
Thus, recording of this area during the summer con-
centrated on this aspect. Linked to the Easter examination
of the western side of the cists, removal of baulks on the
eastern side provided an opportunity to examine all the
pre-barrow surfaces around the cists.

Several hypothetical considerations involving original
preparation of the site and the erection and use of the
cists helped to focus the examination and recording of
this area. Given that the cist stones must have been
dragged across the site, was there evidence for this on the
buried soil? John Coles (pers. comm., and see Coles 1979)
suggested many years ago the use of frozen ground, which
might leave little or no such trace. Where was the upcast
from the digging of the deeper stoneholes for the inter-
mediate orthostats? Was there any indication on the
buried ground surface of the considerable amount of
activity which must have accompanied the construction

Fig. 1.20 Removal of the cist orthostats, 1969.
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of the cists, and also possibly, their use prior to the
construction of the barrow?

On the west and east sides of the cists, evidence for
trampled areas over the presumed former grassland were
identified and recorded. On the east side of the southern
pair of cists, beneath the surrounding stone packing, a
series of micro-horizons emerged, very different from the
soil sequences previously encountered under the rest of
the barrow mound. These suggested the possibility of
interim activities between the erection of the cists and the
infilling of the transverse corridor.

Following the recent post-excavation analysis, the
strong possibility of what can be called a midden, in the
manner of the feature seen under the Hazleton long cairn,
has come to figure prominently in our interpretation of
the situation. The possible connections between midden,
timber structures, and the initiation of the cists and
primary barrow are discussed extensively in Chapters 2
and 4, and again Chapter 15.

Over the rest of the site, all remaining baulks were
removed and all remaining areas of buried soil excavated.
The examination of remaining stretches of walling on the
south-east side was completed.

There was one final surprise. In the late autumn, a
series of machine-cut trenches on the northern side of the
barrow beyond the Roman quarries, designed to demon-
strate the archaeological sterility of the area, unexpectedly
revealed a series of deep and irregular Neolithic quarry
pits. It became apparent that the quarry (renamed NQ1)
first revealed in 1966 outside the north-east end of the
barrow was one of four such quarries diverging northward
from the outer walling of the barrow (Figs 1.6, and 4.65—
66). Unfortunately there was insufficient time to totally
excavate the quarries, but the superficial areas of NQ2-4
were established and each sectioned (Chapter 4). These
discoveries also raised the possibility, though an unlikely
one, that there may have been remains of earlier quarries
surviving beneath the deep nineteenth-century quarry fills
examined on the south side of the barrow in 1965 and
1966. Thus quarries on both the north and south sides
still have potential for further examination.

In 1972, the cists themselves were dismantled and
removed from the site to OCCM (Figs 1.20-21). The
exercise provided some useful insights into the dynamics
of the original transportation and erection. The oppor-
tunity was also taken to record the stone holes and the
buried soil remnant beneath the shallow-based stones.
Several finds were recorded, including human bone
fragments.

The fate of the long barrow

After all the effort put into the excavations, the proposed
road improvement scheme never took place although the
land is still under the control of the County Highways
Authority. The site of the long barrow therefore survives
to this day, and there are therefore still limited oppor-

tunities for investigation of the area surrounding the
barrow, including perhaps most importantly the Neolithic
quarries and any surviving traces of Neolithic and
Mesolithic activity in the vicinity of the barrow.

Post-excavation analysis

The Ascott-under-Wychwood excavations had produced
a volume of data surpassing that previously obtained from
any chambered long barrow or cairn. It was probably the
last such site to be excavated and recorded prior to the
introduction of single context recording, and more
importantly, without the benefit of digital data and
computer analysis. This in turn created major (and in
terms of the writer’s then limited experience), unforeseen
difficulties. There was an extensive archive of drawings,
photographs, notebooks, tape recordings. Amongst the
more than 13,000 finds were some 1650 Neolithic sherds,
350 Roman and later sherds, some 4000 flint and stone
objects, some 3000 pieces of animal bone, and around
4500 human bones or fragments.

Proposals for publication and a synopsis drawn up in
consultation with Isobel Smith had already been framed
in mid-season in 1969 and discussed with the DoE
Inspectorate, as the MPBW had by then become. After
conclusion of site work, initial post-excavation processing

Fig. 1.21 The cist orthostats in the Standlake Store, 2003.
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suffered from lack of appreciation of the scale of the task
and under-estimates of time and resources required. A
good deal of time was taken up in manual compilation of
lists by volunteers and others, inevitably resulting in a
proportion of attendant errors requiring much cross-
checking. The time the writer was able to devote to the
process was limited. Changes in the management hier-
archy of the Oxford City and County Museum in the early
1970s led to an institutional attitude unsympathetic to
direct involvement in regional archaeology and with it,
on-going attempts to re-direct the duties of the writer.

Nevertheless, some progress was made in rational-
isation of field records and in finds sorting and specialist
analysis. Some radiocarbon dates were obtained (see
Chapter 7). A draft on the prehistoric pottery and flint
was produced by Humphrey Case following a year’s work
in 1972-3 by a research assistant, Kevin Nimmo, funded
by OCCM and a British Academy grant. This report was
completed in 1976—7 with the assistance of Alasdair
Whittle, then briefly at the Ashmolean Museum as
research assistant to Humphrey Case. It had been
anticipated that the report on the human bones would be
written by Dr Don Brothwell, following preliminary
sorting by Mrs Robin Kenward. However, Judson
Chesterman, a retired chest surgeon with an interest in
archaeology offered his services and the arrangement was
accepted by Kenward and Brothwell. After a year’s work
Chesterman produced a draft report. It was apparent that
this report would require substantial revision, a situation
which later led to some acrimonious correspondence
and published rebuttals of Chesterman’s opinions
(Chesterman 1977; Benson and Clegg 1978). Never-
theless, the writer spent several months in 1974, utilising
Chesterman’s osteological identifications in initial
analysis of the layout of the human bone deposits, as well
as progressing other aspects of the site report. Initial plan
and section drawing work for publication was funded by
DoE.

Following the upheavals of local government re-
organisation in 1974, in the following year the writer
moved to West Wales, to create and direct one of the
newly-formed regional archaeological trusts. After a
period of relative inactivity on the Ascott-under-
Wychwood report, an MSC job creation scheme provided
an opportunity for Dr lan Clegg, a Cambridge archae-
ology graduate, to work periodically on the recasting of
Chesterman’s bone report and analysis of the patterns
within individual deposits. At this stage, to begin afresh

with another bone specialist was not considered an option,
because of the time and costs which a completely new
study would involve. Instead, it was considered that a
satisfactory study of the human bones could be produced.
This was on the assumption that vast majority of
Chesterman’s osteological identifications were likely to
be accurate. Errors which had arisen out of misreading of
the field records could be corrected and any identifications
which seriously conflicted with field records and pre-
liminary identification by Kenward could be referred to
Don Brothwell and Rosemary Powers. Thus the recasting,
together with work on other aspects, continued in 1978,
funded by DoE until the departure of Dr Clegg to resume
a career in sociology. After an interval of some months
Penny Ward took over in 1979, and collated data for
description and analysis of the barrow.

Following completion of this task, the principal barrier
to progress was the lack of time available to the writer
and there was therefore another hiatus. But a significant
opportunity occurred in 1985/6 when 12 months’ leave of
absence from directorial duties was obtained, thanks to
the Dyfed Archaeological Trust and Cadw, and further
DoE grant aid under the backlog publications programme.
A draft illustrated text to complete the section on the
human bone deposits was the first objective and this was
largely achieved.

For the pre-barrow occupation, a draft report on the
buried soil and its features was prepared, but awaited
further commentary on finds distribution, pending com-
pletion of outstanding specialist reports. Drafts were also
completed on the Neolithic quarries and aspects of the
Roman period activities. At the end of leave period, the
major section on the barrow structure remained to be
finally drafted from the work of Penny Ward.

In the later 1990s there were encouraging disussions
to complete the project in partnership with the
Oxfordshire Archaeological Unit. The writer’s illness and
subsequent early retirement put a hold on various pro-
posals for further progress. In 2001 Alasdair Whittle
suggested cooperation on publication to both the writer
and to English Heritage. The securing of English Heritage
support and the various stages of assessment, project
design and project execution, all enthusiastically and
skilfully managed by Alasdair Whittle, aided above all by
Lesley McFadyen and Ian Dennis in Cardiff University
and by Dawn Galer and Louise Humphrey in the Natural
History Museum, have resulted in the completion of this
report.



The Pre-Barrow Contexts

Lesley McFadyen, Don Benson and Alasdair Whittle

Introduction

The buried soil was excavated progressively over the course
of the period 1965-69 following the removal of each
portion of the barrow mound (Fig. 1.7). At no stage was
the total area of the buried soil exposed at any level, but
the importance of this context was recognised from the
very beginning (see Fig. 2.1, for the extent of the buried
soil). The history of the excavation of the buried soil
progressed from 6m by Sm cuttings, to the examination of
portions beneath the surviving baulks, to larger areas of
the buried soil examined as a whole (see Chapter 1). The
maintenance of sections, still containing at least portions
of'the overlying barrow, proved essential for interpretation
and control over excavation of the buried soil areas. As a
methodological experiment, after exposure of the upper
levels of the buried soil over a 7m by 15m area in the 1968
season (main grid area C-E, [X-X), a system of excavation
by alternate metre squares on a chequerboard basis was
adopted in order to try to maximise both horizontal and
vertical evidence (and see Figs 1.7, 2.1 and 2.6).

All finds were measured in plan together with their
vertical relationship to the top of the buried soil. The
average depth of the soil overall was 0.15m, the majority
of finds coming from the upper 0.05m. For a proportion
of the finds, vertical relationships within the buried soil
were differentiated as a, b, ¢ or d (with ‘a’ for finds on the
surface of the soil and ‘d’ for those in lowest part of the
stratigraphy), but this information is not available for all
finds. Whilst full use was made of the then developing
methods of molluscan analysis, no wet sieving was carried
out during the excavation which no doubt affected the
recovery of small flints and spalls and mammal bones,
and unfortunately precluded any study of charred plant
remains. Only one slide of soil in thin section was
available, from the buried soil under the eastern end of
the barrow (see Chapter 3).

The character of the buried soil

The extent of the buried soil

The extent of the buried soil is indicated in Fig. 2.1. The
history and nature of the buried soil context were
complex, and are further discussed in Chapter 3. The
preservation or survival of the buried soil was variable
due to differential robbing of stone from parts of the
barrow, and due to the history of construction and use of
the site.

In the south-western area of the site, portions of the
lower part of the buried soil survived beneath the area
where the barrow and its inner and outer walls had been
cut away. Eastwards, in the area of the destroyed outer
elements of the southern passage, the original buried A-
horizon was still present, seemingly only very super-
ficially disturbed. Further to the east, at the edge of the
barrow, the buried surfaces were protected by the intact
outer wall and stone outside it. The huge medieval robber
trench, to the north of the line of the southern outer wall
(see Fig. 1.6; Fig. 4.37, bay area 20; and Chapter 4) had
certainly cut into the surface of the buried soil, though
not its lower horizons. At the eastern end, the whole of
the forecourt lay outside the nineteenth-century enclosure.
Former buried soil surfaces were very poorly protected in
this area, definitely sealed areas of the former buried soil
being confined to the vestigial stretches of surviving
stonework of the horns and centre of the forecourt (see
Figs 1.6 and 2.1, and also Fig. 4.37). On the northern
side a modern intrusion (centred on metre square f 32)
had cut out the whole buried profile whilst an area within
the outer stone walling (square f 26) had been disturbed
at least to the buried soil surface. Elsewhere on this
northern side buried soils were generally relatively well
protected until truncated to the north by Roman quarries
and modern ploughing (see Figs 1.6 and 2.1).
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Fig. 2.1 The extent of the buried soil. Stipple shows variation in darkness, to the limits of the protected buried soil under the

barrow.

Surface topography
The buried soil surface sloped gently down from east to
west with an overall fall of about 4 per cent. As shown in
the transverse sections, the original profile may have
continued the slight rise to the south. On the north side,
how far the relatively level ground originally extended
was impossible to assess due to the impact of quarrying in
the Roman period and subsequent ploughing. At the
western end, the relatively level surface terminated some
6m to the east of the inner walling, the surface falling
away in an increasingly steep slope to the south-west (see
Fig. 4.34). Whilst the extent of modern disturbance in
this area was not entirely clear, it seems that this change
in level represented a definite topographical feature that
existed prior to the construction of the barrow mound.
Within the area excavated there were flatter and
sometimes slightly dished aspects to the buried soil
surface, but there was no significant correlation in detail
between these and the areas of earlier activity indicated
by the distribution of features and material culture. In
some places the buried soil surface was extremely smooth
while in others there were very localised irregularities.
More often than not the latter occurred beneath the axial
divide or partitions defining the barrow bays (see chapter
4) in areas where turf, stone or timber architectural
materials had been used in the construction process. This
later material had helped to preserve surface irregu-
larities. Elsewhere such irregularities are likely to have
been eliminated through further activities associated with
the constructional process and subsequent pressure from
the weight of the barrow. Indeed, even where there were
no surface irregularities, a detailed feature of many of the
sections was the tendency for the buried soil to peak

precisely along the line of the central axis of the barrow
(see Figs 4.25, 4.29, 4.30). This peak may be due to the
construction of this axis, making people move around
rather than on this area of the surface.

The buried soil surface and the buried soil
profile

The actual surface of the buried soil varied considerably
in colour and texture (Fig. 2.1). In the western area of the
site, there was a distinct band of dark brown loam along
the line of the central axis of the barrow and extending
obliquely in a north-east to south west zone in the central
area. In the eastern area of the site, the buried soil and
land surface face were a much lighter reddish brown
loam. From the topographical evidence there was nothing
to suggest any deliberate stripping of the buried soil in
the construction of the barrow.

The oblique north-east to south-west zone of dark
brown loam coincided with dense distributions of frag-
mented pottery and animal bone mainly from the upper
parts of the buried soil profile. This concentration is now
considered to represent a ‘midden’, similar to the
evidence for middening at the site of Hazleton North
(Saville 1990, 14-16) and the implications of this term
are discussed further below (and again in Chapter 15).
The later axial construction and bay divisions crossed
this area but the accumulation of material culture
remained intact; we discuss subsequently the ways in
which this area could have been respected during later
construction work and whether this accumulation of
material culture was in some way incorporated as a
recognised or remembered pre-existing feature into the
matrix of the barrow (see Chapter 4).
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The depth of the buried soil profile varied considerably
from a few centimetres (in areas where a contorted subsoil
of limestone rubble lay just beneath the surface) to
occasionally more than half a metre in areas of subsoil
hollows. Over the more consistent areas of subsoil the
buried soil was 0.15-0.20m thick (see Fig. 4.34). By area
there were also considerable variations, and it is not
entirely clear how far these related to the variation in
subsoil or the history of human activities at this site.
Under much of the western part of the barrow there was
a rendsina profile, with a clear worm-sorted A-horizon
variable in thickness, but typically with a turf-line some
0.05m in depth. There can be no doubt that this A-horizon
represented established grassland, above earlier woodland
(see Chapter 3). The precise lateral extent of this grassed-
over area is difficult to establish. It may have extended
over a substantial area beneath the central and western
portions of the mound where a worm-sorted A-horizon
was present; the western area was that within which
molluscan samples were taken during the excavations
(see Chapter 3), though the precise location of sampling,
on the CVI/CVII baulk, is not now recorded. It is likely
that it is also represented by the dark brown loam
mentioned above, though no detailed soil or molluscan
samples are recorded from the general area of the midden,
and the midden was anyway markedly less calcareous
than the area to the west. This uncertainty raises also the
question of the duration of the interval between midden
and barrow, which is discussed further through the report
(see especially Chapters 7 and 15). The radiocarbon
dating presented in Chapter 7, however, strongly suggests
an interval of at least 50 years.

Beneath the eastern area of the mound, the soil profile
was generally non-calcareous. The A-horizon at least was
decalcified and the profile typically that of a brown earth.
It is suggested that this may represent rank grass land
which may have had a dense build-up of dead vegetation,
or that was not grazed, or was composed of species with
fibrous leaves (see Chapter 3).

A distinction between grassland and woodland could
also be seen stratigraphically. Within tree-throw F11,
from the snail analysis there exists the profile of an open
woodland soil. Later, F11 was sealed by a ‘brown earth’
soil (see Figs 4.29 and 4.32). This soil horizon could now
be taken to represent a more open environment than
previously supposed (see Chapter 3, and J. Evans 1971),
but the issue is open. On balance, the evidence for
woodland is suggestive, since the rubbly parts of the
buried soil sampled some 8m west of F11 have molluscan
faunas dominated by woodland species. These were
overlain by a surface horizon of stone-free turf (see
Chapter 3). John Evans stresses the diversity of the pre-
barrow situation, and the midden area may not have been
identical to that to its west, or to its east.

Despite careful search, there was no evidence for
plough marks and the survival of stony knots of peri-
glacial material projecting into the base of the buried soil

indicated that no ploughing had taken place (J. Evans
1971, 34). Less dramatic disturbance to the soil profile
was indicated by the observation, particularly in the
excavation of the central area of the buried soil, of a
tendency for small horizontal stones to occur at the base
of the A-horizon. Some lateral transportation may have
occurred and Evans suggested that the development of a
rendsina over a decalcified woodland soil surviving in
tree-throw F11 may be explained by the shifting of
calcareous material. Tilling or incidental disturbance
during clearance, by the dragging of branches and trunks
across the site, were proposed as possible agencies (J.
Evans 1972, 257). Alternatively, the disturbance within
the buried soil might in some way have been the result of
middening activities, but perhaps this feature is indeed
the result of activities preceding formation of the midden
(see Macphail and Linderholm 2004, and further dis-
cussion in Chapter 15).

Mesolithic occupation

The earliest activity on the site is marked by the presence
of Mesolithic worked flint (Figs 2.8 and 2.16). No earlier
elements in the flint assemblage have been identified.
Evidence for Mesolithic settlement takes the form of both
early Mesolithic worked flint, tentatively assigned to the
eighth millennium cal BC, and to a very much lesser
extent, late Mesolithic worked flint, tentatively assigned
to the fifth millennium cal BC (see Chapter 12). There is
very little identified animal bone of Mesolithic age. No
radiocarbon samples were dated as early as the eighth
millennium cal BC. Four radiocarbon samples, detailed
below, were dated to the fifth millennium cal BC.

Eighth millennium cal BC worked flint was recorded
from both the upper and lower levels of the buried soil
and extended in a general spread across the site. There
was slightly more worked flint in the northern part of the
site where the distribution extended over a larger east to
west area (see Fig. 2.8). The predominance of early
Mesolithic microliths in the buried soil (90.2 per cent of
all microliths) suggested that activity was more prolific
in the earlier part of the Mesolithic period (see Chapter
12). Moreover, early Mesolithic microliths, microburins,
and notched, unsnapped blades were also recorded in
large numbers from the north-eastern part of the barrow
mound and this could suggest that there was an even
greater early Mesolithic presence with the focus to this
activity having been further to the north (see Figs 2.8 and
2.16). The north-eastern portion of the mound contained
a much greater proportion of material derived from
superficial clayey subsoils revealed on the north-eastern
side of the site. It is likely that shallow surface extraction
from these areas, where there are also deeper Neolithic
quarries (see Chapter 4), resulted in the disturbance to a
site of earlier Mesolithic activity and the incorporation of
its material traces in the barrow architecture.

The large number of microburins and notched, un-
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Fig. 2.2 Location of tree-throw pit F11 and post- or stake-hole F16. The barrow outline is shown against the extent of the

buried soil.

snapped blades in the barrow was evidence for microlith
manufacture; conversely, the large number of microliths
within the buried soil was evidence for tool-use. The
earlier Mesolithic microliths in the buried soil were
concentrated to a surprising degree within the midden
feature and it would seem that significant numbers of
these tools were picked up in some way during the early
Neolithic and deposited in the midden (see Chapter 12).
None of the early Mesolithic microburins, notched blades,
axe-sharpening flakes, burins or cores that were found in
the buried soil came from the midden and so this material
cannot easily or simply all be explained as residual
flintwork (though of course some may be). There is still
the possibility that several of these microliths were from
lower down in the buried soil matrix and not associated
with Neolithic middening activities.

An early tree-throw feature, F11, is marked on Fig.
2.2. The snail analysis of the lower fills of this feature
produced snails from open woodland, but these were
restricted in species by comparison with the upper fills. It
is probable that the two fills of the tree-throw were formed
at quite different times (see Chapter 3). There was also
flintwork associated with the tree-throw F11 and the small
assemblage seemed to be from the early and late Meso-
lithic period. Some of the blades found within the feature
were quite broad, suggesting an earlier Mesolithic date.
Other flints from the tree-throw fill appeared bladelet-
like and there was a small bladelet core which might
suggest a later Mesolithic date. The evidence from the
worked flint would also seem to suggest that there was
more than one tree-throw event in this area.

Fll
Metre squares 1-n 28-30. Tree-throw.

Cut. Irregular hollow aligned roughly north-west to south east;

measures 3.50m by 2.30m, 0.70m deep.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath worm-sorted turf, leached in areas
and containing sherds, flint and bone fragments. Beneath the
turf line was a brown-earth soil sealing the lower fill.

Fill. The lower fill was in two parts (see Figs 2.5 and 4.29). In
the south western part of the feature there was (1) a compact
pale grey-brown humic loam with fine gritty limestone rubble.
In the north eastern part of the feature there was (2) a humic
dark brown-orange mottled loam with many small limestone
fragments.

Finds. An assemblage of 22 struck flints. The assemblage was
dominated by blades and blade-like flakes. A bladelet core was
also present in the overlying brown-earth soil. There were three
possible tools: a notched blade, a broad blade which had been
retouched along both lateral margins, and a ‘piercer’ (in the
overlying brown-earth). A tranchet axe-sharpening flake was
found in fill (2).

A small post-hole or stake-hole F16 (Figs 2.2 and 2.5) was
located 5m to the south-west of the tree-throw F11.

Fi6

Metre square o 26. Small post-hole or stake-hole.

Cut. Oval shaped, long axis north-south, measures 0.20m by
0.10m, 0.17m deep. Steep sided.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath pre-barrow turf-line and also by
very dark grey loam, representing the eastern limit of a horizon
spread over metre squares n-o 24-25 and containing much
pottery bone and flint.

Fill. (1) Uniform fine brown gritty loam, (2) surrounding stony
bright orange/brown mottled loam. (2) continued down the
north side of (1) suggesting possible packing on northern edge,
allowing for a post up to 0.10m in diameter.

No finds. Radiocarbon dates of 4330-4040 cal BC (OxA-

12677) and 4220-3970 cal BC (OxA-12678) were obtained on
charcoal from this feature.
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Fig. 2.3 Plan of Neolithic pre-barrow features.

In the eastern part of the site there was a distinct line
of charcoal patches, F50, that stretched from h 3444
(see Fig. 2.3). Some of the eighth millennium cal BC
microliths were located around this area (see Fig. 2.8).
Several, although crucially not all, of the F50 charcoal
patches were recorded from within the upper levels of the
buried soil. Three radiocarbon determinations of early
fourth millennium cal BC date were obtained and are
given below. However, there is still the faint possibility
that one or several of the hearths that were recorded from
lower in the buried soil could have been associated with
the distribution of microliths and so could have been
Mesolithic in date.

A small number of fifth millennium cal BC microlith
forms were found in the south-western part of the site
(see Fig. 2.8). These were likely to represent short visits
rather than prolonged later Mesolithic occupation (see
Chapter 12). However, it is of interest that F11, the area
of two tree-throw events, may have contained fifth
millennium cal BC worked flint in its upper fills and so
may have become an important or marked space which
was then re-used in the early Neolithic period. The
problems of possible continuities of memory over a period
of centuries, and alternatives, are discussed further in
Chapter 15.

Neolithic occupation

A brown earth soil developed over the Mesolithic tree-
throw feature F11, and this can be taken as evidence for
a closing-in of the woodland landscape, though this is not
now considered conclusive (Chapter 3). But from the land
snail and soil evidence it can be suggested that in the
early Neolithic there was clearance and an opening up of
parts of the landscape, and so the development of grass-
land (see Chapter 3). Some of that clearance may have

been through knowledge and management of tree-fall,
but it is also possible that trees were being cut, processed
and cleared in the early Neolithic. Through all of these
activities there is the possibility at least that older,
Mesolithic, material culture was recognised and that the
tree-throw feature F11 was also in some way recognised
or remembered.

A number of post-holes were recognised. We present
them here as probably representing separate structures,
though others might prefer to see some kind of unitary
plan, as discussed below. Above the earlier tree-throw
feature F11, there was evidence for a timber structure,
Structure 1, in the form of six post-holes (F2, the least
certain example, F3, F4, F5, F6 and F10) (Figs 2.3 and
2.4). The post-holes F2, F3, F4, F5 and F6 were in a line
that was orientated approximately east-west, and was
some 3m long. Post-hole F10 was located 2.50m directly
north of F5 (Figs 2.3 and 2.4). Another small post-hole or
stake-hole already mentioned above, F16, was located
1.75m directly west of F3. Charcoal from F16 gave two
late fifth millennium cal BC dates as already noted. F10
has been included with the line of post-holes (F2, F3, F4,
F5 and F6), since it had a similar large diameter. The
posts would all seem to have been of similar size. F3, F4,
F5, F6 and F10 had large post-hole diameters. F3, F6 and
F10 were of the same depth; whereas F2, F4 and F5 were
much shallower (see Fig. 2.5). For comparison, we can
note that the linear structure recorded at the site of
Hazleton North occupied an area c¢.5.30m north-south
and 2m west-east (Saville 1990).

Although the structure is taken here to be early
Neolithic in date, post-hole F10 had directly cut through
the tree-throw feature F11 and F16 had two late fifth
millennium cal BC radiocarbon dates. In the most recent
phase of post-excavation work, F16 was initially regarded
as part of timber Structure 1.
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Fig. 2.4 Plan of the timber post structures.

Details of Structure 1

F2

Metre squares o 27-28. Possibly small, shallow pit or post-
base.

Cut. Irregular oval measures 0.32 by 0.25m, 0.03m deep.
Stratigraphy. 0.06-0.07m below original ground surface.
Sealed by stiff, stony, reddish-brown stony loam. At west end,
a roughly rectangular arrangement of thin, steeply pitched

stones, giving internal area of 0.18m square, with flat stone at
base.

Finds. Animal bone fragment.

F3

Metre square o 28. Post-hole.

Cut. Irregular circle, diameter 0.38m, 0.25m deep. Cut through
0.10m reddish-brown stony loam, then yellow sand and stones.
Vertical sides with one thin upright stone at base.

Stratigraphy. Recognised at 0.06—0.07m below buried ground
surface. Sealed by stiff, stony, reddish-brown clayey loam.
Fill. Dark brown loam (may represent former post), surrounded
by reddish-brown loam with irregularly pitched thin stones at
top, south side.

Finds. 1 retouched flake, 1 sherd.
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F4

Metre squares o 28-29. Post-hole.

Cut. Measures 0.70m by 0.10m, 0.04m deep. At west end of
elongated hollow ¢.0.70m by 0.10m.

Stratigraphy. As F3.

Fill. Dark brown loam and charcoal.

Finds. 2 sherds.

F5
Metre square o 29. Post-hole.

Cut. Irregular oval, measures 0.20m by 0.30m, 0.04m deep. At
east end of hollow noted in F4 above.

Stratigraphy. As F3.
Fill. Dark brown loam.
No finds.

Fé6
Metre square o 30. Post-hole.

Cut. Irregular circle, diameter 0.20m, 0.12m deep.
Fill. Dark gritty loam with some ash.

Stratigraphy. As F3, but sealed by less clayey, more mottled
soil horizon.

No finds.

Fi0

Metre square m 29. Post-hole.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.26m, 0.15m deep (from base of buried
turf-line).

Stratigraphy. Cut into top of tree throw F11. Sealed by buried
turf-line (here, c. 0.05m thick) within which was a triangular
stone partly overlying southern half of F10.

Fill. Grey ash. Near vertical stones, 0.10m apart at base, suggest
post packing.

Finds. 3 sherds of pottery (unattributed), 1 fragment of bone.

There was evidence for another timber structure,
Structure 2, to the north of Structure 1. This can be seen
as a much more complete six-post structure (F41, F42,
F43, F44, F45 and F46) with an internal pit (F12) located
between post-holes F45 and F46 (see Figs 2.3 and 2.4).
The six-post structure was made up of two lines of three
posts, which were orientated east-west. The post-holes
were very regular in diameter although the northern line
of posts would seem to have been more deeply set (see Fig.
2.5). The structure measured 3.50m in length (east-west)
and was 1.50m in width (north-south). For further
comparison, the six-post structure discovered at the site of
Gwernvale measured 3.50m in length (east-west) and was
2.30m in width (north-south) (Britnell and Savory 1984).

Details of Structure 2, associated with pit F12

F41

Metre square f 30. Post-hole.

Cut. Roughly circular in shape, diameter is 0.20—0.24m, 0.40m
deep below top of subsoil (0.53m below buried ground surface).
Suggestion of an original post diameter of 0.13m.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath buried turf-line and recognised

only at subsoil level as a dark reddish-brown clay loam
contrasting with yellow gritty clay subsoil.

Fill. Dark reddish-brown clayey loam.

No finds, though flint and stone overlay the feature in the
buried turf-line.

F42

Metre squares f-g 28. Post-hole.

Cut. Oval shaped, long axis north to south, measures 0.33m by
0.22m; 0.25m deep below top of subsoil.

Stratigraphy. Showed as a darker area on buried ground surface.
Southern half covered by front face of inner wall.

Fill. Dark brown loam.
No finds.

F43
Metre squares g 26—27. Post-hole.

Cut. Circular, diameter is 0.21m, 0.19m deep below top of
subsoil.

Stratigraphy. Recorded at subsoil level beneath inner wall,
though record of very dark brown loam within buried soil
suggests presence at higher level.

Fill. Dark brown loam with frequent charcoal inclusions. Thin
vertical stone inside northern edge.

No finds though sherd in buried turf over feature.

F44

Metre square h 26-27. Post-hole.

Cut. Oval, 0.30m by 0.20m, 0.27m deep below top of subsoil.
Stratigraphy. Recognised only at subsoil level.

Fill. Reddish clayey loam.

No finds.

F45

Metre square g 28. Post-hole.

Cut. Circular, diameter is 0.26m, 0.14m deep below subsoil
surface.

Fill. Reddish clayey loam.

No finds. Sherd in buried turf-line directly over this feature.
F46

Metre square g 30. Post-hole.

Cut. Roughly circular, diameter is 0.21-0.24m, 0.08m deep
below subsoil surface.

Fill. Not recorded.
No finds.

F12, associated with Structure 2
Metre square g-h 29. Pit.

Cut. Oval shaped, south-east to north-west, measures 1.20m by
0.80m, 0.32m deep below subsoil surface.

Stratigraphy. Sealed by ¢.0.08m thick turf-line beneath inner
and innermost walls.

Fill. Some flattish stones <0.06m long tilted down over the
edges into the pit. Some stones, more on the north side than
south, showed traces of burning but the fill was unburnt. (1)
0.15m of reddish-brown mottled clay which was generally
confined to the southern half of the pit with some charcoal
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Fig. 2.5. Sections and reconstructed profiles of pre-barrow pits and post-holes.

inclusions. (2) Reddish brown clayey loam with small limestone Finds. 16 flints, including six burnt pieces, and a piece of
fragments, white flecks of ash and occasional charcoal pig ulna.

inclusions, occasional burnt stones and a larger unburnt stone . .
at base of sides. A further post-hole F29 was 0.50m directly west of pit F7.
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F29
Metre square k 28. Post-hole.

Cut. Roughly circular, diameter 0.16m, 0.16m deep (below
subsoil), vertical sides.

Stratigraphy. Sealed by buried turf-line. Feature only noted at
subsoil level.

Fill. Loose, dark brown to grey loam.

Finds. Fragment of bone.

Structure 1 and Structure 2 were both 1.50m away
from a hearth and pit, F48 and F7 respectively (see Figs
2.3, 2.4 and Colour Plate 2.2).

F48
Metre squares j-k 28-29. Hearth. Associated with pit F7.

Cut. Elongated oval shape, long axis north to south; measures
1.50m by 0.70m.

Stratigraphy. Beneath a worm sorted turf-line c. 0.03m—0.04m
thick.

Fill. (1) 0.04m thick turf line exhibiting slight traces of
reddening which overlay; (2) a 0.02m thick light brown loam
with iron staining and leaching; this in turn overlay (3) a dark
brown gritty loam 0.03m thick with patches of reddened grit,
loam and limestone; which immediately overlay (4) a more
uniformly reddened area of clayey loam and limestone
extending into the subsoil.

Finds. 4 flakes, 1 cattle-sized scapula fragment (unburnt).

F7
Metre squares k 28-29. Pit. Associated with F48.

Cut. Oval shaped; measures 0.74m by 0.60m, 0.29m deep
below base of buried soil. First 0.10m of sides heat-reddened,
patchy reddening below this and at base.

Stratigraphy. Cut into a stony subsoil with yellow sand.
Presence partially distinguished at original ground surface level
by dark brown loam contrasting with surrounding more mottled
surface, but this contrast was plainly within a 0.05m thick
worm-sorted profile developed over pit and surrounding
area.

Fill (below subsoil level, Fig 2.5). (1) Dark brown sandy loam
with some dispersed ash, perhaps representing soil formation
within existing fill, (2) grey ash with occasional charcoal and
small fragments of limestone.

Finds. 62 sherds of pottery including sherds from Vessels 2, 7,
12, 22, 27, 28 and 29; 68 worked flints which included 47
flakes, 1 of which was from a polished axe. There were also a
small number of blades, bladelets, blade-like flakes and 1 core
and a side scraper. A high percentage of the flakes were burnt
which was in contrast to the mainly unburnt struck flint from
the hearth F48. Cremated pig bone. Burnt stone fragments.
Unidentified concretions and clay lumps. Charcoal from F7
produced a radiocarbon date of 3900-3520 cal BC (BM-491b),
but this has been excluded from the dating model presented in
Chapter 7. An unburnt fragment of pig epiphysis gave a date of
3980-3815 cal BC (GrA4-23933).

There were three features, F9, F14 and F53, to the
south-west of Structure 1 (see Fig. 2.3).

F9

Metre squares p-q 27-28. Stone setting or post-hole.

Three irregular blocks of stone which appeared to have been
placed upright at the north-western end of a hollow F8. Area
enclosed 0.20m across.

Stratigraphy and fill. See F8 below.

No finds, but see F8.

Fi4

Metre squares q-r 22. Pit.

Cut. Shallow, irregular oval pit, long axis north to south;
measures 1.50m by 0.80m, 0.18m deep.

Stratigraphy. Dug into top of subsoil hollow F15. In area of
robbed out walling, slightly to west of projected line of west
side of southern passage. Northern edge of feature may have
been originally beneath outer wall.

Fill. (1) 0.07m dark brown gritty loam with frequent burnt
stone inclusions and occasional unburnt. (2) very dark brown
loam with patches of charcoal. (3) 0.03m dark loam and unburnt
stone and grit.

Finds. 14 struck flints including 2 burnt (9 flakes, 1 blade-like
flake, 1 waste, 1 core, 1 edge-retouched blade and a piercer), 1
fossil belemnite. Bone fragment.

F53

Metre squares p-q 25-26. Shallow pit.

Cut. Measures 0.80m east-west, 0.17m deep.

Stratigraphy. Feature identified only in section as an intrusion
in top of subsoil hollow F52. Beneath robbed out mound, in
area of indistinct upper horizon of buried soil.

Fill. Dark grey-brown loam with frequent stone inclusions
(some burnt and several large water-worn stones).

Finds. 2 flakes and 1 blade-like flake.

Part of a large shallow rectilinear intrusion F40 was
excavated to the south-east of Structure 2 (see Fig. 2.3).
This was a unique feature in terms of intrusion into the
pre-barrow surface and merits further comment. It is
evident that any clearly-defined eastern limits to this
feature were unnoticed in the 1965 trial trench, and it full
eastern extent and dimensions thus remain unknown. Its
western edge showed on the original ground surface
beneath the mound as an extremely sharp boundary of
contrasting clayey fill against the dark brown clay loam
of the buried turf, and marked by iron panning along the
edge. Adjacent to this edge on the western side were four
stake-holes (S59—62) attributed to offset 6/7 (for termin-
ology, see chapter 4). The fill of F40 was clearly part of
a more widespread clayey dump towards the base of the
barrow mound, extending southwards to the central axis
of the barrow. The implication is that F40 was some kind
of void in the pre-barrow surface prior to the infilling of
bay 6. The excavator is inclined to suggest that it could be
interpreted as the (sole) evidence for digging out of turves
along part of a bay already defined by hurdling, but the
survival of much occupation material at the base of the
turf line would seem suspiciously fortuitous. Alterna-
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tively, the excavator suggests, the ‘void” may have been
created by the removal of a large horizontal stone of
‘orthostat’ proportions (though no compression of the
underlying soils was apparent) or perhaps some form of
timber platform. It is also possible that the stakes down
the west side of the feature were not part of the bay
partitioning, but functionally related to F40, reflecting
some structure dismantled prior to the erection of the
barrow.

F40
Metre squares h-j 31. Rectilinear intrusion.

Cut. Long axis north to south; measures 1.56m by 0.40m, 0.06m
deep.

Stratigraphy. Cut into immediate pre-barrow surface sealing
much occupation debris.

Fill. Light brown-greenish clay loam with iron staining.

There were four further hearth features. F47 was
located to the west of Structure 2 and F49, and F50 and
F51 were situated to the east of both timber structures
(see Fig. 2.3).

F47
Metre squares h-i 18-19. Hearth.

Cut. Roughly rectangular, long axis is north to south; measures
1.50m by 0.60m.

Fill. Burnt and reddened clay loam and ash with charcoal
concentration especially to north.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath A-horizon of pre-barrow buried
soil which also contained small fragments of charcoal over
hearth. Some unburnt clay directly over burnt area.

F49
Metre squares o-p-q 38—39. Hearth.

Cut. Roughly sub-rectangular c.1.6m by 1.2m fading out on
western side.

Fill. Reddened stony soil.

Stratigraphy. Beneath large robber-trench on southern side of
barrow mound, but may be the remnants of a pre-mound feature.

F50
Metre squares g-h39, g-h43-44, h34, h37, h41-42, i41-42, h-
143-44, k42—-43. Hearths and charcoal patches.

Cut. Irregular areas of burning extending over area ¢.2.00m by
0.90m.

Fill. Reddened and blackened soil with concentrations of ash
and charcoal may represent more than one focus of burning.

Stratigraphy. Several of these burnt areas were recorded on the
pre-barrow surface. Charcoal from h 34 was sealed beneath
upper levels of the buried soil. Charcoal from g 39 was directly
on top of the buried land surface and produced a radiocarbon
date of 3660-3360 cal BC (BM-492), but this has been
excluded from the dating model presented in Chapter 7. Two
other charcoal samples from F50 gave dates of 3805-3700 cal
BC (87% probability: OxA-12680) and 3785-3690 cal BC
(OxA-12679). An unburnt fragment of deer pelvis with butchery
marks from h44 gave a date of 3815-3690 cal BC (85%

probability: GrA-23927). These samples appear to relate to
activity preceding the secondary extension of the barrow ( and
see further in chapter 7).

F51

Metre square m 36. Small irregular hollow, burnt area.

Cut. Long axis north-west to south-east; measures 1.20m by
0.60m. Maximum depth 0.13-0.14m below top of buried soil.
Fill. Beneath 0.03m of worm-sorted buried soil: (1) burnt stone
and charcoal on surface of feature with charcoal, burnt and
unburnt stone at the north-west end of the feature to some
0.14m depth below buried soil surface; (2) reddish brown very
stony loam with flat horizontal unburnt stones.

Stratigraphy. Feature partially lies beneath stone face of earlier
barrow mound but vertically separated from it by a thin soil
profile. The feature does not therefore immediately pre-date
the eastern extension of the barrow.

Finds. 10 struck flints of which 8 (all from the fill of the
feature) were burnt. This was an assemblage of unretouched
debitage which included 6 flakes, 1 blade, 1 bladelet and 2
chips.

The timber structures, hearths and pits represent a
substantial amount of structural and other evidence for an
early Neolithic site, and these do seem to represent
settlement-related activities. We can take the evidence
for varied activities first, before considering the form and
nature of the structures.

Along with the other pit and hearth features, Pit F7
was situated directly between the timber structures and it
was interpreted as a cooking pit during the excavation; its
intimate association with hearth F48 would seem to lend
itself to such an interpretation. However, it is not thought
that the burnt flint had been heated for cooking purposes,
since heat transfer with this material is very low. There is
an interesting association between burnt flint and burnt
bone, both of which have been deposited in the pit feature.
F7 had been backfilled with ash material, burnt pig bone,
a large number of burnt flakes and 32 unburnt sherds of
pottery from at least eight different vessels. This is in
contrast to the unburnt flint flakes and unburnt piece of
red deer that were found overlying the hearth F48. The
over-representation of flakes in feature F7 may indicate a
specialised aspect to the flintwork or to the activities that
were taking place around this pit (and this may be
significant in the formation of the midden, discussed
shortly below). Alternatively, the flint flakes and pig bone
may have been deliberately selected for burning and
deposition within the pit. Kate Cramp notes in Chapter
12 that there was a uniform degree of burning of the flint
flakes, suggesting that they were probably burnt in situ as
a group, and that there was little evidence for extensive
use or retouch of these pieces. Jacqui Mulville notes in
Chapter 8 that there are strong similarities between the
burnt pig bone in pit F7 and the backfilled post-holes,
filled with burnt pig bone, within the timber structure at
the site of Yarnton. Perhaps the putative selection of fresh
flint flakes and pig meat for burning and deposition
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within pit F7 represented some kind of closing deposit to
the settlement activities that had been carried out in and
around the two timber structures (as has been suggested
at Yarnton and has been argued at many Bronze Age
settlement sites).

It may be limiting to think of these practices as simply
‘special’ closing deposits. All hearth or burnt related
deposits, in the form of burnt flint, burnt animal bone and
fired clay were deposited in a careful and considered way
at this site. This can be seen from the distribution of these
materials (see Fig. 2.31), which have all been deposited
around either the northern edge of the midden, the south-
western edge of the midden or in midden material to the
east of F48 and F7. Similarly, the materials within F7
were characteristic of Neolithic pit deposition practices
(see J. Thomas 1991) and were not necessarily some kind
of special or unique closing deposit associated with a
structure (e.g. the Coneybury ‘Anomaly’: J. Richards
1990). The deposition of burnt material culture in unburnt
features (pits or quarries) and the deposition of unburnt
material culture in burnt features (hearths) were frequent
practices at long barrow or long mound sites (e.g. the
deposition of burnt hearth material mixed with unburnt
material culture in the southern quarry at Hazleton North
(Saville 1990); the deposition of burnt material culture in
pits and the deposition of unburnt material culture in
hearths at the site of Colombiers-sur-Seulles (Chancerel
and Kinnes 1991); and burnt sarsen over fence-lines that
cut hearths at South Street (Ashbee et al. 1979)).

Evidence for early Neolithic occupation was not
restricted to structural evidence. The variety of debitage
and tools within the early Neolithic flint assemblage
reflected a broad range of activities, including scraping,
cutting, piercing, archery, and flint knapping (see
Chapter 12). Cramp states in her discussion that in many
ways the flint assemblage was characteristic of general
domestic activity since it contained an extensive range of
retouched tools and an abundance of burnt, broken and
utilised pieces. She also states that the number of cores
and chips within the assemblage further suggests that
knapping activity and tool production were performed on
or near the site. The hearths and timber structures would
seem to have been focal points for many of these activities.

Cattle, sheep and pig were the mainstay of the economy
and dogs were also kept (see Chapter 8). There were a
large number of cattle and smaller though equal numbers
of pig and sheep. However, the isotope analysis of the
cattle bone from the pre-barrow contexts seemed closest
to the auroch values which had a wilder and less managed
environment (see Robert Hedges, Rhiannon Stevens and
Jessica Pearson, Chapter 9). A wide range of animal ages
were noted, from relatively young to old, and there was
little evidence for the selection of animals of a particular
age or for a particular body part. There was very little
evidence for butchery at the site. Perhaps the isotope
values of the cattle bone, the large number of cattle bones
at the site (although these animals had died or been killed

and their body parts processed in some way) and the lack
of butchery evidence would suggest that cattle were not
kept principally for their meat but were being maintained
for their milk-based products, the use of which is certainly
demonstrated by residue analysis of sherds from the pre-
barrow pottery assemblage (Mark Copley and Richard
Evershed, Chapter 11). Red and roe deer were the most
common wild animals on the site and they were hunted
for meat and their antler was worked into picks and tools.

Sherds from at least 48 vessels were recovered from
the site. The assemblage belonged to the carinated bowl
tradition of the earliest Neolithic and included cups and
bowls. Alistair Barclay writes that the range of vessels
represented a typical domestic assemblage that belonged
to a small community or ‘household’ group of perhaps
2040 individuals (see Barclay, Chapter 10). From the
analyses of Copley and Evershed (see Chapter 11), the
number of sherds containing organic residues was small
(11 out of 32), but a very high proportion of the lipid
residues were found to have dairy fat origin (91 per cent
of the residues) (see Chapter 11).

Turning to the timber structures, should we think of
them as a house or houses? The possibility of a north-
south orientated building constituted from features F2—
F6 and F10 on the south, F41-46 on the north, with a
central hearth F48 and cooking pit F47, was actively
considered by the excavator at an earlier stage of analysis,
but the case for such a building is uncertain, since
although its potential overall size of some 9 by 3m (Fig.
2.4) would match some other examples now known from
the early part of the southern British Neolithic, there are
virtually no post-holes in its central portion, and such a
putative structure would have been in fact proportionally
quite narrow. In addition, the detailed distribution of
material in the area of the putative two structures may
reflect two rather than a single focus. It must be remem-
bered, however, that some if not much of this material
could have accumulated after the timber structures could
have gone out of use. The material accumulation around
the outside of Structure 2 may suggest that it had acted as
a focus for activities in its own right. There was also a
dense distribution of material culture to the east of pit F7
and hearth F48 (especially pottery in metre squares 30—
31, which is between Structures 1 and 2). There was also
an accumulation of material culture to the west of
Structure 1. The hearth and cooking pit (F48 and F7) can
be seen as located at an equal distance between the two
putative structures.

Finally, smaller structures can also find parallels.
Structure 1 was very similar in its size and linear layout
to the timber structure recorded at Hazleton North (Saville
1990, 17-20) and the six-post Structure 2 was very similar
to that discovered at Gwernvale (Britnell and Savory
1984, 5254, there were also two structures identified at
this site).

Perhaps in the end we have insufficient evidence here
(and normally elsewhere) to decide whether these were
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houses or not. Were there a single, large structure at
Ascott-under-Wychwood, we could support the presence
of a ‘house’” more confidently, with its residential conno-
tations. However, we need to note not only the structural
deficiency here (the lack of a central portion apart from
the hearth and pit) but also the ambiguous status of such
larger, other structures that are available for comparison,
such as at Yarnton and White Horse Stone. There is no a
priori reason to exclude the possibility of small structures,
but the very modest measurements of Structures 1 and 2
suggest something more in the way of shelters or small
huts. We know little of their duration, as well as of their
character, and it is an open question to what extent they
may have been upstanding or even visible in a decaying
state, by the end of midden formation, and then after the
likely gap between midden and the intiation of the barrow.
But we will keep this issue actively in mind.

The Neolithic midden

By use of the term ‘midden’, we do not necessarily mean
to imply a three-dimensional object or thing, of pre-
determined or recurrent form, but it is convenient to retain
the label to connote a more or less finite space defined by
concentrated and distinct activities of deposition, rep-
resenting accretion and accumulation over a period of
time. This accumulation appears to have played an
important part in the unfolding of the history of the site.

Directly to the west of Structure 1 was a distinct area
of dark or very dark brown loam that was oriented north-
east to south-west (see Figs 2.1 and 4.2, and Colour Plate
2.1). It is not easy in many parts of its distribution to
distinguish this as a separate feature visible in vertical
section, although the details of the section across bays 6
and 18 (Fig. 4.29, and see Chapter 4) do suggest that here
at least the midden was up to 0.11m thick, and thus might
have been here, if not over its whole extent, a perceptibly
three-dimensional feature. It is therefore difficult to
suggest a definitive shape for the midden.

The area of the midden includes the underlying pit F7,
and the special character of its fill and contents may
suggest some kind of deliberate link between pit and
midden. The excavations, described above, showed that a
soil had formed over the top of pit F7, implying a definite
hiatus. The timescales of accumulation remain uncertain,
but need not have been extended (see below, and Chapter
7), and connections of some kind between F7 and the
midden can be kept firmly in mind.

The dark brown loam was associated with a marked
concentration of material culture, though the extent of
the dark brown loam was not exactly coincident with the
distributions of pottery or animal bone (see especially
Figs 2.19 and 2.25). This more or less distinct, high-
density distribution of material culture included accumu-
lations of pottery, animal bone and to a lesser extent
worked flint (Figs 2.7-14, 2.19, 2.21-27). The main
concentration of accumulated material measured 14m

(north-south) by 11m (east-west). This was very similar
to the Hazleton North midden in the colour of the soil and
the marked, dense concentration of fragmented material
culture. The Hazleton North midden feature measured
10m (north-south) by 9m (east-west) (Saville 1990).

A larger quantity of pottery was deposited in the
midden than anywhere else on the site and this marked,
dense concentration of fragmented pottery was what
partly gave the midden its form (see Fig. 2.19). The
pottery deposited in the midden was secondary refuse;
that is, the pots had been broken elsewhere and had then
suffered some further disturbance (perhaps trampling)
before they were partially collected for deposition within
the midden. 17 vessels with refitting sherds were
deposited in the midden, in comparison to four vessels
with refits that were deposited in the area of buried soil to
the west of the midden and three vessels that were
deposited in both areas (see Figs 2.21-24). The con-
centration of pottery runs out after metre square 32 but
the converging distribution of animal bone has been
understood to mark further middening practice which
extended further into the north-eastern area.

A larger quantity of animal bone was deposited in the
midden than anywhere else on the site and this marked,
high-density concentration of fragmented bone also gave
the midden its form (see Fig. 2.25).The animal bone
recovered from the midden showed more erosion than the
bone found within other contexts, with material having
been recorded as rolled/weathered. This larger quantity
of bone included cattle, sheep, pig, cat, dog, red deer, roe
deer and fox (see Chapter 8).

Within the midden, there were more detailed patterns
in the accumulations of material culture. There was a
clear distribution of material culture in the area of
Structure 2, which included pottery, flint and animal bone
(see Fig. 2.6). Middening around the area of the six post-
holes could be seen as further evidence for this having
been a six-post structure rather than posts that were part
of a bigger construction (see discussion above). There
was also a dense distribution of material culture to the
east of pit F7 and hearth F48. There was an accumulation
of material culture to the west of Structure 1. There could,
therefore, be evidence for several different types or events
of middening practice.

Different types or events of deposition were also made
evident from the distribution of burnt material. In relation
to the midden, there were, at least, three clear areas where
burnt material was deposited. The burnt material included
fired clay, burnt animal bone and burnt flint and this
material seemed to have been placed on the edges of the
midden feature to the west of Structure 1, around the
edges of the northern part of midden which had
accumulated around Structure 2 and on midden material
to the east of F48 and F7 (see Fig. 2.31).

There was also refitting between sherds of pottery from
the same vessel that hint at different kinds of practice or
different events within the accumulation of material



Fig. 2.6 Plan of finds and selected features in the central area of the pre-barrow surface. Finds from the features themselves are not indicated.



The Pre-Barrow Contexts 35

culture. For example, several sherds of Vessels 1, 2, 3, 5,
7,9, 12, 13 and 33 were located in the midden. However,
some vessels such as 3, 4 and 9 had a more southerly
distribution whilst 1, 2 and 12 were located in the
northern part of the feature. Vessel 33 was situated near
the margins of the midden (see Figs 2.21-24).

It would seem that although fragmented material
culture was deposited to the west of Structure 1, around
the outside of Structure 2 and to the east of F48 and F7
(see Fig. 2.6), there was a general build-up of material
culture over the area of the hearth, pit and timber
structures which would have made it difficult for these
features to remain in use (see Figs 2.7, 2.19 and 2.25).

Nearly all the diagnostic Neolithic worked flint was
recovered from the midden (these were flakes from
polished axes and leaf-shaped arrowheads), although
there were many other pieces of Neolithic worked flint
within this context. Similarly, a very large number of the
eighth millennium cal BC microliths were located in the
midden context (but in this case there were no other
diagnostic manufacturing pieces of that period). It would
seem that tools were focussed on for deposition within the
midden. Some of the conjoins of worked flint were within
the midden and so some care or consideration would seem
to have been taken to collect up this material culture for
deposition within the midden feature (see Fig. 2.14). One
possibility is that it was important during the early
Neolithic to actively engage with the past or at least to
incorporate material culture recognised as old into
significant deposits. This is intriguing if elusive evidence
for encounters with past materialities and the practices
that took place in coming to terms with past histories.
There might also have been a remote connection to the
past spaces in which that material culture had been used.
Is it just a coincidence that the midden had accumulated
over the tree-throw feature F11 which had been a focal
point for working and using flint in the eighth millennium
cal BC?

12 flakes from at least five polished axes were located
within the midden. Six flakes from all five of these axes
were situated in an area of midden material between the
southern pair of cists and Structure 1. Five flakes from
axes 4 and 5 were also situated in the northern part of the
midden. The six flakes from five polished axes were
deposited in an area of the midden where fragments of
red and roe deer were grouped (see Fig. 2.32). At the site
of Hazleton North, flakes from polished axes were
recovered from the hearth context [474] that was asso-
ciated with the timber structure, the midden context [S61]
and the south chamber. Fragments of human skull were
located along with the flakes from the hearth and the
southern chamber (Saville 1990, and the Hazleton North
archive: McFadyen 2003). Flakes from a polished axe
were associated with the second timber structure at the
site of Gwernvale, along with fragments of human skull
(Britnell and Savory 1984, and the Gwernvale archive:
McFadyen 2003). It appears that the discard of polished

axe flakes was an important activity, and that these
fragments of material culture were only incorporated into
particular parts of the context along with other important
fragments of material such as groups of red and roe deer
bone or human bone. Another flake from a polished axe
was found in the southern inner cist, but this may well
not have been associated with human bone but with the
underlying buried soil (see Chapters 4, 5 and 12).

Eight samples from or linked to the midden were
radiocarbon dated. Two roe deer bones gave unexpectedly
early dates, of 5300—4960 cal BC (GrA-27098) and 5000—
4730 cal BC (GrA-27099), presumably from residual
material later incorporated into the midden. Three
samples of sheep/goat bone gave dates of 3960-3890 cal
BC (35% probability) or 3885-3800 cal BC (60%
probability: GrA-27093), 3960-3800 cal BC (GrA-
27094) and 3960-3800 cal BC (Grd-27096), and two
samples of red deer antler gave dates of 3950-3785 cal
BC (GrA4-27100) and 3960-3895 cal BC (33%
probability) or 3885-3800 (62% probability: GrA-
27102). Carbonised residue on a sherd from the buried
soil west of the midden, which joins with Vessel 33 in the
midden, gave a radiocarbon date of 3955—-3790 cal BC
(OxA-13135). The midden appears to fall in the second
half of the 40th century cal BC or the 39th century cal BC
(see Chapter 7). Its duration may have been less than a
century, and was probably much less than that.

The radiocarbon dating model presented in Chapter 7
suggests a gap of at least 50 years between the midden
and the initiation of the barrow, though the midden may
well have retained significance during the initial phases
of construction. It was cut through by the southern pair of
cists (see Fig. 4.2). The alignment of the earlier Structure
1 appears to be repeated in the construction of the axial
stake-line, though it is very unlikely that the timber
structure was still visible in any way. The southern part
of the midden that had built up around this structure
might have been marked by deposits of limestone boulders
(see Fig. 4.37), though those could have had other roles
in the planning of the barrow, and there are other such
deposits which do not overlie the former midden. We
discuss this again in Chapter 4, and further in Chapter
15.

We have drawn attention especially to the area of dark
brown loam and the concentrations of material more or
less coincident with it. As we will discuss further in
Chapter 15, we regard the midden as the result of con-
scious accumulations. We see signs of differing episodes,
but such episodicity if anything underlines the restricted
accumulation of material. It is possible that this could
have resulted from various activities, including ones
occurring in the flow of daily life, but we are reluctant to
assign or resign the various depositions and accumula-
tions just to everyday occupation. For the present we will
leave this too as an open question, and return to it again
in Chapter 15 when the barrow and its contents, and their
possible links with the midden, have been fully described.
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Fig. 2.7 Distribution of all pre-barrow flint, per square metre. As a guide in this and following figures, the shape of the
overlying barrow is given as a background outline.

Fig. 2.8 Distribution of pre-barrow diagnostic Mesolithic flint.
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Fig. 2.9 Distribution of pre-barrow diagnostic Neolithic flint.

Fig. 2.10 Distribution of pre-barrow cores.
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Fig. 2.11 Distribution of pre-barrow waste (flakes, chips and rejuvenation flakes).

Fig. 2.12 Distribution of pre-barrow knives and scrapers.
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Fig. 2.13 Distribution of pre-barrow serrated flakes, retouched flakes, retouched blades, fabricators and notched pieces.

Fig. 2.14 Distribution of pre-barrow flint conjoins.
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Fig. 2.15 Distribution of all flint in the barrow. Note that in this and following figures, finds are centred within the barrow
cuttings.

Fig. 2.16 Distribution of diagnostic Mesolithic and Neolithic flint in the barrow.
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Fig. 2.17 Distribution of cores and waste in the barrow.

Fig. 2.18 Distribution of all tools in the barrow.
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Fig. 2.19 Distribution of pre-barrow pottery.

Fig. 2.20 Distribution of pottery in the barrow.
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Fig. 2.25 Distribution of animal bone (all species) under the barrow.

Fig. 2.26 Distribution of bones of cattle, sheep and cattle-size and sheep-size mammals under the barrow.
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Fig. 2.27 Distribution of bones of pig, red deer, roe deer, dog, cat, fox and boar under the barrow.

Fig. 2.28 Distribution of animal bones in the barrow.
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Fig. 2.29 Distribution of bones of cattle, sheep and cattle-size and sheep-size mammals in the barrow.

Fig. 2.30 Distribution of bones of pig, red deer, roe deer, dog and boar in the barrow.
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Fig. 2.31 Distribution of burnt bone, burnt flint and fired clay in the area of the midden.

Fig. 2.32 Distribution of bones of red deer, roe deer, aurochs, wild pig, cat, dog and fox, and flakes from polished axes under
the barrow.
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Other, uncertain, pre-barrow features

Several other features which have not been included as
pre-barrow features in the above sections of this report
are noted below. These include features definitely sealed
beneath the barrow mound but of doubtful or unexplained
origin and also features outside the protection of the
surviving barrow mound, but which may have originally
been sealed by it. Both situations include significant
features which may have been ‘natural’ in origin (e.g.
linear and other hollows in the subsoil originally formed
under periglacial conditions) but which created a con-
venient focus for accumulation of later cultural material
and/or activity.

Fi

Centred metre squares f-g 49 (Fig. 1.6). Subsoil hollow or just
possibly pit.

Cut. Oval shape, long axis NNW-SSE, measures Sm by 3m,
1.15m deep. This was a large enigmatic feature situated within
the area of the almost totally destroyed northern ‘horn’ of the
cast fagade of the barrow.

Stratigraphy. Uncertain. The critical relationship between this
feature and the surviving undisturbed barrow mound and buried
soil to the west unfortunately had been destroyed by the
foundation trench for a nineteenth century enclosure wall, and
also by a somewhat earlier intrusion. The south-eastern edge of
F1 lay very close to the back of the surviving stonework at the
north-west corner of the indented facade, but the clear-cut
filling and edges of the feature terminated at this point and
could not be demonstrated to run beneath the edge of the
surviving stonework. Despite this hint that the feature could be
secondary to the stonework, the character of the former, its fill
and finds suggest a pre-barrow origin in this area.

The subsoil. A section through the subsoil on the west side of
the feature showed a complexity of material, including dark
brown stony loams, clays with patches of white/greenish loam,
some humic lenses, and occasional limestone fragments. There
seemed little doubt that this was undisturbed. The subsoil at
the western edge of F1 showed marked cryoturbation and it is
possible that the lowest profile of the feature, as excavated,
may reflect a periglacial form, but flint and bone finds from the
lowest levels would appear to belie this, and it seems extremely
unlikely that a large natural ‘trough’ would not have
accumulated a substantial amount of silt at an early stage in the
post-glacial period.

Fill. Beneath the turf and ploughsoil ((1) and (2)) was (4) a
horizon of brown loam and much limestone rubble (probably
representing initial plough disturbance of an upper rubble
filling, possibly originally part of the barrow mound) with a
trough of compact, dirty yellow limestone fragments to the
west (3) probably derived from the barrow mound. Beneath
were horizons of stone-free, orange brown loam (6) some with
charcoal. One especially compact rubble horizon (7) extended
over the eastern area of the feature, running up to the south-
east edge, but not apparently extending beneath the stonework
of the facade, though earlier blocks behind the latter appeared
to have sunk, or to have been tipped over the rubble at the edge
of F1. Below (7) was a more continuous horizon of darker
brown loam and stone (8). In this horizon, in the centre, at the
feature’s southern end, were six boulders (the largest measuring

0.60m by 0.50m by 0.40m) and two flatter-surfaced stones, one
of a type used in the outer elements of the revetment in this
area. Beneath was a 0.20m thick horizon of very light orange,
gritty loam (9) which was present on the south-east and eastern
edge of the feature. On the west slope was dirty yellow silt
(10). At the base was a pocket of loose brown, stony loam (11).
Finds. 26 struck flints (see Table 12.6 in Chapter 12), including
a microlith from (8). Other finds: (5)/(6) 3 pieces of animal
bone. (7) one fragment of bone. (8) 2 bone fragments (1
worked?). (9) 2 fragments of burnt bone (1 worked?), snail
shells. (10) animal tooth, and snail shells.

Whilst, as noted above, part of the profile of F1
suggestively reflected the periglacial convolutions in the
subsoil, the fill and contents indicate a later origin. Some
of the lowest fill, e.g. (9) and (10) may be weathering
products, but the boulders in (8) must represent deliberate
dumping, and this seems a likely factor in much of the
super-incumbent material, perhaps interspersed with
weathering lenses. Apart from one example, there was no
trace of any other revetment stone in the filling, which
argues against a post-barrow origin. It may therefore be
assumed that the feature was filled in before the eastern
extension of the barrow mound, and elements at the top
of the filling (e.g. (4) and (3)) may indicate a final
levelling up, or represent the base of the mound itself.

This does not explain the origin of the feature. It does
not fit easily into a settlement context, either prior to the
construction of the western part of the mound, or the
eastern extension. It may have been an outlying quarry
pit for the western area of the barrow mound, but its
position is aberrant. It could also be interpreted as a mis-
sited incomplete quarry for the mound’s eastern
extension, but in view of the careful planning and laying
out of bays prior to infilling, this seems inherently
unlikely. An exploratory quarry, prior to the establish-
ment of the quarries for the western mound and its bay
definition is another possibility. Finally, it is possible
that the feature represents the digging out of more than
one substantial tree, as part of clearance of the area for
the mound’s eastward extension.

Fi3

Metre square j 53 (for location, see grid on Fig. 2.1). Subsoil
hollow or pit.

Cut. Flattened semi-circle in plan, long axis north-west to
south-east, measures 2.90m by 1.50m, 0.45m deep.
Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath stone and rubble over thin buried
soil in ‘forecourt’. Feature distinguished by area of stone-free
loam contrasting with very stony subsoil.

Fill. (1) Reddish brown clayey loam with occasional small
fragments of charcoal overlying (2) stony brown clayey loam
with frequent charcoal inclusions.

Finds. 13 struck flints (see Table 12.6). Also 1 fragment of
sandstone rubber, 1 bone fragment, 1 sherd.

F8
Metre squares p-q-r 27-28. Irregular hollow.
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Cut. Oval shaped, measures 2.70m by 0.50m (south) and 0.90m
(north), 0.13m deep (below base of buried soil).

Stratigraphy. Partially covered by stones of barrow inner wall
which had sunk into top of hollow. Sealed by upper part of
buried soil ¢.0.05m thick containing pottery, flint, bone. Feature
lay within a wider, deeper linear subsoil feature. Whether F8
represents an irregular excavation into the top of this feature,
or part of the latter which had not become completely filled
prior to Neolithic activity on the site, is uncertain. North-
western end of the feature terminated in a shallow slope, with
?setting of stones (F9).

Fill (as represented mainly at north-western end). (1) Dark
brown clayey loam, representing thickened upper soil horizon
over feature (2) dark loam, (3) reddish-brown loam with some
stone, difficult to distinguish from fill of subsoil feature.

Finds. 16 struck flints, mainly flakes. Also sherds of pottery
(Vessel 13), fragments of animal bone; sherds of pottery, 1
quern fragment (1210).

Fi15
Metre squares q-r 21-23. Subsoil hollow.

Cut. Linear feature, long axis north to south, measures 2.50m
(southern end unrecorded, may have extended further to north)
by 1.90m, 0.50m deep. The profile was typical of the linear
hollows in the subsoil in this area with a shallow eastern and
steep western edge with knots of vertical stones towards the
latter.

Stratigraphy. See F14.
Fill. Reddish-brown, stony clayey loam with gritty patches.
Finds. 1 flake.

F17
Metre squares e-f 21-22. Subsoil hollow.

Cut. Short, irregular linear feature, long axis north-east to
south-west, measures 1.80m by 1.30m, 0.20m deep. North-east
and south-west edges ill-defined, north-east fading out into
edge of lynchet/Roman quarries.

Stratigraphy. Outside outer wall of barrow, beneath fallen
stones which in metre square f 21 had apparently subsided into
F17.

Fill. (1) mottled reddish-brown clayey loam with patches of
dark brown loam. (2) gritty brown loam.

Finds. (1) 1 tooth and 2 fragments of bone.
Fi18

Metre square j 30.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.14m, 0.01m deep.

Stratigraphy. Within buried turf, c. 0.02m below original
ground surface.

Fill. Thin ash patch.

Finds. Burnt bone fragments over feature.
F19

Metre square 1 30.

Cut. Circular, diameter c. 0.12m
Stratigraphy. As F18.

Fill. Thin ash patch.

Finds. Burnt bone fragments over feature.

F20
Metre square o 25.

Stratigraphy. Buried soil.

Cut. Irregular shape, diameter 0.08m by 0.06m, 0.01m deep.
Fill. Thin ash patch.

No finds.

F21

Metre square 1 31.

Cut. Oval, ¢.0.15m by c. 0.10m. Very shallow.

Stratigraphy. Within buried turfline, ¢.0.02m below buried soil
surface.

No finds.

F22
Metre square 1 31.

Cut. Oval. 0.20m by 0.14m, 0.01m deep.

Stratigraphy. Within buried turfline, some 0.03m below buried
soil surface. Stake-hole S54 (offset 18/19) apparently cut
through this feature.

No finds.

These shallow features F18-F22 were all recorded
within the upper part of the buried soil, but below the soil
surface. None have been interpreted in this report as post-
holes or post bases though some may represent formerly
distinct small features modified in the process of worm
sorting and turfline formation.

F23
Metre square 1 30. Possibly a post base.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.10m, depth unrecorded.
Stratigraphy. In top of buried soil.

Fill. Yellow gritty clay, hard packed at base.

No finds.

A kink in the dumped turf on original ground surface south of
barrow central axis, suggests F23 pre-dates this dumping, but
feature may be associated with laying out of mound structure.

F24

Metre squares o-n 26. Possibly a post base.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.12m, 0.03m deep.

Stratigraphy. Recognised only at top of subsoil.

Fill. Dark brown loam and charcoal.

No finds.

F25

Metre squares m-n 25-26. Shallow hollow.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.40m, depth unrecorded.
Stratigraphy. Sealed by buried turf-line.

Fill. Very dark gritty loam with much occupation debris.
Finds. 6 sherds of pottery (5 from Vessel 7 (including 1 joining
sherd in i 31), 1 unattributed), 3 bone fragments (1 burnt).
F26

Metre square m 24. Possibly a post base.

Cut. Small hollow ringed by 6 small stones tilting inwards and
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downwards, enclosing an irregularly circular area, diameter
0.14m, 0.05m deep.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath 0.03—0.04m buried turf and by a
horizontal stone (0.20m by 0.11m) with one edge burnt, and
directly overlying F26.

Fill. Hard, dark, gritty clay loam with small fragments of
limestone at base, mixed with very small fragments of pottery.
Finds. Crumbs of pottery.

F27

Metre square m 24.

Cut. Irregular oval hollow, long axis east-west, adjacent to
F26, measures 0.26m by 0.18m, and 0.03m in depth.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath 0.03—0.04m of buried turf-line.
Fill. Very dark gritty loam with minute pieces of charcoal.

Finds. 3 flakes, 1 bladelet.

F28

Metre square 1 29.

Cut. Oval shaped, long axis north-south, measures 0.30m by
0.26m, depth unrecorded.

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath turf-line and overlying F11.
Fill. Dark brown loam.

Finds. Fragment of bone.

F30

Metre squares 1-m 22-23. Shallow hollow, ?stone hole.

Cut. Oval shaped, long axis east-west, 0.92m by 0.32m, 0.02m
deep (below top of subsoil).

Stratigraphy. Beneath packing stones between the two pairs of
cists.

Fill. Loose, almost stone-free, dark brown loam, contrasting
with compact stony horizon at base of soil profile.

No Finds.

This feature is discussed further in Chapter 4 where it
is interpreted as a socket for an orthostat originally set up
as part of the barrow axial divide and subsequently
removed. It was not possible to identify the pre-barrow
surface in this area because of re-sorting of the buried soil
due to worm action amongst the later packing stones
between the two pairs of cists. The feature is therefore
insecurely stratified. A former stone socket seems the
most likely explanation although the absence of any
compacted soil at the base of the feature (in contrast to
stone-holes for the nearby cists) is noteworthy.

F31

Metre square 1 25. Possibly a post-hole.

Cut. Circular with vertical sides, diameter 0.15m, 0.04m in
depth (below subsoil).

Stratigraphy. Sealed beneath turf-line. Unrecognised above
subsoil level, but at least 0.10m below original buried ground
surface.

Fill. Light brown gritty loam with tiny fragments of burnt
limestone.

Finds. Flint: 1 flake, 1 retouched blade.

F32
Metre square o 23.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.25m, depth unrecorded.

Stratigraphy. Showing at base of buried soil beneath Othostat
4, after removal of 0.02m of loose brown loam beneath stone.

Fill. Dark brown mottled loam with charcoal.
F34

Metre square m 22.

Cut. Diameter 0.16m, 0.04m in depth.

Stratigraphy. Recognised as a hollow in the reddish-brown
gritty loam towards the base of soil within the north-east corner
of southern inner cist.

Fill. Dark brown loam indistinguishable from soil outside
feature. The western and north-eastern edges of the feature
were lost in the narrow stoneholes of Orthostats 6 and 8.

Finds. Human humerus 391/320.

The origin of F34 is uncertain. It may have been a pre-
cist feature cut by the stoneholes or a post-cist animal
disturbance as suggested by the position of the humerus
and bones which were recovered outside the north-west
corner of the cist (see chapter 5).

F35
Metre square h 19. Subsoil hollow.

Cut. Unrecorded.

Stratigraphy. Lower part of buried soil beneath inner wall face.
Fill. Reddish-brown clay.

Finds. 7 struck flakes (3 flakes, 2 blades, 1 piece of irregular
waste, 1 end scraper).

F36

Metre square 1 30.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.18m, depth unrecorded.
Stratigraphy. Well sealed beneath buried turf-line.

Fill. Compact orange-brown mottled clay loam with abundant
rounded limestone pellets.

Finds. 4 struck flints (1 piece of irregular waste, 1 core and 1
microlith), a fragment of burnt bone and hazelnuts are recorded
from F36, 37 and 39 but which finds came from which feature
is unknown.

F37

Metre square 1 27.

Cut. Circular, diameter 0.24m, depth unrecorded.
For stratigraphy, fill and finds, see F36.

F38

Metre squares m-n 28. ?Subsoil hollow.

Cut. Oval shaped, long axis north-east to south-west, measures
0.20m by 0.16m. Depth unrecorded.

Stratigraphy and fill. As F36.
No finds.
F39

Metre square o 30. Probable tree root hole.
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Cut. Oval shaped, measures 0.15m by 0.20m, 0.16m deep
below top of subsoil, 0.38m below buried ground surface.

Fill. Mottled orange-brown loam.

Finds. See F36.

F52

Metre squares p-q-r 25-26-27. Linear subsoil hollow.

Cut. Long axis south-east to north-west, measures 3.60m by
0.75m, 0.52m deep.

Stratigraphy. One of several similar parallel hollows in this
area all partially lying beneath the robbed-out area (see chapter
4) on the southern side of the barrow mound. Its profile was
characteristically steep on the west, shallow on the east.

Fill. Light orange-brown gritty loam with occasional stones.
Finds. 3 sherds of pottery (Vessel 22), 9 struck flints (6 flakes,
1 blade, 1 piece of irregular waste, 1 chip) and 2 fragments of

bone from top of feature and may really be associated with
F53.
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The snails’
John G Evans

Introduction

This section is on the snails but draws on the soils and
sediments, including soil micromorphology, the charcoals
(this chapter), the pollen (Dimbleby and Evans 1974) and
the archaeology (Chapter 2), all brought together in the
discussion. The snails cannot be interpreted in isolation.
Indeed, if we are to adopt a truly interpretive approach
(e.g. Shanks and Hodder 1995) we must see the snails as
an integral part of human engagement, not as a means to
an end in the interpretation of environment. Niches, for
example, are not occupied but created in a mutual
interaction between people, snails and the land, and then
further adapted to (Odling-Smee et al. 2003). The late
spread into the Oxfordshire Cotswolds of Pomatias elegans
by comparison with its earlier presence in Wessex is part
of'a process whereby the rubbly calcareous soils which this
species favours were actively encouraged by Neolithic
communities. It is possible that Neolithic people, too, just
as we are today, were cognisant of the different species
and knew their habitats, encouraging or discouraging them
accordingly. Pomatias elegans with its large size, winkle-
like form and operculum (almost unique among British
land snails) is distinctive and may have been encouraged,
as too may the different colour and banding morphs of the
species of Cepaea, and the sinistrality of the clausiliids —
another group striking in its visuality because of an ability
to rest for long periods on stone and tree-trunks. People in
rural habitats living close to the soil and vegetation have
an intimate knowledge of their texture and inhabitants,
and may use snails as a means of creating specific
identities. Admittedly for the smaller species of snail, this
is difficult to sustain, but the snails, generally, with their
shells increase the lime content of soils, an important
attribute in an area like Ascott-under-Wychwood where

there is a propensity to decalcification; Neolithic people
may not have been unaware of this. Furthermore, snails
may respond to each other not only in conventional
ecological ways but expressively; density can be as much
about sociality as about food and mating. Social agency is
not a prerogative solely of humans (J. Evans 2003). So
differences from one patch of ground to another may be
something that is engineered by both people and snails.

How we as environmental archaeologists use these
engagements in our own lives is also relevant, that is in
our personal ontology and in relation to contemporary
cultural paradigms — as if the two can be separated. The
geological/culture-history models satisfied a particular
style of engagement with the past, one of order and
classification through time and space. Post-modernism
and, for example, Lacanian psychoanalysis see things
rather differently (e.g. Eagleton 1996), with the idea of
materials (here snails, soils, potsherds) themselves as only
coming into being through conscious and unconscious
engagement with the human psyche. This is another way
of stating the interpretive position but in a broader setting.
Some of these ideas may seem a bit far-fetched, but if
environmental archaeology is to progress then we need to
be thinking along these lines.

Theory and practice in land-snail interpretation have
also moved on since the original publication of the Ascott-
under-Wychwood snails (J. Evans 1971, for the buried
soil; J. Evans 1972, for the buried soil and Roman quarry),
with an important review by K. Thomas (1985) and papers
by J. Evans (1991) and Evans and Williams (1991)
examining numerical methods of analysis, although in the
end an approach which looks at the ecology of broad
groups and individual species is still the most fruitful.
Partly this is because of taphonomic mixing (Cameron
and Morgan-Huws 1975; Carter 1990), and this is still a
significant problem, even though work in association with
other indicators such as soil micromorphology (Whittle et
al. 1993) and pollen (Dimbleby and Evans 1974) has
refined the chronology of snails in buried soils. Yet even
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this, in the interpretive spirit, we must see as a part of the
process of soil and habitat creation — not, as most
environmental archaeologists would have it, as something
to be disentangled in order to extract the ‘true’ past faunas
and then forgotten. Partly, too, it is because of the eclectic
nature of snail behaviour in relation to habitats. Specific
and narrow ecologies can be recognised but only in specific
contexts, changing abundances in a species through time
or from one place to another are not necessarily mapping
the same change in physical conditions (K. Thomas 1985).
Vallonia costata can be responding variously and directly
to changing moisture conditions, shade, the calcareous
content of the soil or grassland type. This needs to be
remembered in reading histograms. On the other hand,
some individual species can be most informative: snails
often behave in regard to specific habitat conditions, as if,
like people, there are no other species around. That is the
case with Vertigo pygmaea and Vallonia excentrica; when
they occur it is as short-turved grassland species. In the
area of practice, finer sampling, including spatial analysis
of soil surfaces, as at Easton Down (Whittle et al. 1993),
has allowed finer chronological and spatial resolution.
This was not done at Ascott-under-Wychwood, but may
never have been feasible anyway because of the rubbly
nature of the soils. On the other hand, rock-rubble faunas
which respond to the micro-habitat of interstices in rock
rubble (Evans and Jones 1973) do not seem to have
developed at any stage in the Ascott-under-Wychwood
sequence except in the southern outer cist.

More widely, any attempt to try to match molluscan
data to patterns of regional change in the manner of pollen
diagrams is only feasible either in broad biogeographical
terms (e.g. Kerney et al. 1980) or, when applied to human
landscapes, through a consideration of the diversity of
the faunas themselves, both within and between sites.
The latter is one of the beauties of molluscan analysis — it
allows site environments to be explored in some detail —
as was made clear in my paper on the relevance of
geographical and archaeological context (J. Evans 1993);
yet still people try to squeeze the data into regional faunal
schemes, as if snails were tree pollen.

The site of Ascott-under-Wychwood long
barrow

There is new nomenclature since the original work, the
latest comprehensive list being that of Kerney (1999), so
the lists have been re-presented here (except for the
Roman quarry). The histograms have been drawn to
present as much data as possible so as to bring out fine
nuancing, rather than, as previously, expressing it in
groups of several species together. There is also a
sequence from one of the Neolithic quarries (NQ 3) which
has not been published previously.

General comments on sequence
Sequence is composed of an engagement with the past

and a divination of the future. It is not a series of static
events. This is important. Comparison has always been a
key component in the interpretation of the molluscan data,
but this needs stating explicitly; individual assemblages
are not being assessed in isolation or with reference to a
general base of ecological knowledge. The significance of
any one assemblage is partly as its place in the sequence
but also in relation to the sequence; in assessing any one
level in a snail histogram, the eye moves up and down the
whole. Or, put another way, sequence is a reflexive
understanding of a series of assemblages.

More specifically, there is a relationship with how
people understand and engage with environment. There
can be a situation where the future — and indeed the long
future — is understood and created, not so much in the
creation of a specific monument but in the ordination of
astate. It could be that the land at Ascott-under-Wychwood
was being manipulated in the Mesolithic period as a future
enterprise, not perhaps precisely as we have it today but
in a general sense of an embedding of history. So to
describe, or even try to comprehend, the sequence in terms
of pre-barrow, barrow and post-barrow events is unsatis-
factory to say the least; not only do post-barrow events
relate to what went before — and that is easy to understand
—but pre-barrow events are unfolding in the light of future
expectations, in which case the very term pre-barrow is
strictly speaking negated (see below and Chapter 15).

The Mesolithic tree-throw F11

The section of the tree-throw pit, F11, repays careful study
because it displays a detailed sequence (Figs 4.29 and
4.32; see also J. Evans 1971, fig. 7; and see further
discussion of this feature in Chapters 2 and 12).
Essentially there are two discrete infillings, a lower one
(Fill (1) F11 — a compact grey material) from which
samples VIII and VIIIa were taken and an upper one (Fill
(2) F11 — more humic, loamy and less gritty) from which
samples XI and XII derive, separated from each other by
a layer of pale limestone rubble. Above the infilling was
the main body of the pre-barrow soil which was less
calcareous and in places stone-free. This was overlain by
a calcareous turf-line which in places had small stones at
its base (see Chapter 2).

The fauna from samples VIII and VIIla (Table 3.1,
Fig. 3.1) (J. Evans 1971, fig. 5B) is the earliest from the
site, although the two samples from the base of the pre-
barrow soil profile (26—46cm) may be of an equivalent
sort of age on faunal grounds. The likely interpretation is
of material which replaced a tree root, either that had
decayed or been torn out by throw. The fauna is a
woodland one, except for Vallonia costata which may
reflect some openness. It is also restricted in species by
comparison with the later fill (XI and XII) (Table 3.1,
Fig. 3.1) — the absence of Acicula fusca, Vertigo alpestris,
Lauria cylindracea, Spermodea lamellata and Trichia
striolata among others, and the paucity of Discus



Subsoil hollow
Sample/ cm Vllla VIII XII
Air-dry weight in kg 2 2 2
Acicula fusca 0 0 1
Carychium tridentatum 109 92 227
Cochlicopa lubrica 0 0 0
Cochlicopa lubricella 0 0 0
Cochlicopa spp. 6 7 12
Columella edentula 2 2 3
Vertigo pusilla 4 2 8
Vertigo pygmaea 0 0 0
Vertigo alpestris 0 0 1
Pupilla muscorum 0 0 0
Lauria cylindracea 0 0 5
Vallonia costata 29 29 36
Vallonia excentrica 0 0 0
Acanthinula aculeata 17 19 13
Spermodea lamellata 0 0 2
Ena montana 0 0 2
Ena obscura 0 0 0
Punctum pygmaeum 10 5 9
Discus rotundatus 19 12 290
Vitrina pellucida frag. 0 1
Vitrea crystallina 0 0 0
Vitrea contracta 41 28 11
Nesovitrea hammonis 2 0 3
Aegopinella pura 10 8 25
Aegopinella nitidula 15 18 5
Oxychilus cellarius 4 1 81
Oxychilus alliarius 1 1 6
Limacidae 4 3 31
Euconulus fulvus frag. 1 1
Cochlodina laminata 0 1 6
Clausilia bidentata 3 6 62
Trichia striolata 0 0 0
Trichia hispida 11 13 20
Arianta arbustorum 0 0 0
Helicigona lapicida 0 0 3
Cepaea nemoralis frag. 0 0
Cepaea hortensis frag. 0 0
Arianta, Cepaea spp. 9 6 56
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Buried soil
XI 36- 26- 16- 6- 0-
46 36 26 16 5
2 1.33 1.25 1.32 1.3 1.23
1 1 0 6 9 2
305 16 48 45 66 66
cf. 1 0 0 0 2 5
0 0 frag. 0 0 5
19 4 10 9 6 40
12 0 0 3 2 0
19 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 41
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1 239
3 0 1 0 0 0
74 3 13 2 4 219
0 0 0 0 0 65
34 2 11 10 12 14
10 0 0 0 0 0
3 1 4 2 2 5
3 0 2 2 0 4
17 0 0 0 0 0
302 17 48 142 71 42
0 0 0 0 1 19
0 0 0 1 0 0
39 3 5 22 22 7
1 1 1 0 3 11
40 7 4 19 10 7
9 2 3 14 8 13
105 16 7 34 19 11
2 0 0 2 2 0
25 0 0 2 0 5
0 0 0 2 1 0
7 2 4 3 1 1
51 15 15 8 9 17
6 0 0 0 0 0
14 3 12 15 14 28
frag. 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0
2 frag. frag. frag. frag. frag.
frag. 0 0 0 frag. frag.
48 8 10 10 14 24

Table 3.1 Snails from the subsoil hollow, F11, and buried soil.

rotundatus and Oxychilus cellarius — and these features
likely reflect the chronology of biogeographical spread
across England in the middle Holocene as much as local
differences in woodland composition. It is for this reason
that I believe the two parts of the subsoil hollow formed
at quite different times and not as a single tree-throw
event and infilling.

Thus the later samples from this feature (Table 3.1,
Fig. 3.1) (XI and XII) (Fill (2) F11) are much richer in
species. It is true we are dealing with a different sort of
material here and that there is a much greater abundance
of shells. It is true, too, that the Shannon diversity index
values (J. Evans 1991; Evans and Williams 1991;
Magurran 1988; Pielou 1975) of the assemblages between
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Fig. 3.1 Histogram of snail numbers. A, Neolithic Quarry, NQ3. B, Buried soil under the barrow. C, Tree-throw pit. Note the different scales of snail numbers. Note also that

the tree-throw pit infilling and the pre-barrow soil are not a stratigraphical sequence as such. The snails refer to measurements and stratigraphy on the left-hand side of the

stratigraphical column; this is important where the soils slope, as in the quarry, 60—65cm.
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the two styles of infilling are more or less identical,
suggesting that the higher number of species in the later
samples is a reflection of higher numbers of individuals.
Yet the additional species in these later samples are
precisely those which Kerney et al. (1980) see as
belonging to a late stage in the biogeographical spread
into southern Britain in the Holocene, so a separation of
the two faunas on this basis is likely.

The implications of this discussion is that we are
dealing with quite a long sequence and that there were
two episodes of tree-throw and infilling, and this is backed
up by the wide age range of flintwork from the fills
(although there is no precise correlation of early and late
types with the two different fills respectively). The area
was one of instability over a long period of time, with
tree-throw, soil disturbance and local openness of the
canopy. The concentration of Mesolithic material in this
area (see Figs 2.2, 2.7 and 2.8) and specifically in the
infilling of the later part of the tree-throw infilling (XI
and XII) (although not in the earlier infilling, samples
VIII and VIIIa) was likely a part of this.

The question of woodland closing in the
Mesolithic

The degree of openness of the woodland as indicated by
the snails in the tree-throw is uncertain. I originally
suggested some openness in the earlier part and closing
over in the later part, influenced by a successional model
and the nature of the fauna where not related to
biogeographical spread — e.g. a decrease in Vallonia
costata and Vitrea contracta and a number of other
catholic species which tend to be less frequent in utterly
shaded, than more open, woods.

There was also the overlying stone-free and largely
decalcified soil which I considered to be a brown-forest
earth and thus the culmination of closing. This is the part
of the profile which formed over the tree-throw deposits
and is labelled in my original publication as ‘Brown
earth’ (J. Evans 1971, fig. 7). However, there are no
snails in the soil because it is largely decalcified, and the
data of the soil itself are difficult to interpret; really there
seems no reason why this part of the profile cannot reflect
a more open environment, even of grassland, rather than
one of closed woodland. We know from sites on the chalk
that partial, then total, decalcification can occur under
grassland with the formation of a thick stone-free brown
soil. This is seen at the Kilham long barrow (Dimbleby
and Evans 1974), at Avebury under the bank of the
Neolithic henge (Evans et al. 1985) and in a number of
long-barrow ditch sequences (J. Evans 1990) including
Ascott-under-Wychwood itself (Fig. 3.1, layer 4), so there
is no intrinsic reason why the relatively stone-free soil at
Ascott-under-Wychwood should not also reflect
grassland. On the other hand, at Hazleton North
(Macphail 1990), where there was similarly stone-free
(although more clayey) material, micromorphology

suggested a woodland environment, so the situation is
quite Derridaean.

The buried soil

A vertical series of five samples from the buried soil was
taken in area CVI, probably along the west side of the
baulk that runs along the junction with area VII (Fig.
4.21 lower; and see Fig. 4.20 for location). This was west
of the southern two cists and marginal to the main area of
artefacts (midden), although there was a concentration of
sherds of about five vessels of Neolithic pottery (3, 33, 36,
37 and 39) in the area (Figs 2.21 and 2.24). The profile
was chosen for sampling because it was highly calcareous
(and therefore rich in snails) and because there was a
clear distinction between the main stony body of the
profile and the turf-line on top of it. In these respects it
was different from the equivalent horizons of the tree-
throw pit, F11, which lay about 8 m to the ENE. So both
archaeologically and pedologically this is not typical of
the pre-barrow profile, which anyway was highly variable
(see also chapter 2 and below).

The molluscan faunas (Table 3.1; Fig. 3.1) fall into
two clear groups, a woodland one from the four samples
from the rubbly main body of the soil profile (5—46¢cm)
and a grassland one from the single sample from the
uppermost horizon, the stone-free turf (0—5cm) (J. Evans
1971, fig. 5A). The woodland fauna is similar to that
from the upper part of the tree-throw pit and shows an
even further decrease in Vallonia costata, suggesting
complete closing in of the woodland. This is about eight
metres from the tree-throw pit, however, so it may be a
parallel sequence from a darker part of the wood.

The fauna in the stone-free turf (and in this area of the
pre-barrow soil, that is what this surface horizon
represents) is an open-country one, marked by the
apparent sudden introduction of three xerophile species,
Vallonia excentrica, Pupilla muscorum and Vertigo
pygmaea, and the massive increase of Vallonia costata
(Fig. 3.1, 0-5cm). Significant woodland species remain
static or decline. This was a grassland environment.

The fauna in the upper parts of the buried soil is very
rich. It may be that some of the less abundant species
derive from the underlying soil and were not actually
living when the barrow was built. Carter (1990) has
shown how the temporal integrity of snail shells in the
turf of rendsina soils is low. On the other hand the more
mesophile species may actually be later than the xerophile
ones and reflect a trend to longer grassland and scrub or
bracken growth after a more open grassland phase. The
pollen evidence (Dimbleby and Evans 1974) suggests the
replacement of lime woodland with bracken and hazel,
although with some influence of grassland in one sample.
Yet the snails definitely indicate a significant open-
country — and likely grassland — phase; a reduction in
grassland and xerophile snails in modern grassland that
is tending to scrub or bracken is clear, as shown by the
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modern faunas discussed below and by Cameron and
Morgan-Huws (1975) for just these types of situation.

More widely, the quite sudden introduction of three
open-country species, Vallonia excentrica, Pupilla
muscorum and Vertigo pygmaea, means that they were
already in the vicinity, yet the absence of other species
which are favoured by clearance and open country,
especially Pomatias elegans and Helicella itala, means
that such environments were not widespread. At the least
there was significant woodland between this area of the
Oxfordshire Cotswolds and the chalklands of Wessex
further south where these species were present early on,
for example at Wayland’s Smithy (Whittle 1991).

As in the discussion of the pre-bank surface at
Windmill Hill (Fishpool 1999) and Easton Down long
barrow (Whittle et al. 1993), the evidence of snails from
the quarry infilling also supports a generally woodland
environment, with open-country species at less than 1 per
cent. However, by this time Pomatias elegans and
Helicella itala had reached Ascott-under-Wychwood,
suggesting wider clearance and soil disturbance.

The large, hand-picked snails

Ten lots of hand-picked snails were analysed as well as
the soil from inside them which yielded some smaller
species (see Tables 3.2 for provenances and 3.3 for the
shells). Some of the samples (certainly 1 and 2) are from
the buried soil, two are from pit F7 (6 and 7) and one is
from the southern outer cist (10).

Some of the Cepaea nemoralis shells are unbanded
and this is the usual state of affairs for Neolithic shells of
this species (Currey and Cain 1968); at South Street, all
the shells (458) of this species except one, from the buried
soil and prehistoric levels (Bronze Age and earlier in the
quarry fills) were unbanded (Cain 1971). The Cepaea
hortensis shells, on the other hand are all banded. In
sample 10 there is a diversity of banding morphs; this
sample may have accumulated over quite a long period of
time and there were a few modern shells in it, one of
Vertigo pygmaea and one of Pupilla muscorum.

The shells in sample 10 (from the southern outer cist)
are likely of a variety of origins. On the one hand there is
a definite rock-rubble aspect in the high proportions of
Oxychilus cellarius, Discus rotundatus and Vitrea
crystallina (Evans and Jones 1973), and this one would
expect in a cist especially with human flesh in it. The
contrast in the proportions of Oxychilus cellarius (619),
which is a rock-rubble species, and the similar-sized
Aegopinella nitidula (15), which is not, with the more
nearly equal abundances of these two species in the buried
soil and quarry (NQ3) emphasises this origin. Oxychilus
cellarius was a feature of the primary burials at
Wayland’s Smithy (Whittle 1991, 88). On the other hand,
there are the large numbers of Pomatias elegans, and
although this species burrows lightly into the soil it is not
typical of underground chambers or rock-rubble habitats.

The same goes for certain other species, especially
Helicella itala which is a grassland species. Both these
species are absent from the buried soil so are likely
intrusive. If this took place shortly after the deposits were
made then the introduction of these species into the area
is quite closely dated.

Forty adult shells of Pomatias elegans from sample 10
were measured to compare them with the size of this
species from two other prehistoric samples, one from a
hillwash in Kent (Burleigh and Kerney 1982) and the
other from a Mesolithic tufa at Blashenwell in Dorset
(Preece 1980). The shells compared well with the large
specimens in the prehistoric samples and were much
larger than present-day specimens from the same areas
(Fig. 3.2). The species, when it eventually got to Ascott-
under-Wychwood, obviously thrived there.

The Neolithic quarry infilling:
the prehistoric soils

The snail sequence in the quarry pit NQ 3 (Fig. 4.65),
starts with layers 9a and 9 which are two thin humic
layers about 1.5m above the bottom of the quarry (see Fig.
3.1 and Table 3.4). These formed by the trickling in of
humic material and are not in situ soils if the evidence of
the extreme paucity of shells is anything to go by; layer
9a, the lowest, has only a few fragments of Cepaea, while
layer 9 had only eight shells. There were charcoal
fragments in both samples, especially abundant in layer
9. There is then another layer of limestone rubble (layer
8). The rapid infilling before this probably took only a
few years so that the steep and fresh appearance of the
completed quarry was soon obliterated for a more
established and derelict state. The Neolithic people must
have known that this would be so, suggesting the
interesting possibility that the form of the quarry was
planned with this in mind (Ashbee 2004). It is similar to
the setting in place of ‘extra-revetment’ material (or of
building the wall so that it would easily collapse) to create
an appearance of ruin along the edge of the cairn (see
Chapter 4). This kind of intentionality makes discussions
of whether the fill of the quarry (and the ‘extra-revetment’
material) was natural or artificial meaningless, for
although the fill is natural in that it was not shovelled or
raked in, it nevertheless formed in an environment that
was artificially engineered for such a form.

It was not until the finer infillings of layers 7 and 6
that snails colonised the quarry. Thus the first sample to
have significant numbers of shells so as to suggest that
vegetation was growing in the quarry was 90-97cm, the
lower part of layer 7. The fauna is virtually devoid of
open-country species and thus indicates woodland,
although the low number of species suggests that this is a
colonising fauna or that the environment was quite
specialised. Davies and Wolski (2001) estimated the size
of Neolithic clearings for long barrows from snail
migration rates and the time span between barrow
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1. 1976.217 -3 — C1 Be... (W) PF + 7' Depth 2'6" OGS
2. 1976.217 — C1 — c/AUW 65 17 OGS
3. 1976.217-133 -DV
4. 1976.217 - 134 - DV
5. 1976.217 — 153 — Cutting DV
6. 1976.217 — Pit 7, 508 (“One specimen of Kentish snail for display”)*
7. 1976.217 — Pit 7, 510 lower half (Another note about the Kentish snail)*
8. 1976.217 — In section (5) H>12'6 2'6 depth, 15.9.65 with clay loomweight
9. 1976.217 — CIV Triangular area enclosed by points C, A, B — in bottom fill over
yellow natural
CIV 3.40m CIV 2.80m CIV 2.50m
DIV 3.60m A DIV 440m B DIV 3.68m C
10. 1976.217 — 374 — All the snails on display at Woodstock context (exc. the Kentish
snail) 1977, CVII chamber 2

Table 3.2 List of samples examined for hand-picked snails. These were collected by an unknown process and given to me in
polythene bags labelled as below and from which I extracted the snails. *The reference to the Kentish snail, Monacha
cantiana, may be a mistake because this species is unknown at Ascott-under-Wychwood before the historical periods, it may
refer to unbanded Cepaea. Then again, the samples may be Roman or later and the identifications correct. See Table 3.3 for
identifications.

12 —
®
< 11 - * *
2 .A_|_=.0. °
prd P
2 JTBE*TBLF
E ® oo
5 o
¢ 10 7 . BLM °
+t,
i BM
9 I I 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 I
12 13 14 15 16 17

HEIGHT IN MM

Fig. 3.2 Measurements of adult Pomatias elegans from the hand-picked sample from the southern outer cist. A = Ascott-
under-Wychwood mean; BF = Brook fossil mean; BM = Brook modern mean (Burleigh and Kerney 1982); BLF = Blashenwell
fossil mean; BLM = Blashenwell modern mean (Preece 1980).
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Hand-picked samples 1 2

Pomatias elegans

Pomatias elegans opercula

Acicula fusca

Carychium tridentatum

Cochlicopa lubricella

Vertigo pygmaea

Pupilla muscorum

Vallonia costata

Vallonia excentrica

Acanthinula aculeata

Ena montana

Discus rotundatus

Vitrea crystallina seg.

Aegopinella nitidula

Oxychilus cellarius

Limacidae

Cecilioides acicula

Cecilioides acicula eggs

Clausilia bidentata

Candidula intersecta

Helicella itala

Trichia striolata

Trichia hispida

Arianta arbustorum

Helicigona lapicida

Cepaea spp.

Cepaea spp. Mid-banded
5-banded
(12345)-banded
Unbanded

Cepaea nemoralis Mid-banded

5-banded
(12345)-banded
Unbanded, brown
Cepaea nemoralis apertures
Cepaea hortensis 5-banded
(12345)-banded
10345-banded
Molluscan eggs, larger than Cecilioides
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Table 3.3 Hand-picked snails and smaller ones from contained soil (see Table 3.2 for contexts).

construction in open ground and woodland regeneration
in the quarries. Figures for clearing sizes are: 67ha for
Easton Down, 101ha for Skendleby and 169ha for South
Street. In the speed and completeness of woodland faunal
colonisation, Ascott-under-Wychwood comes closest to
Easton Down, and in view of the suggested trends to
shaded conditions in the buried soil itself and with no

new species appearing in the ditch, the cleared area may
have been even smaller. Three of the four species on
which Davies and Wolski (2001) based their work are
present at Ascott-under-Wychwood (Acanthinula
aculeata, Aegopinella pura and Carychium tridentatum),
while the fourth (Punctum pygmaeum) is absent from the
pre-barrow buried soil and the lowest levels of the quarry.
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Nor is there a significant increase in species diversity
higher up (3 new species in layer 6). The main snail is
Carychium tridentatum, which is a very small species
and one that lives among leaf litter on the surfaces of the
leaves; Discus rotundatus is also quite abundant, and this
remains the pattern into the next three samples up to
65cm, the upper two of which are layer 6.

The material of layers 7 and 6 is quite fine and pale
and probably represents the secondary fill or ‘compact
chalky wash’ as described by Ian Cornwall (1958) for the
ditch at Snail Down Site 1. Cornwall was one of the first
to formalise the pattern of ditch infilling in chalkland,
limestone and gravel sites and it is on his work that later
archaeologists have drawn in their discussions. He
suggested that the secondary fill was formed by a
combination of blown-in vegetation, frost-action on the
walls of the ditch, rainwash in heavy storms, soil-creep
and wind-blown dust. Gradual stabilisation ensued,
conditions became more humid and vegetation became
established, and at Ascott-under-Wychwood this is seen
in the increase in the number of shells from 154 (at 90—
97cm) to 494 (at 65-75cm). In this material there was a
significant amount of charcoal fragments, some fairly
large, especially in the bottom two samples (85-97cm),
as noted both in the field and in the snail analysis,
suggesting a contribution from wind-blown material from
burnt vegetation. Also in the bottom two samples there
were root concretions in calcium carbonate, some with
shells and charcoal fragments encrusted into them.

The next two samples (50-65¢cm) come from a mainly
stone-free deep-brown humic loam, which is probably a
buried soil, layer 4, which formed in the quarry once the
infilling processes had slowed to insignificance. In the
field section, the lower part of this was noted as having
abundant charcoal fragments although this was not
apparent in the snail analysis. The sample from lower part
of this soil (50-65cm) includes a strong line of rubble at
its base, layer 5, and has more snails (499) than any other
sample from the quarry. The fauna is otherwise similar to
that in the layers immediately below (the secondary fill)
although there are a few more Pomatias elegans and
certainly more of the Aegopinella species. Most signifi-
cantly, there are practically no open-country species (1 per
cent) so this part of the soil was formed in woodland. The
upper part of it (50—60cm) however formed in an environ-
ment which may have been more open and was certainly
subject to decalcification as shown by the extremely low
number of snails — only 20 shells, and these from two sam-
ples which together were almost twice the weight (1.75kg)
of the usual ones (1.0kg). It looks as if the soil was becom-
ing stabilised completely and that the acids from the
vegetation and leaching by rainwater were removing the
calcium carbonate from it. This is something that I have
noted in long barrow ditch soils on the chalk (J. Evans
1990), notably at Giants’ Hills 2, Skendleby in Lincoln-
shire, at Maiden Castle in the bank barrow ditch and at

South Street, and where it was taking place under grassland.

The dating of the layer 4 buried soil is basically
unknown; there are a few flints, no diagnostic sherds and
no radiocarbon dates. Benson (in an earlier preliminary
draft) suggested that ‘These horizons may be paralleled
by the upper soil horizons over the Roman quarry pits...°,
but without adducing any evidence for this. I think they
are late Neolithic and later in view of the usual sequence
in many other barrow ditches, and certainly all the
radiocarbon dates from layers lower down and up to and
including layer 5 are firmly Neolithic.

The Neolithic quarry: the historical period

The historical period is represented by the infilling of the
Neolithic quarry (NQ3) above 50cm in the snail column
(see Figs 3.1 and 4.65, with reference to measurements
and stratigraphy on the left-hand side) and by the Roman
Quarry. First, in the Neolithic quarry, above the buried
soil at 50cm there is a line of limestone rubble, some of the
stones of which lie flat. This could be due to ploughing,
and in one part of the section there is a substantial thickness
of this material, almost as a low bank or lynchet. There is
then a stony soil horizon (30-50cm), confusingly still a
part of layer 4, occupying a shallow depression. The fauna
of this layer is sparse in shells (60 in the lower sample, 52
in the upper) and with a higher percentage of open-country
species (20 per cent and 91 per cent) than any of the
samples further down. This layer may be Roman in view
of a similar ‘zone of flat limestone slabs constituting
deliberate infill or ploughing, possibly during the Roman
period’ in the Roman quarry sequence and where the
fauna of the relevant layers (40—-60cm) is not dissimilar (J.
Evans 1972, 343), although there are no Roman or
common snails (Helix pomatia or Helix aspersa) in this
material, either of which would have confirmed a Roman
or post-Roman date.

Subsequent faunas up to the modern surface reflect
largely open country. Layer 3 is a ploughsoil since it is
very stony and quite pale, and the fauna (20-30cm) is
almost completely open-country. The number of shells
(32) is low and commensurate with a hostile (to snails)
environment. Things pick up at the base of the modern
soil, layer 2, with more snails but just as few species. In
the modern soil itself, layer 1, the fauna is much richer
and, while still of an open-country type, there is influence
of some shade-loving species, reflecting the stable
grassland and scrub at the time of the excavation.

The Roman quarry

The snails have already been published (J. Evans 1972,
342-4) so the data are not re-presented here. Unlike the
Neolithic quarries, the Roman quarry was quite broad
and shallow so there was not the same depth of primary
fill; indeed there was no coarse rubble fill in the bottom
at all and it may be that filling took place quite slowly
from the start. The fauna of the fine secondary fill, 70—
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100cm, was representative of grassland, with high
numbers of Vallonia excentrica and a significant
abundance of Helicella itala; both these are quite
narrowly grassland species.

From 60 to 70cm a soil formed in the quarry. This saw
a clear increase in woodland species, although at the same
time the open-country species persisted, so it looks as if
there was scrub or tree growth in the quarry with influence
of open-country. At the very least, the environment was
much damper, which probably accounts for the huge
increase in Trichia hispida, and more stable. There was
one specimen of Helix aspersa in this layer.

Then there was cultivation over the quarry (27.5-
60cm) so that we see a decrease in shade-loving species,
although no significant increase in the open-country
species until 50cm, when Helicella itala starts to increase,
followed, at 40cm, by Vallonia excentrica. The material
of this infilling is quite fine, especially in its lower part,
suggesting that it formed by gentle inwash from arable
land around the quarry rather than from ploughing right
across it: the quarry acted as a boundary during this
episode.

In contrast in the next phase of infilling, 10-30cm,
ploughing took place across the quarry. This formed at
the end of the 19th century (information from Don
Benson; and see Chapter 1). Woodland species decline,
while grassland species predominate. Trichia striolata
and Candidula gigaxii are common, the former a species
which has enjoyed success in association with human
habitats in the last few centuries, although present in
earlier periods as woodland species, the latter an
introduction of the historical periods.

In the modern turf, there is the same shift to greater
diversity and a significant increase in shade-loving
species as seen in the topsoil of the Neolithic quarry,
suggesting a similar shift in vegetation. It is interesting
how there is a virtual absence of Pupilla muscorum from
these top levels; this species, although often common in
prehistoric and early historic open-country faunas, can be
quite difficult to find today. Such a decline may be due to
a loss of suitable open grassland and bare surfaces which
it likes.

Modern faunas on limestone in the area of
Ascott-under-Wychwood

Modern faunas were investigated by field observations,
and laboratory analysis of one soil sample. They were
from Wychwood Forest, Wytham Woods, the immediate
area of the long barrow at Ascott-under-Wychwood, and
Tackley. Grassland and other kinds of open environments
like bracken and unstable valley sides were concentrated
upon because I was particularly interested in these, but
some woodland areas were also looked at.

In Wychwood Forest (Table 3.5), the samples were:
WA, woodland at end of path from Finstock to ‘Superior’;
WB, scree slopes above main spring in main coombe;

W1, ride by west entrance by long barrow, W1i being
long and short grass, W1ii being bracken and grass; W2,
grassland glade with bracken round the edges and
hawthorn regenerating — only the grassland searched;
W3, grassy knoll above ‘Superior’, short grass; W4, tall
grass, not grazed, with loose soil surface, not a sward,
and some regenerating hawthorn; W5, woodland with
logs; W9, wall by carpark, divided into a damp area and
the wall itself; W10, Dogslade Bottom, a grassy ride,
with logs, W10*, at the edges.

The grassland areas had 27 species, although only
Wi had almost this full complement (26). Species which
one often thinks of as associated with shaded habitats
were common, especially Carychium tridentatum and
Discus rotundatus, and several others of woodland
affinities occurred in small numbers like Acanthinula
aculeata, Aegopinella spp., and Vitrea crystallina. On
the other hand, conventional open-country species were
uncommon, Vallonia species being strictly confined to
grassland and V. excentrica being by more frequent than
V. costata. Trichia hispida was very common in these
open habitats. There were no extensive areas of short-
turved grassland, even though some of the rides were
quite wide (50m for W1, and 20 to 30m for W10) and it
is to such habitats that one would have to go to get faunas
with large numbers of Vallonia and Pupilla muscorum.
The absence of Vertigo pygmaea is almost certainly due
to the methods of recording for it is a very tiny species.
Notable is the rarity of Pomatias elgans and the absence
of Helicella itala, two significant late comers to Ascott-
under-Wychwood in the Neolithic. Note, too, the
complementary behaviour of the similarly shaped and
related species Pupilla muscorum (on scree slopes, WB)
and Lauria cylindracea (on a wall, W9) (cf. Kerney 1999;
J. Evans 2005a), possibly relevant to their behaviour in
the pre-barrow soil (Fig. 3.1).

In Wytham Woods (Table 3.6), the samples were: Wyl,
Rough Common, grass understorey in bracken, this sample
being specifically the bracken; Wy2, the same, but
specifically the grass areas, including records of Charles
Elton (1966); Wyla, Radbrook Common, long grass and
moss, 45m by 150m max. between birch and pine woodland
and some larch, reverting to scrub and without a grass
sward; Wylb, Radbrook Common, areas of short grass;
Wyll, long grass, some scrub, longer than Wy la, tussocky,
reverting to trees; Wylll, by gate, past car park, grassland,
not mowed; Wy IV, sample of dead shells, twigs, leaf-
litter and some soils from scrub and bare ground adjacent
to path near entry to wood; WyV, bracken area. As in
Wychwood Forest, grassland areas are generally small
and reverting to scrub without intensive grazing; as H.N.
Southern wrote to me (in March 1969): ‘Our open
grassland consists of small enclaves in the woodland
dominated by  Brachypodium  pinnatum  and
Arrhenatherum elatius. Only on one of these areas is there
a small amount of bracken which flourishes mainly in
open parts of the woodland on the clay.’
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W10

W10*

W9 damp W9 wall

WB Wili Wlii w2 w3 w4 W5

WA

Wychwood Forest

0
0

present
present

present
present

Trichia striolata
Trichia hispida

Cepaea spp.

0

abundant

0

present

0
0
0
0

abundant
present
present
present

0

present

Cepaea nemoralis
Cepaea hortensis

Helix aspersa

0

present

0

present

* on trees and under logs; ** under stone; ! Under log

Table 3.5 Modern snails from Wychwood Forest.
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And it was the same story with the snails. One area of
bracken with grass understorey (Wy1) was dominated by
four species, none of which is typical of open-country,
and in grassland areas (Wyla and WyIl), both species of
Aegopinella were common. Vallonia costata was
common in grassland habitats in this area, more so than
in Wychwood Forest. In an area of long grass and some
scrub (Wyll), Carychium tridentatum and Trichia hispida
were the main species with Discus rotundatus and
Clausilia bidentata in a subsidiary role. Vallonia species,
Pupilla and Helicellines were present in such habitats but
not in any particular abundance. Again the impression is
of a diversity which would only be reduced in extensive
areas of severely grazed grassland. Woodland faunas from
Wytham are described by Mason (1970), in which, as
with the buried soil and subsoil hollow at Ascott-under-
Wychwood, there is a core suite of about twelve species.
Carychium tridentatum was the most abundant, with
Acanthinula aculeata, Punctum pygmaeum and Vitrea
contracta common; Aegopinella and Oxychilus species,
Discus rotundatus and Trichia striolata were also well
represented.

One of the reasons for doing the work at Wytham was
that there were areas of bracken. At this time, I was
particularly interested in bracken because it had been
identified by Geoffrey Dimbleby in several chalk and
limestone Neolithic soils, including Ascott-under-
Wychwood, as spores and charcoal tracheids (Dimbleby
and Evans 1974), and we wanted to know if there was a
diagnostic bracken snail fauna. Bracken pollen increases
in the upper parts of the buried soil at Ascott-under-
Wychwood, and it seems likely that the richness of the
fauna was a response to an environment which was not
heavily grazed. Yet there still remains to be found any
modern fauna which matches the fauna from the upper
parts of the buried soil at Ascott-under-Wychwood in
both richness of species and the huge numbers of true
xerophile and grassland species.

The other collecting areas were from gardens, walls
and fields around Tackley (T1) (Table 3.7), the home of
the excavation director, and from the area of the long
barrow at Ascott-under-Wychwood (Table 3.7) itself:
AUW wall, wall on long barrow; AUW grs, grassland
around long barrow; AUW anv, thrushes’ anvils on roads
in the area; AUW rr, a rock-rubble pile at the base of an
old wall, from which I made a hand collection of
individual shells and a sample of soil. We can also include
the top samples from the Neolithic quarry (Table 3.4, 0—
10cm) and the Roman quarry (Table 3.7, AUW Ro, after
J. Evans 1972, table 15, 0-7.5cm) on the long barrow.

At Tackley, T1, there was a good separation of
Vallonia excentrica, in pasture, and Vallonia costata on
walls. Yet as we saw at Wytham Wood, the latter can be
a successful grassland species in some circumstances, and
at Ascott-under-Wychwood it is prolific in the topsoil
although not as abundant as the former. The grazed
grassland (AUW grs) was particularly rich in Vallonia
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Table 3.6 Modern snails from Wytham Wood.

excentrica. Pomatias elegans is alive at Ascott-under-
Wychwood but Helicella itala has not been found, neither
here or in any of the modern collecting sites. Walls
continue to provide rich and visual locations for the
Mollusca (AUW wall), with the two species that Martin
Bell found at Hazleton (Saville 1990, 222), Pyramidula
rupestris and Trichia striolata, being the most common.
But the rock-rubble pile (AUW 1) failed to yield the

expected rock-rubble fauna (Evans and Jones 1973) (with
an abundance, for example, of Oxychilus and Vitrea)
perhaps because it was too recent a collapse or too
vegetated. Thrushes select particular species and move
them from their natural habitats to their anvils (AUW
anv).

The main conclusions from this work of relevance to
the barrow sequence are: (1) some species are narrowly
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Tackley and Ascott-under-Wychwood T1
Pomatias elegans 0
Carychium tridentatum 0
Cochlicopa lubrica 8
Cochlicopa lubricella 0
Cochlicopa spp. 0
Pyramidula rupestris present®*
Vertigo pygmaea 0

Pupilla muscorum 0
Vallonia costata common**
Vallonia excentrica abundant !
Ena obscura 0
Punctum pygmaeum 0

Discus rotundatus present
Arion spp. 0

Vitrina pellucida 0

Vitrea contracta 0
Nesovitrea hammonis 0
Aegopinella pura 0
Aegopinella nitidula present
Oxychilus draparnaudi present
Oxychilus cellarius present
Oxychilus helveticus 0
Oxychilus spp. present
Limacidae 0

Limax maximus 0
Deroceras spp. present
Euconulus fulvus agg. 0
Cecilioides acicula 0
Cochlodina laminata 0
Clausilia bidentata present
Candidula intersecta 0
Cernuella virgata present
Monacha cantiana on road
Trichia striolata common**
Trichia hispida present
Cepaea spp. 0

Cepaea nemoralis present
Cepaea hortensis present
Helix aspersa present

AUW wall AUWgrs AUWanv AUW1r AUW Ro
present 0 0 4+6 0
0 0 0 1+0 0
present 0 0 2+3 0
present 0 0 0+1 0
0 0 0 7+0 5
0 0 0 1+0 0
0 0 0 0 26
0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1+0 46
0 common 0 240 147
present 0 0 4+2 1
0 0 0 1+0 27
present 0 0 28 +24 2
present 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 5+0 6
present 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 12
present 0 0 1+0 3
common 0 0 6+3 36
0 0 0 0 0
present 0 0 540 12
cf. 0 0 0+cf. 3 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 6
present 0 0 0 0
present 0 0 3+0 0
present 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1+0 3
present 0 0 0+3 0
present 0 0 3+11 1
0 0 0 0 1
0 present 0 723+ 0
0 0 present 1+0 0
present 0 0 16 +41 33
0 0 0 8+5 78
0 0 0 0 4
present 0 present 0+1 0
0 0 present 0 0
present 0 0 0 0

** On walls. ! In pasture. In AUW rr, the first record is the soil sample, the second hand-collecting

Table 3.7 Modern snails from Tackley and Ascott-under-Wychwood.

confined to particular habitats, especially Vallonia
excentrica to grassland; (2) there was an abundance of
‘woodland’ species in grassland and other kinds of open
habitats; (3) only in intensively grazed pasture (AUW
grs, WylIIl, W3 and W10) were faunas found in which
there was a low diversity of species and the presence of
narrowly grassland (or open-country) forms like Vallonia,
and even in these, abundance was not high; and (4) there

was no clear analogue for the turf-line fauna under the
barrow.

The Warburg Reserve

Although not on limestone but chalk and separated from
the sites just discussed by the River Thames and its
floodplain, the modern faunas in the Warburg Reserve,
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Bix Bottom, Oxfordshire (Gardner 1991), have crucial
relevance to the interpretation of the faunas at Ascott-
under-Wychwood. Here, detailed analysis of faunas along
transects across vegetational boundaries showed how
precisely these could be registered in the Mollusca (Fig.
3.3). It was also clear, again as in the less quantified work
just described, how only in heavily grazed grassland were
there analogues for the prehistoric open-country faunas,
while in tall grass and scrub the faunas were similar to
those of adjacent woodland.

In another study across a grassland/woodland
boundary, this time on a floodplain, woodland species
spread into the boundary zone and even into the grass-
land, while grassland species were much more closely
confined (although not exclusively) to the grassland itself
(Davies 1999).

A pre-barrow thin section
Richard Macphail

A thin section in the Ian Cornwall collection at the
Institute of Archaeology, UCL, was made from the buried
Neolithic soil at Ascott-under-Wychwood. The soil and
its environment have been reported upon previously
(Dimbleby and Evans 1974; J. Evans 1971), along with a
review of the thin section that was carried out with the
blessing of Dr lan Cornwall (Macphail 1987). This
previous work contributed to the analysis of buried soils
at the chambered long cairn at Hazleton, which is located
on similar Oolitic Limestone (Macphail 1990), although
Ascott-under-Wychwood is on Inferior Oolite, Hazleton
North on Great Oolite. As detailed below, the thin section
was taken from the buried soil beneath the eastern end of
the barrow.

Methods

The thin section was studied using a polarising micro-
scope (x1-x200), employing plane polarised light (PPL),
crossed polarised light (XPL) and oblique incident light
(OIL). Standard soil micromorphological descriptions
were made using authorities on soil and sediment micro-
morphology (Bullock et al. 1985; Stoops 1996; Stoops
2003). The archaeological soil micromorphology database
was also utilised (Courty 2001; Courty et al. 1989;
Goldberg et al. in prep.).

Results and discussion

The site is located on an area dominated by shallow soils:
brown rendzinas (Elmton 1 soil association; (Jarvis et al.
1983; 1984). The buried soil sampled here (Table 3.8),
however, although containing traces of secondary calcite,
has a history of decalcification, and like its counterpart at
Hazleton, can best be described as a relict typical argillic
brown earth soil (Shippon soil series) in a landscape now
dominated by brown rendzinas (Courtney and Findlay

1978; Macphail 1990). The last are a likely product of
arable cultivation and consequent erosion. As at Hazleton,
long weathering of the Oolitic limestone produced B-clay
typical of the rock-subsoil interface (Duchaufour 1982). It
is probable that a loose burrow infill that contains a
fragment of B-clay and piece of weathered fossil shell are
evidence of ‘contamination’ by weathered parent material
that is of possible barrow mound origin. It is probable that
the small amounts of secondary calcite (e.g. mosaic sparite)
that are present owe their origin to the movement of CaCO,
down from the mound into the once-decalcified upper
buried soil. The same phenomenon was noted at Hazleton
(Macphail 1990). The micropedological character of the
soil is consistent with its topsoil location (Table 3.8).
The buried soil microfabric is complex. At this level
(exact depth unknown) in the buried topsoil a variety of
pedofeatures is still present, and so it does not seem that
the post-depositional transformation and strong homo-
genisation that is recorded after 32 years at the Overton
Down Experimental Earthwork buried rendzina took
place. It is impossible to know exactly why this burial-
induced transformation did not take place at Ascott-under-
Wychwood, although ‘untransformed soils’ were also
found at Hazleton, and have been recorded at numerous
other buried brown earth soil sites (Macphail 1990). It
may be a question of depth within the buried soil, or even
the paucity of an earthworm fauna (and other mesofauna)
at time of burial. Certainly, at the buried rendzina site of
Easton Down, Wiltshire, this strongly bioactive soil had
undergone major transformation in a way similar to that
of nearby Overton Down (Macphail 1993). Some aspects
of this discussion concerning the difference between
various buried brown soils and their preserved micro-
features were dealt with previously by Macphail (1992).
Whatever the arguments, at Ascott-under-Wychwood,
it is possible to comment on the hierarchy of the existing
microfeatures. Trace amounts of charcoal fragments are
embedded in the matrix, and at this Neolithic site it is
possible to link these with human activity (Gebhardt
1993). The soil matrix itself is generally very dusty, and
includes both relict (fragments) and extant dusty clay
textural pedofeatures (intercalations and void coatings).
These are less apparent in an area of biological (probable
earthworm) working, which is thought to be the latest
pedological event in the buried Neolithic soil. One way to
interpret these features is to suggest, phase(s) of soil
mixing — through cultivation rather than simply through
clearance (and animal or human trampling) — interspaced
with biological working, including rooting, see reviews
in (Carter and Davidson 1998; Courty ef al. 1994;
Goldberg et al. in prep.; Macphail 1992; 1998; Macphail
forthcoming; Macphail et al. 1990; 1998). The rapid
effect of biological working was observed at Butser
Ancient Farm, Hampshire, where arable clods were
fragmented into much smaller biological peds within six
months after ‘abandonment’ in 1989-90 (Gebhardt, pers.
comm.; Goldberg ef al. in prep.). In fact, the presence of
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Fig. 3.3. Modern transect across a woodland to grassland boundary in the Warburg Reserve, Bix Bottom, Oxon (Fig. 3.7
from Gardner 1991).
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Material Sample
Number

examples

Bulk Data (BD)

Soil Microfabric 1/ M10
Microfacies 1

SM: mainly homogeneous; Structure: compact, spongy
microstructure (fissured, with vughs and channels, and
with a [coarse] burrow); areas of 20 and 30% voids,
very dominant fine to medium well accommodated
planar voids (fissures)(from prisms?) and fine (250
pum) and medium (1 mm) size (root) channels and
medium open vughs; burrow is characterised by
compound packing voids between loose soil
aggregates; Coarse Mineral: C:F (limit at 10 pm),
75:25; very dominant well sorted coarse silt- and very
fine sand-size (50-80 pm), with few fine sand-size
quartz (with feldspar) and rare mica; rare traces of
calcite, possibly fragmented biogenic calcite, are
present; an example of 1 mm size etched/weathered
fossil shell fragment occurs in the burrow, which also
contains an irregular shaped 250 um size piece of relict
subsoil B-clay (probably from weathered limestone);
Coarse Organic/Anthropogenic: rare traces of 50-100
pm-size charcoal fragmenting into the matrix; Fine
Fabric: very dominant microfabric 1 — finely dusty
dark reddish brown (PPL), medium interference
colours (close/single spaced porphyric, stipple speckled
b-fabric — with occasional granostriate b-fabric, XPL),
orange (OIL); occasional with patches of many, relict
amorphous organic matter and rare charred inclusions;
Pedofeatures: Textural: abundant patches of dusty
intercalations associated with thin (20 um) dusty clay
coatings (rare examples of dusty clay infills up to 50
um); possible fragmented intercalations and coatings;
Crystalline: rare traces of mosaic sparitic calcite void
infills, sometimes forming out of fine (10-20 pm size
crystals (relict ash?); Fabric: very abundant fabric
mixing — burrowing forming vughy open fabric,

Sampling depth, Soil Micromorphology (SM) and

25x%40 mm size thin section

Comments and Interpretation

Buried soil (J.G.Evans and L.
Cornwall sample)

Probable (argillic) brown earth
soil formed in coarse silty clay
loam (over ‘Jurassic Oolitic
Limestone and Clay’).
Moderately homogeneous soil,
showing complex near surface
(topsoil) pedological history.
Soil profile is disturbed and
shows, inclusion of rare traces
of charcoal, and a generally
dusty clay microfabric, that
includes both relic and extant
dusty clay textural
pedofeatures; and a late phase
of partial biological
(earthworm?) homogenisation.
The latest feature is a loose fill
of a probable earthworm
burrow containing a fragment
of B-clay (probably from
weathered limestone), but this
may be relatively recent
compared to the other buried
soil features.

The topsoil of a decalcified,
probable argillic brown earth,
which — at this very specific
location — had a relatively short
occupation history of clearance,
possible tillage phases and was
becoming biologically worked
as it became revegetated just
prior to burial.

rooting causing channel edge compaction; (some dusty
clay formation post-dates one phase of burrow mixing).

Table 3.8 Facies type (soil microfabric type).

a dusty matrix and fragmented textural and extant textural
pedofeatures (e.g. along root channels) is very similar to
that present at the Neolithic buried brown soil loam at
Kilham, North Yorkshire — another classic site that was
reviewed (Macphail 1990; Macphail ef al. 1990). A proxy
identification of cultivation (phases) was carried out at
Kilham from the buried soil, an interpretation consistent
with the pollen (Dimbleby and Evans 1974).

At Ascott-under-Wychwood, there seems to be enough
soil micromorphological evidence to make a similar proxy
identification of a cultivation history that was likely
succeeded by possible short-lived abandonment, bio-
logical working and re-vegetation. It cannot be
emphasised enough, however, that this interpretation is
very specific to this one sampled location, under the

eastern end of the barrow. The four areas studied under
the Hazleton long cairn all told slightly different stories
(Macphail 1990). It may well be that other environmental
studies from different locations of the buried soil and
quarries at Ascott-under-Wychwood will produce data
that do not fully agree with the soil findings (and diversity
is indeed stressed by John Evans at the end of this
chapter), which is why all samples should be fully
correlated (Macphail and Cruise 2001). At Hazleton, a
mosaic of different localised landuse, was identified; with
a dark midden area (cultivated and possibly animal
trampled), bare? cultivated ground, re-vegetated
(grassed?) cultivated ground and a possible shrub covered
area all being present (Macphail 1990; Macphail and
Linderholm 2004). It is likely that Ascott-under-
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Wychwood had a similarly diverse old ground surface,
for example as also found at Neolithic Easton Down
(Whittle et al. 1993).

To summarise, the soil micromorphological evidence
from under the eastern end of the barrow gives the
impression of a short, low intensity occupation (cultiva-
tion phases and short-lived pre-burial abandonment),
rather than long-term, intensive activity.

Note by J. G. Evans and lan Cornwall

It is not recorded in the site archive where the soil sample
described above was taken from but the description below
and the likely reasons for doing a thin-section analysis in
the first place suggest that it was from the thick stone-free
red-mottled soil under the eastern part of the barrow.
This has been definitely confirmed by Susan Limbrey
(pers. comm. to Alasdair Whittle, November 2004), who
was present on the site at the time when this work was
undertaken, and who was then beginning her own soil
studies. This is an area where the buried soil showed little
signs of disturbance in field section so the provenance is
important with regard to the conclusions of Macphail
about the possibility of Neolithic cultivation there. Ian
Cornwall’s description is appended here.

‘The material was a sandy-silty loam, very slightly
less well sorted than the above [a sample from another
site, probably Kilham], having a few coarser (0.2 mm)
quartzes. The sample was slightly redder than the above,
especially in the hand specimen. Under low power, the
thin section looks superficially like that of a Braunerde,
despite the rather bright colour. In plane-polarised light
the matrix of the quartz grains appears to be flocculated,
as in a brownearth. Under higher power (%35, x100) it
becomes clear that the matrix was originally almost
entirely colloidal though, on crossing the nicols, very
little of it remains anisotropic. This feature, combined
with the rather high red colour, suggests that the colloids
have been largely dehydrated, presumably by insolation
in situ, if not by fire. If the dehydration is not artificial, it
would probably point to a history of rather intense sun-
heating in a markedly dry summer season, i.e. almost
Mediterranean conditions, at least locally, to produce
what is, in effect a Terra rossa, if an immature one. This
must have had as a precursor a Terra fusca or Braunlehm,
of which the characteristic flow-structures and colloidal
matrix may still be discerned beneath the general present
isotropy of the iron compounds.” For a discussion of the
soil terminology used here, see Cornwall (1958) and
Kubiena (1953).

Charcoals
Susan Limbrey

34 samples of charcoals, some retained as single pieces,
others as mixed fragments, were submitted for iden-
tification. Identifications were made using incident light

microscopy at magnifications up to X200 on fresh fracture
surfaces, and supported by modern reference materials
(collected and charred by the author) and Gregus (1959).
Fragments down to 1 or 2mm could usually be identified,
the lower limit depending on condition of the material; in
those mixed samples consisting of numerous small
fragments, work continued until doubling the number
examined produced no new taxa.

A record of sample size, as an estimate of volume by
eye, and of proportions of taxa in mixed samples, allowed
a very approximate relative quantification to be made.
Given that it is not known how consistent collection of
samples was, and the fragmentary nature of much of the
material, only frequency of occurrence is of any real value
in interpretation (Table 3.9).

The following taxa were identified: oak (Quercus sp.),
ash (Fraxinus excelsior), elm (Ulmus sp.), hazel (Corylus
avellana), birch (Betula sp.), hawthorn-type (probably
hawthorn, Crataegus sp., but could be apple, pear or
species of the Sorbus genus). Some of the examples from
oak, ash and elm are, by the low curvature of growth rings,
clearly derived from large wood, but these taxa, as well as
the bushy taxa, are also present as small wood
material.

In the samples from the buried soil, the approximate
percentages are: hazel 60%, ash 20%, elm 12%, oak 8%,
hawthorn-type 3%, and birch less than 1%. In the samples
from the mound relative proportions of these are strongly
biased by one very large sample (No. 80) of oak, amount-
ing to several grammes, clean and free from soil. In the
other mound samples, amounting in total to only some
8% of the total from the mound, oak and hawthorn type
are approximately equal, hazel and ash being present in
tace amounts only. Since in the buried soil charcoal was
encountered within and at the base of the A-horizon as
well as on the surface, and earthworm action would
account for its incorporation, it cannot be said by how
much some of the samples pre-date construction of the
mound. Fragments in those parts of the mound built of
soil could also be derived from the buried soil and so
predate the mound.

The taxa identified are consistent with an environment
of woodland and scrub or hedge on the soils of the
Cotswold limestones. Abundance of ash and hazel
suggests that woodland was open. Absence of lime (7ilia
sp.) is perhaps surprising for the period, and absence of
Prunus sp., which often occurs in Mesolithic and
Neolithic assemblages in a twiggy form and likely to be
blackthorn, is also somewhat unexpected. Charcoal can
derive from incidental residues of woodland clearance, or
from selection of wood for utilisation as firewood, for
tools, and for construction. Ash is excellent firewood
whether green or dry as well as being used for handles of
impact tools, where resilience is required, and for con-
struction. Hazel is a rather poor firewood, but is
commonly used in construction for wattling and for
basketwork. ‘Elmwood burns like churchyard mould’
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Sample Taxa identified
number

Context, according to labels on sample bags

Samples from the buried soil

4 ash 50%
elm 25%
hazel 20%
birch 5%

12 oak 85%
hazel 10%
hawthorn type 5%

14 hazel

18 ash 47%
hazel 47%
elm 6%

113 hazel

276 hawthorn type 70%
oak 30%

281 elm

286 ash 50%
hazel 25%
hawthorn type 25%
oak, trace

289 elm

290 hazel

291 hazel

392 hazel

437 hazel

647 hazel

658 hawthorn type

683 hazel

700 ash

904 hazel
ash

1051 hazel

Samples from the mound

80 oak

110 oak (small fragments in
wormcasts)
birch, ? worked point

163 hawthorn type

170 oak 95%
hawthorn type 5%

179 hawthorn type

239 oak

244 unidentified charred
residue

249 oak,
unidentified charred
residue

293 mineralised wood (iron
oxides), structure
obscured

328 hawthorn type

376 oak

384 oak

659 unidentified charred
residue

1052 ash

1053 hazel

C1, Berm W, OGS

Depth 4, PC+7-8’
(uncertain whether this is buried soil)

(no information on context)
OGS

CV/DV, top of buried soil
CXI (not certainly buried soil)

DXI, base of buried soil
CXI

DX, 3, in occupation layer 3cm above reddish subsoil
DXI, over ???? (dark brown stony loam)

DX1

EIX, ...... atop yellowish subsoil

DVIII, OGS, in turf line

DVI, buried soil at base of outer wall

DVI, on OGS

CVI/CVII, base of buried turf, 3cm below OGS

In buried soil, in bottom of chamber 3

CVII/CVIII baulk, OGS 3, below turf occupation horizon

CVI, dark brown occupation layer

DV
DX, south of spine

EXI
DXI, south of spine

DXI, c.3cm above OGS
Mound
DXI, from central spine

CXI

7?

DVIII, measured
DVIII, measured
CVII/DVII, ? hurdling west of cists

DXI, from long axis of mound
CV, from burnt stake in central spine

Table 3.9 Wood charcoal identifications.
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(traditional rhyme), so might be present only as residues
from woodland clearance or as a construction or tool
material; its low frequency, and only in the buried soil,
would be consistent with its scarcity after the elm decline.
Oak could be from clearance, firewood or construction,
and ‘hawthorn type’, whether actually hawthorn or one
of the other species of Rosacea in this group, from
clearance, artifacts or firewood. Birch could be from
clearance, artifacts or firewood, its bark being useful for
containers, wood for tools, bark and brushwood for
kindling, and brushwood for brooms.

Discussion
John G. Evans

The place where the long barrrow was to be built was
used many centuries prior to this by Mesolithic people in
the understanding of its even deeper past and as a creation
of future lives. The place was special. We sometimes
think in environmental archaeology that land surfaces,
ditches and other sorts of hollows are sources of data
which reflect happenings in a wider area. This may be,
but it is also the case that they allowed people access to
time and the environment in the same way as they do
environmental archaeologists today.

The tree-throw pit, F11

The tree-throw pit, F11, and its associated fallen tree or
trees, was a significant landmark in the forest which
allowed the establishment of relationships both through
itself and activities that went on there, like knapping flint
and leaving microliths. People were also attracted to the
area by animals which, too, were drawn to this landmark
for its social focus and the new vegetations that were
springing up. More subtly, people saw this local
ecological diversity as the way things might go if the
forest were cleared at a wider scale; they saw rapid
changes which elsewhere were only glimpsed or hidden;
and they saw the different soil layers and geologies which
were exposed as a part of their history. The tree-throw
pit, the fallen trees, the changing ecology and its glimpse
into the past were lessons in prehistoric palacoecology
and in the ecology of future lives. The sequences which I
have been describing are not just sequences of environ-
mental change, they are sequences of past human under-
standing of and involvement in that change and an entry
into an understanding of the future.

The tree-throw pit, F11, is incontrovertible evidence
for one tree, if not two successive trees, in the area.
Mesolithic activity here may have been a series of brief
stops, a single person resting there over night, just as
Bokelmann (1986) has described for resting places around
Duvensee in Schleswig-Holstein. The idea that the tree-
throw feature reflects two episodes of tree growth and
falling, and the association with Mesolithic flints,
suggests a significant focus (cf. C. Evans et al. 1999),
even if the individual contacts with people were

ephemeral. Indeed, perhaps this was some kind of clear
area where the tree, when it grew, grew alone.

The molluscan faunas

There is little doubt that the pre-barrow faunas from the
tree-throw pit and the main body of the buried soil and
the post-barrow faunas in the quarry secondary infilling
reflect woodland and not some sort of open environment
like scrub or long grass and bracken. Yet when we
compare them with some of the modern faunas from
grassland and bracken areas in Wychwood Forest and
Wytham Woods and the tall grass and scrub areas of the
Warburg Reserve, there is little difference in species
composition. There are very few snails that cannot live in
some sort of open-country. Some of the main components
of the prehistoric woodland faunas, like Carychium
tridentatum, Vitrea contracta, Aegopinella spp. and
Discus rotundatus can be quite common in grassland,
e.g. Cameron and Morgan-Huws (1975) for the first of
these, while of the rare species only Spermodea lamellata
is narrowly confined to woodland (Kerney 1999, 111). It
is the diversity, the abundance of so many species, the
presence of a few species which are now rare in Britain,
and the paucity of certain catholic species such as
Euconulus fulvus, Vitrina pellucida and Nesovitrea
hammonis, and above all the contrast with the obvious
open-country faunas of the pre-barrow turf-line and the
upper infilling of the quarry, that lead us to a conclusion
that these faunas reflect woodland. There is also the tree-
throw pit itself.

We are also influenced by our general knowledge of
mid-Holocene vegetational history which now sees a
woodland phase on the chalklands (Whittle et al. 1993)
in a variety of contexts from valley floor to high upland
plateau. Yet the question of the perpetuation of open-
country habitats on the chalklands throughout the
Holocene (from the end of the Late-glacial period) crops
up every now and again, notable discussions being Bush
(1988; 1989), K. Thomas (1989), French et al. (2003)
and Davies and Griffiths (2004). 1, too, have argued that
under certain ecological conditions of relaxed grazing,
but not its complete absence, grassland, scrub and some
trees could be perpetuated for long periods of time without
the regeneration of closed woodland (J. Evans ef al. 1985;
Whittle et al. 1993). Animals maintain the grassland,
allow some scrub and other tall vegetation to grow but
prevent the development of many trees. Grassland, too,
where a dense thatch develops, can itself if maintained in
this state be inhibitory to the success of seedling trees and
bushes. No one would seriously question the existence of
mid-Holocene woodland generally in southern Britain,
but the occurrence of areas of open-country amongst this
woodland, and areas which might have existed for long
periods of time, needs keeping in mind (e.g. T. Brown
1997).

With regard to the contrast between the pre-barrow
woodland faunas and the open-country fauna from the



76 John G. Evans, Susan Limbrey and Richard Macphail

upper parts of the buried soil, there is the important general
point that without the small group of five open-country
species (only four at Ascott-under-Wychwood in the buried
soil), molluscan analysis in the Neolithic period onwards
on the chalk and drier, softer, limestones would not work.
Pupilla muscorum, Vertigo pygmaea, Vallonia costata
and Vallonia excentrica, in being confined to the turf-line
(except for Vallonia costata) and in their colossal
abundance, mark out the place in the immediately pre-
barrow environment as quite different from anything that
had gone before. It is almost as if these species have a
separate collective ecology from all the other Mollusca.
Mostly they thrive in highly calcareous habitats where
there are extensive areas of grassland. Grazing is an almost
sure prerequisite and so is a degree of floral diversity.
Rankness and a trend to longer vegetation with a dense
thatch at the soil surface are damaging to this group of
snails. Essentially it is the extremeness of the open-country
environment and its perpetuation that are the key features,
so these should not influence us in thinking that anything
and everything else was woodland.

The immediate pre-barrow environment

The immediately pre-barrow environment is character-
ised by small-scale spatial and temporal diversity,
paralleled more widely in the use of different materials
(and their radiocarbon dates), such as antler, charcoal,
bone and pottery. The decalcified (or weakly calcareous)
brown earth soil in the eastern area of the site (Fig. 2.1)
may not have formed in woodland as I originally
suggested (J. Evans 1971) but in open country, perhaps in
rank grassland from which animals were excluded and
where the establishment of trees and shrubs was inhibited
by the thatch of vegetation. Even without any molluscan
or micromorphological analysis, it is clear that the soil in
this area, with its thicker, less calcareous and less stony
profile, reflected a greater degree of stability than that
towards the back end of the barrow where the turf-line
was thin, highly calcareous and rich in snails. Micro-
morphology (see Richard Macphail above) of the profile
at the front end suggests development from stable to less
stable conditions with the possibility of some cultivation,
although this must have been gentle as there was no
incorporation of stones into it and no clear worm-sorted
stone horizon lower down either.

Further west, specifically over the tree-throw pit, F11,
the brownearth profile (which again may have reflected
grassland) was overlain by some small stones (Figs 4.29
and 4.32) which must have been dragged there as the soil
itself was poor in stones. So here, too, there is some
evidence for tillage.

The profile at the back may also have been disturbed
by scratch cultivation prior to the formation of the turf-
line, although there is no evidence for this; if there had
been tillage, it was nothing like the deep ploughing and
subsequent tillage seen at South Street (Ashbee et al.
1979) or Giants’ Hills 2, Skendleby (Evans and Simpson

1991). Taking the different lines of evidence together for
this back area of the pre-barrow soil, the following
sequence can be suggested: there was closed woodland
(5—46cm, snails), followed by clearance (at 5cm), then a
short-turved grassland phase (0—5cm, snails and the
stone-free nature of the turf-line itself), and finally a trend
to longer vegetation and bracken and hazel (0—5cm,
pollen and snails, although the pollen reflects a wider
area than the snails).

There was also the midden, and this, too, may have
been becoming vegetated over with bracken, grass and
other herbs before the barrow was built.

Closely similar small-scale diversity also occurred at
Hazleton where there were contemporary areas of cultiva-
tion, scrub, grass and a midden all immediately pre-cairn
(Macphail 1990). It is also seen across other long-barrow
sites in the Avebury area and at Skendleby in Lincolnshire
(Whittle et al. 1993), although not with the same detail.
Perhaps the precise environments did not matter. The
long barrows were referencing areas of small-scale
ecological diversity, in which past and contemporary
human activity was a significant influence, with the
purpose of contrasting this with order and permanence.
This would be especially relevant to communities that
had newly moved into an area, that had spent several
years establishing economic and subsistence viability, and
that might now be in a state of flux and unrest. Some kind
of higher power would be needed in their lives, and a
trend towards organisation (which was beginning anyway
in the increasingly uniform soil stability and bracken
invasion across the area of the future barrow) in
opposition to the small-scale diversity and temporality of
their environment would be one way of providing this.

On the other hand we should not think too linearly.
Woodland may have been cleared in order to create such
a state of ecological flux in the first place, with the
purpose of society (or one collectivity in that society)
ultimately contrasting it with order so that difficulties in
society could be remedied. A psychoanalytical explana-
tion would understand this in the need for therapy in a
community having a group unconscious that had become
damaging, even pathological and dangerous, and
ultimately eliciting chaotic behaviour (something that
might be expected in colonising communities who were
part of a wider mission). These could be remedied as they
were formed, in articulations with conscious states of
mind as psychoanalysis. The psychoanalyst here was the
chaotic environment, its diversity and disequilibrium,
itself understood as a social construct. Transference,
acting through and on this, was realised in the material
form of the order and permanence of the long barrows
and chambered tombs (and the institutions they rep-
resented), allowing a new formality and direction of the
group unconscious to emerge.

The barrow and post-barrow environments

Yet the tombs themselves still provided a diversity of
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locales in which individuals could articulate their sociality
and unconscious — the collapsing revetments and extra-
revetments, the infilling quarries and their intentionally
dilapidated form, and deliberate misunderstandings
created in the entrances through the revetment to the cists
— which replaced the role of the landscape diversity
immediately prior to the construction of the barrow. This
too was ultimately cancelled out by the clearance of
woodland and the (?intentional) creation of blanketing
decalcified brown-earth soil and rank grassland over the
site which was just as much a monument as the barrow.
As Gillings and Pollard (2004, 36) ask of the environment
just prior to the building of the Avebury ring: ‘Was tall
ungrazed grassland itself a form of ‘memorial’,
commemorating earlier clearance and cultivation —
another way of marking places and important past events?’

Other sites in the region with molluscan faunas

At Hazleton, 23km to the west of Ascott-under-
Wychwood on another block of limestone upland across
the valley of the River Windrush, there was a similar
snail fauna (Bell 1990). Taking the tree-throw and the
lowest levels of the quarry at this site, the fauna was more
or less identical to that at Ascott-under-Wychwood from
the buried soil, particularly in the presence of three of the
species used by Davies and Wolski (2001) in their study
of clearing sizes — Carychium tridentatum, Aegopinella
pura and Acanthinula aculeata — and the virtual absence
of the other, Punctum pygmaeum. It is interesting, too, at
this site how the woodland fauna in the quarry is virtually
complete, devoid of any open-country species until the
buried soil; and it is interesting too that this soil is very
poorly calcareous and has practically no snails in it at all.
These are significant similarities with Ascott-under-
Wychwood, tempting us to suggest a regional pattern.
Significant differences are the absence of Helicella itala
until the upper part of the buried soil in the quarry (at
Ascott-under-Wychwood it appeared lower down, but not
pre-barrow) and the complete absence from the entire
sequence of Pomatias elegans. Either things were a lot
more wooded and less disturbed here or it is the fact that
we are on the edge of the ranges of these species as they
spread across Britain, two ideas, of course, which are not
unrelated.

At Condicote, 12.5km to the north-east of Hazleton
across the headwaters of the Rivers Windrush and Eye in
the ditch of a Neolithic henge, there was another
woodland fauna in the lowest levels of the fill (Saville
1983), but here with a smattering of open-country species.
Still it was only a smattering and the impression is one of
strong similarity with Hazleton, especially in the con-
tinuing absence of Pomatias elegans. How can this
species which seems to thrive so abundantly in some areas
and grow to such large size at Ascott-under-Wychwood
(Fig. 3.2), take such a long time to spread? And yet again
at Condicote there was the buried soil in the ditch fill
which was more or less decalcified and devoid of snail
shells, and then the late arrival of Helicella itala.

Then, in an easterly direction and south of the River
Thames at Moulsford, south Oxfordshire, a late Iron Age
ditch provided evidence for the sound establishment of
open-country faunas and of Helicella itala and Pomatias
elegans from the start (Mees and Ford 1993), although
this is a linear ditch in an agricultural context, so
openness is to be expected.
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Note

1 Editors’ Note: The anonymous English Heritage referee
suggested that further changes be made to John’s con-
tribution. We prefer, however, to leave it as it is. John
worked very hard in 2003—4 to revise his view of the site
and its sequence, and if the style of his account here differs
in many ways from the usual conventions of environmental
reports, so much the better. Not all aspects of interpretation,
especially of the sequences in the Neolithic quarries,
including their upper fills, had been resolved at the time of
John’s death in 2005.






The Long Barrow
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Barrow construction

The main elements of construction

The monument at Ascott-under-Wychwood can be
classified, in conventional terms, as a Cotswold-Severn
long barrow. An introduction to the key excavation terms
is needed in order to understand, first, how recording and
on-site interpretation were carried out (and see Chapter
1), and secondly, how interpretation during the recent
publication project has developed.

The long axis of the barrow was oriented east-west.
The site was understood to comprise a primary long
barrow that had been extended at a slightly later date (see
Figs 1.6 and 4.37). Both the primary and secondary
phases of the architecture had been trapezoidal in shape,
with the higher and broader end towards the east. The
primary construction was 31.33m in length and 11.73m
in width. The secondary phase of building had extended
the construction to 45.87m in length and 14.67m in
width, and there was evidence for a forecourt constructed
at its eastern end with northern and southern horns. At
least four Neolithic quarry pits were excavated to the
north-west of the monument.

Key constructional features that will appear within the
text in the description and discussion of partitions are
stake-holes and stakes (defined as stakes rather than posts
due to their small diameters), and a socket which is
thought to have held a large piece of limestone. Stakes
were set in order to create partitions and in one area a
stake-line also included a socket. Turves, stone and wood
were also used within the construction of partitions.
Turves were laid flat, and lengthways, and built up in
stacks. Limestone was laid flat, lengthways and built up
in courses or lines of larger plaques were set on edge.
There were gaps between parallel limestone walls, gaps
between parallel lines of limestone plaques that were set
on edge, gaps between parallel lines of stakes and lines of
plaques; some of these clear running voids would suggest

that there were wooden or wicker panels used in the
construction process. Limestone terminology is broken
down into matrices of small fragments of limestone which
are called rubble (c.0.15m), large rounded limestone
pieces called boulders (c.0.60m), thin laminated pieces of
limestone which are plaques (c.0.50m) and very large
pieces of limestone which are termed orthostats
(c.1.00m).

The barrow itself was composed of bay divisions (see
Figs 1.6 and 4.37). These bays had been divided north
from south along the long axis of the barrow by an axial
divide. The bays were then further divided east from west
by off-set partitions, roughly at right angles to the axial
divide. The axial divide, bays and off-sets had then been
enclosed by inner and outer walls which had been
constructed from courses of limestone plaques. There
were two pairs of lateral cists constructed from limestone
orthostats within the matrix of the barrow. For some time,
both pairs of cists were connected by lines of stakes and
wooden panels that created a transverse corridor through
the site. Northern and southern passage areas were
constructed when the transverse corridor was blocked,
and the northern passage was then further extended, to
make a northern outermost passage, during the con-
struction of the outer walls (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

An area to the north of the long barrow, adjacent to
bays 5 through to 10, was partially destroyed by a series
of Roman quarries (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). The eastern-
most area of the long barrow, in bays 1 and 21, was
disturbed by a nineteenth-century boundary wall, beyond
which the barrow had been severely reduced by plough-
ing. The southern area, through bays 11 to 18 and thus
where a southern outermost passage could have been, was
destroyed by nineteenth-century quarrying (see Figs 1.6
and 4.37). There was an area of medieval robbing in what
has been designated bay 20 (see below), and there was
disturbance to the west of the northern outer cist.

Context numbers have been allocated to the site
archive during the most recent post-excavation analysis
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in order to describe the barrow architecture; it should be
noted that the numbering is not sequential. The results of
the excavation will be presented broadly by phase. The
text that follows makes some suggestions about possible
connections between what have previously been taken to
be different phases of a long barrow site report. In former
reports, archaeological evidence has been divided into
people, activities and material remains that had existed
before, during and after the construction of a burial
mound. Stone chambers, a stone forecourt and a casing of
stone walls have normally been thought to have comprised
the structure of a Cotswold-Severn burial mound (e.g.
Darvill 1982). This text raises the possibility of connec-
tions between different areas, and explores whether
recollection of timber structures and a midden might have
been incorporated as points of connection with previous
occupations and not as an incidental by-product of a more
important structured building process. This chapter will
in part suggest how these connections may have been an
integral part of the dynamics of architectural construction.
These issues are then returned to in later discussions, in
Chapter 15.

Geology of stone used in the construction
by Fiona Roe

The limestones used for the construction of the monument
were examined initially by Philip Powell, then of the
University Museum, Oxford. He sent a note on what he
had seen to Don Benson in 1970, reporting that the
orthostats ‘all seem to be slabs of Taynton Stone. In the
main they consist of compact, rather coarse-grained
limestone made up of ooliths and shell fragments all
cemented together with a matrix of clear calcite. In places
the rock contains bands of oyster shells, some whole,
some broken, and one or two of the orthostats had
fragments of bones of large reptiles’. Orthostat 12 in
particular was noted as containing reptilian bones, which
Powell thought were probably those of a dinosaur. The
Taynton stone is available locally as a component part of
the Great Oolite. Powell also noted that the limestone
used to build part of the outer wall ‘is a grey, fissile,
limey sandstone. It occasionally contains very small
oysters. Ooliths only occur very rarely’. This fine-grained
stone is of a type that occurs at various horizons in the
Great Oolite, so that an exact source cannot be suggested,
but it is likely that it too was obtained locally.
Twenty-five pieces of stone from the construction of
the barrow were examined for the present report. Some
fieldwork was also carried out close to the barrow, to
check that these pieces of structural stone correlated with
what was locally available. Fifteen of the pieces were
labelled with some information on the circumstances of
discovery, and all save two of these were found to be
Taynton stone, the exception being two slabs of fine-
grained sandy limestone. These findings, then, are
entirely consistent with the notes provided by Philip

Powell, and again suggest that the stone used for the
monument probably all came from the immediate locality.
In only one case was a serial number assigned (1131), for
a sample of Taynton Stone used as packing stone, outside
the east side of the southern outer cist. There are also
another ten unmarked slabs, five of which are Taynton
stone, while another four are fine-grained limestone/limey
sandstone and just one recorded piece is Chipping Norton
Limestone.

The site stands on the Chipping Norton Limestone,
which is light coloured, often manifesting itself as a
relatively fine-grained oolite (Arkell 1947b, 37).
Although in more recent years this limestone has been
used locally for walling, it does not appear to produce
slabs large enough to be used as orthostats, which may
account for its paucity in the archaeological record.

The Taynton stone can be found only a short distance
to the south-east of the barrow. This limestone is notable
for its golden colour when weathered, and for its coarse-
grained appearance, with shell fragments mixed in with
some ooliths. In this particular area it is very variable. It
weathers to flags, which in Oxfordshire are known as
‘flatstones’ (Arkell 1947b, 51), and it is this feature which
seems to have led to it being the most widely used variety
of limestone from the barrow.

Fine-grained sandy limestone was also collected within
the locality during fieldwork, and it seems likely that this
too was available not far from the barrow. Indeed,
examples were found in periglacial deposits beneath the
barrow mound itself.

In Neolithic times, before fields were fully cleared for
cultivation, as they are today, large slabs of weathered
Taynton Stone may have lain around on the ground
surface, and so have been readily available for collection.
Similarly, other smaller pieces of Taynton Stone,
Chipping Norton Limestone and fine-grained sandy
limestone would no doubt gradually have been cleared
away and collected. This may not have provided enough
material for the construction of the barrow, and the
collection of surface material may have been supple-
mented by stone from the Neolithic quarries, though the
very mixed materials seen in section in the quarries (see
below, and Chapter 1) do not in actual fact seem likely as
a major source of building stone as opposed to mound
material. This very specific use of certain types of
limestone that could be found nearby is probably typical
of a Cotswold site. Similar utilisation of local resources
could be seen at Hazleton North (Worssam 1990, 229),
although here a larger proportion of the cairn material
may have come from the large quarries on either side of
the chambered tomb (Saville 1990, 23).

Timber posts in wooden structures and axial
divides

A stratigraphical sequence for ‘pre-barrow’ occupation
has already been described in Chapter 2. However, it is of
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interest that F11, the area of two tree-throw events, may
have contained worked flint dating to the eighth and fifth
millennia cal BC and so may have become an important
or marked space which was then re-encountered in the
early Neolithic period. Neolithic activity was character-
ised by two timber structures (Structures 1 and 2) with a
hearth and pit between them (F48 and F7). Fragmented
material culture had then accumulated to the west of
timber Structure 1, around timber Structure 2, and to the
east of the hearth and the pit. This build-up of material
culture, as a distinct accumulation of material (a midden,
[063]), had formed an oblique zone across the area of the
site (see Figs 2.1, 2.6, 2.7, 2.19, 2.25 and 4.2).

In one view, spatial relationships of some kind might
be contemplated between the posts in the timber structures
and the later stakes in the axial divide of the barrow. A
midden, though its limits are not precisely definable, had
built up behind and around the timber structures and this
midden was not destroyed by later construction work.
The midden had a north-east—south-west orientation and
the later off-sets were oriented north-south; it is
noteworthy that parts of the midden were not erased
during further constructional work (see Chapter 2). The
posts from the timber structures might have been standing
when material culture was accumulated together into a
midden and the midden was not destroyed (see Chapter
2). We can even wonder if the posts of the timber
structures were still standing or in some way visible, even
if largely rotted given the timescales modelled in Chapter
7, when stakes were used in the construction of the axial
divide. Following this line of reflection, it is notable that
part of timber Structure 1, which existed as a line of posts
(F2, F3, F4, F5, and F6), was oriented in the same
direction as the line of stake-holes that made up part of
the later axial divide (A22, A23, A24, A25, A26 and
A33) (see Figs 4.1 and 4.2). Secondly, if the posts within
timber Structures 1 and 2 were ecither visible or
remembered, then we can see how a kind of symmetry
between them, already implied by the position of F7, was
enhanced once the later axial divide was constructed.
This symmetry was also played out between the pairs of
cists (see Figs 4.2 and 4.3). Seeing this symmetry played
out in stone may make a mirrored relationship between
cists seem more real or tangible but this also means that
we then cannot ignore it when it is played out in wood
between timber structures. There are then two timber
structures and two pairs of cists, and a kind of symmetry
was created between them once the axial divide was
constructed. This symmetry points to dynamic connec-
tions in a complex assemblage of things rather than the
less complicated and linear evolution of a burial mound
(see further discussion in Chapter 15).

On the other hand, we have to remember that the limits
of the midden were not precisely definable, though it does
represent a striking accumulation and concentration of
material, so that the relationship of timber structures and
midden is far from certain in detail. The stratigraphic

evidence is strongly against the possibility of timber
structure posts being visible at the time of the placement
of axial stakes. This is certain in the case of F2-6; of F41-
6, only F42 and F43 were recognisable at soil surface
level. The preferred chronological model set out in detail
in Chapter 7 is also strongly against direct continuity.
Nonetheless, the positions of things might have been
remembered, and the possible relationships and links
mooted above are not lightly to be set aside.

Midden and cists

There is a stratigraphical relationship between the
midden and the southern pair of cists. The eastern edge of
the stone boxes, for example, made up of two orthostats
set on edge and oriented north-south (Orthostats 4 and
7), cut through the western edge of the midden (see Figs
4.2 and 4.4). Indeed, most of the area of the southern cists
and southern passage overlay the midden. Flakes of
polished axes were found with red deer bone in the
midden (see Chapter 2), and a flake from a polished axe
was found with human bone in the southern inner cist,
though it may well derive in fact from the underlying
deposits.

The stone cists were set up before or at the same time
as a line of stakes that were erected to make up an early
part of the axial divide. The line of the axial divide, at
this point, separated the pairs of cists but was oriented,
rather uncannily, in the same direction as the posts in
timber Structure 1. Is this relationship just accidental?
Or, given the stratigraphic evidence and the probable
timescales involved, does it reflect conscious remem-
brance of earlier features?

Stone cists

Turning to the cists (Colour Plates 4.1-4), their fills are
presented below, and their contents of human bone in
Chapter 5; the physical anthropology of the human bone
assemblage is presented in Chapter 6. Here we first draw
attention to features of general interest and importance,
and then present details of construction.

Taking the two pairs of cists as separate units, it was
not possible to determine any priority in construction. It
is difficult to see how this could have been demonstrated
unless one of the two pairs was associated with an horizon
(turflines, for example) which over- or underlay an
horizon associated with the other. Such evidence was
looked for in the excavations, and although there was
some suggestion of more than one turfline in the area,
this seems more likely to relate to a time lag between the
construction of both pairs of cists and the completion of
the barrow around and over them.

There were both general and particular differences
between the two pairs. The northern pair was constructed
of coarser and more irregularly shaped stones than the
southern. The plan of the northern pair was not so regular
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Fig. 4.1 Plan of the timber structures, the stone cists (with numbered orthostats with outline shown as an optical view at level
of old ground surface) and the axial divide. Note that not all features and stakeholes are shown: for latter, compare Fig. 4.3.

as the southern. A feature of the northern pair was the use
of single horizontal stones, serving partly as wedges, but
also partly as corner blocking, beneath the edges of the
orthostats. Horizontal stones were not employed in the
southern pair in this way. These latter points of difference,
however, may merely reflect the use of more irregularly
shaped orthostats for the northern cists.

The alignment of the cists is of considerable
importance and its relationship to the barrow structure
and its outer elements is presented and discussed below.
We can distinguish between the plan of the cists at their
tops and the plan at the level of the original ground
surface, which might more conceivably reflect the
intentions of the builders. For example, the northern outer
cist is rectangular in plan, but at the level of the stone
holes, it is more strictly trapezoidal in outline. The plan

of the southern pair at ground level presents a straighter
alignment than their overall alignment suggests.
Generally, however, both pairs are similar in that the
outer cist in each extends to the west of a straight line
drawn through the whole series. It is the inner cists in
each pair which in fact present the straightest alignment.
These comparisons between the two pairs of cannot in
themselves have any chronological implications and we
have assumed that the two pairs are contemporary.
Within the southern pair there is a clear structural
sequence, seen in the dependent structural relationship of
the outer upon the inner. It is most unlikely that there is
any chronological significance in this, since the stone
forming the west side of the southern inner cist (Orthostat
6) and the western, southernmost orthostat of the southern
outer cist (Orthostat 1) were almost certainly at one time
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Fig. 4.3 Plan of the stake-holes, F30 and the cists in the central portion of the barrow.

the same stone. The inside face of Orthostat 1 if turned
upside down matches the upright outside face of Orthostat
6; the curved inside, west edge of Orthostat 1 matches the
straight outside, north edge of Orthostat 6; the curved
inside, bottom profile of Orthostat 1 matches approx-
imately the top, outside curved profile of Orthostat 6; the
inside face concavity of Orthostat 1 compares with the
outside convexity of Orthostat 6; while on the former the
fossils stand in relief, in the latter fossil scars are
indented. No other stones could be matched in this way,
although there was a close similarity between Orthostats
5 and 8.

For the northern pair, no priority could be un-
questionably established for the inner cist, but there seems
no reason to suppose that this was not built first or that
the two were not built at the same time.

For the most part, the medial stones in each cist
supported the sidestones, and three of the former
(Orthostats 1, 14 and 17: see Fig. 4.6) were set in
considerably deeper stoneholes than the rest, though this
may owe something to accommodating the shape of the
individual stones concerned. With one exception, the

Fig. 4.4 The area of the midden immediately to the east of
the southern outer cist.
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Fig. 4.5 Plan and overhead views of the cists and surrounding stonework.

medial stones were vertical or only slightly inward
leaning; the exception is the outer stone of the northern
outer cist (Orthostat 17), which leant outwards (Fig. 4.7).
This might have been a deliberate feature, to allow for the
insertion of Orthostat 15.

Different sizes and shapes of stone were used. We

have already noted the coarser stones of the northern
pair, in contrast to the more regular shapes and thinner
characteristics of the southern pair. In the southern pair,
the opposing medial stones of the inner cist are well
matched in shape and size. The eastern side of this cist
too fits well into this pattern, these three stones providing
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a relatively level top to the cist, in contrast to the stone
forming the slightly higher west side. In the southern
outer cist, the side stones seem deliberately paired, both
having a roughly triangular shape. The south side of this
cist is unique in being framed by two stones, the eastern
one only some 0.20m wide. The bottom point of this
stone was extremely firmly wedged well into the ground.
We do not consider that the stone was in any way a
blocking stone for an entrance into this cist.

Some care seems to have been devoted to presenting
the smoothest or most regular surface of each stone to the
inside of each cist. Care was also taken to block in gaps
in the bottom corners of the cists; drystone walling was
not employed, even though suitable material was
available. Perhaps in most cases the gaps were too small
to warrant such treatment. Blocking off the gaps, though
not entirely effective, was achieved by wedging in thick
stones both from the outside and the inside of the cists.
For the most part, these stones were of the same general
type as used in the smaller rubble packing around cists
and elsewhere in the barrow, but in some parts of the
southern cists, fine stones of the type used for outer
walling (see below) were wedged transversely across the
corners. The stone wedged across the south-east corner of
the southern cist seems to be adding emphasis to the
delimitation of this cist, rather than having a purely
structural purpose.

Finally, with reference to the condition of the stones,
all the stone appears to be derived from the Great Oolite
series (see Fiona Roe above). Though there was con-
siderable variation in the texture of the stones this could
not be used to pinpoint different areas of geological
origin. In the southern pair of cists, the western side
stones were both badly cracked in the area where the two
cists joined, and the top edges of both were fissured along
the fine bedding planes and presented a ragged appear-
ance. The south edge of the west sidestone of the southern
outer cist was also broken where it rested against the
outer orthostat, and the main body of the sidestone had
moved in about 0.10m. The top of Orthostat 1 was
similarly badly cracked. Towards the bottom, its thickness
was reduced by the loss of parts of its thin bedding planes.
The top edges of these stones were probably affected by
relatively recent ploughing (see Chapter 1). Other cracks
must be of greater antiquity, since some were covered in
a deposit of hard calcium carbonate. Such a deposit was
a feature of most of the stones, especially on their inner
faces. Some stone may perhaps have flaked off during the
use of the cists, other fragments during construction. This
seems likely in the case of Orthostat 1, where small
fragments of identical material were found in the stone-
hole on the south side, though attempts to fit them back
on to the stone proved unsuccessful. Orthostat 12 on the
east side of the northern inner cist (the largest stone in
the whole series) was fissured on its outside where a
substantial section at the top south-east corner had
become completely detached.

In the following descriptions, dimensions quoted are
maximum width, height and thickness. Full measure-
ments and more detailed descriptions are contained in the
site archive.

The southern pair of cists

It is assumed that Orthostat 8 was erected first, then stone
5, followed by stones 1 and 2. These east-west orthostats
were followed by north-south aligned stones 6 and 7, then
stones 3 and 4 (see Figs 4.6, 4.9, 4.10 and 4.17). The
sides of the inner cist were made from rectangular-shaped
stones whilst those of the outer cist were made from
triangular-shaped stones.

The southern inner cist

The southern inner cist was made up of Orthostats 8, 6, 7
and 5. At ground level, the orthostats enclosed an area
1.00m by 1.40m. The orthostats which formed the
northern and southern sides of the cist were deeply set
and inclined only slightly at an inwards angle, whilst the
east and west sides of the cist were inclined inwards at a
steeper angle (evidence that 8 and 5 were set before 6 and
7, and that 6 and 7 were propped up against 8 and 5). The
bottom edges of all the stones were regular and flat; none
were deeply set (see Figs 4.6 and 4.7). There were few
packing stones and where these were found it was on the
inside of the cist structure. Orthostat 8 had three packing
stones at its western end, Orthostat 7 had three towards
its southern end and Orthostat 6 had two at its northern
end.

The dimensions of Orthostat 8 were 1.12m by 0.74m
by 0.19m. The inner face of the stone was noticeably
more regular than the outer face. There was no sign of
tool marks or evidence of working on the stone surfaces.

The dimensions of Orthostat 6 were 1.13m by 1.02m.
The stone was a coarse-grained very shelly limestone
which split into thin planes.

The dimensions of Orthostat 7 were 1.28m by 0.80m
by 0.15m. Both inner and outer faces were irregular and
the inner face considerably bulged towards the base.

The dimensions of Orthostat 5 were 1.06m by 0.71m
by 0.14m. Both faces of the stone were irregular.
Orthostats 5 and 8 were remarkably similar in com-
position.

Evidence for partitioning within the southern inner
cist

The human bone deposited within the cist (Deposit A)
was confined to the north-western corner of the structure
(see Chapters 5 and 6). It was possible that there was a
wooden panel or wicker partition that had spanned
diagonally across the structure from the corner of
Orthostats 7 and 8 to the corner of Orthostats 5 and 6 (see
Fig. 4.11). It is interesting that the base of the upper
filling of the cist comprised a concentration of limestone
slabs which were confined to the south-western corner,
perhaps suggesting that any earlier wooden partition had



Fig. 4.6. Composite longitudinal section through the cists and plan of surrounding stonework.
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Fig. 4.7 Outline longitudinal section through the cists, with their transverse W-E profiles, and outline of burial deposits.

been removed or was low-lying and so covered when the
cist was infilled (see Fig. 4.12).

The southern outer cist

The southern outer cist was made up of Orthostats 5, 3, 4,
1 and 2. At ground level, the orthostats enclosed an area
1.30m by 1.26m. The cist was clearly constructed after
the southern inner cist since the northern ends of
Orthostats 3 and 4 overlapped the southern ends of
Orthostats 6 and 7. The northern side of the cist was
formed by Orthostat 5 which was used in the construction
of both structures. Orthostat 4 inclined slightly inwards
whilst Orthostat 3 was more steeply angled, though this
was due to the partial disintegration of the overlapping
ends of Orthostats 3 and 6. Orthostats 5, 3 and 4 had been
erected into very shallow sockets but there was no
evidence for packing on the inside of these stones. The
southern side of the cist was unique in that it was formed
from two stones. Orthostat 1 was set in a socket that was
0.30m deep. As noted above, Orthostat 1 seems to have
been split from Orthostat 6. There were a large number
of packing stones, on the inside and the outside, of
Orthostats 1 and 2.

The dimensions of Orthostat 3 were 0.95m by 0.96m
by 0.17m. The stone was a shelly limestone with thick
bedding planes. The inner face of the stone was fairly
regular whilst the outer face was very badly weathered.

The dimensions of Orthostat 4 were 1.17m by 0.70m
by 0.17m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly
limestone. The inner and outer faces of the stone were
very irregular. The southern end of the stone was propped
up by a large packing stone that had been set at a right-

angle to the orthostat and overlapped packing on the
outside of Orthostat 2.

The dimensions of Orthostat 1 were 0.94m by 0.88m
by 0.14m. The stone was a coarse-grained very shelly
limestone which split into thin planes. The inner face of
the stone was fairly regular whilst the outer face was
much more irregular.

The dimensions of Orthostat 2 were 0.32m by 0.70m
by 0.10m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly
limestone. Orthostat 2 was inclined inwards at a steeper
angle than Orthostat 1. There were seven packing stones
around the outer face of the stone, two overlapping with
the east end of Orthostat 1 and one common to Orthostat
4,

The northern pair of cists

The northern pair of cists was composed of more roughly
shaped stones. As already noted, unlike the southern pair
of cists, no priority could unquestionably be attributed to
the northern inner cist. It is assumed that the medial
orthostats (11, 14, 17) were erected first followed by the
sidestones (12, 13, 15, 16: see Figs 4.6 and 4.13).

The northern inner cist

The northern inner cist was made up of Orthostats 11, 12,
13 and 14. At ground level, the orthostats enclosed an
area 1.20m by 1.10m. The orthostats which formed the
northern and southern sides of the cist were set vertically,
whilst the east and west sides of the cist were inclined
inwards at a steep angle. Orthostat 11 had a gently curved
base set in a shallow socket, whilst Orthostat 14 narrowed
to a rounded pointed base set into a deep stonehole (see
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Fig. 4.8 Displaced stones found in the hedge near the barrow.

Fig. 4.6). The bottom edge of Orthostat 12 was rounded
whilst that of Orthostat 13 was pointed but more regular.
Orthostat 13 was inclined to the west at a steep angle, but
there was no evidence to suggest that the top edge had
subsequently moved inwards for more than a few
centimetres post-erection. There was a variety of packing
and blocking stones in the corners of the cist.

The dimensions of Orthostat 11 were 1.06m by 0.72m
by 0.35m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-

stone and was very similar to Orthostat 7. The inner face
of the stone was more irregular than the outer face. There
was a packing stone jammed between this stone and
Orthostat 12.

The dimensions of Orthostat 12 were 1.04m by 0.45m
by 0.30m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-
stone. The inner face of the stone was much more regular
than the outer face.

The dimensions of Orthostat 13, the largest of the
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Fig. 4.9 The orthostats of the southern cists, from the south.

Fig. 4.10 The southern cists with their contents of human bone, looking south.
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Fig. 4.11 The southern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the east.

Fig. 4.12 The southern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the north, at an early stage of excavation.

Ascott-under-Wychwood cist stones, were 1.40m by
0.60m by 0.35m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly
limestone. The inner face of the stone was more regular
than the outer face. There was a packing stone on the
inside, towards the southern end of the orthostat.

The dimensions of Orthostat 14 were 0.96m by 0.90m
by 0.20m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-
stone. The inner face of the stone was more irregular than

Fig. 4.13 The northern cists, passage and walling, from the
south.

the outer face. There were packing stones at the western
end of Orthostat 14.

Evidence for partitioning within the northern inner
cist

South of Orthostat 14 and west of Orthostat 13, there
were two bands or zones within the cist that were
completely clear of human bone deposits. The human
bone deposited within the cist (Deposit D) appeared to be
confined to roughly the south-west quadrant of the
structure and seemed to be edged by plaques of limestone
that had been laid flat and positioned lengthways (see
Chapters 5, 6 and 15). It was possible that there were
wooden panels or wicker partitions within the cist. During
the first phase of post-excavation analysis, the fill
sequence to this cist was examined to see if there were
any possible distinctions that could provide evidence for
the human bone having been contained within a wooden
box. No distinctions were found within the sequence of
cist infilling, but it was thought still possible that the
bone was within an open box, or demarcated by more
open partitions or panels, rather than a closed box (see
Figs 4.15-16). For example, the large stones that were
laid flat around the area of the human bone deposit could
have been pads for an open wooden box to sit on.

The northern outer cist

The northern outer cist was made up of Orthostats 14, 15,
16 and 17. At ground level, the Orthostats enclosed an
area 0.80m by 1.30m. The southern side of the cist was
formed by Orthostat 14 which was used in the con-
struction of both structures. The orthostat which formed



The Long Barrow 91

Fig. 4.14 The area of the northern cists, passage and walling, from the west and above, at an early stage of excavation.

Fig. 4.15 The northern inner cist with its contents of human Fig. 4.16 The northern inner cist with its contents of human
bone, from the east. bone, from the south.
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Fig. 4.17 The cists from the west, after removal of surrounding packing, 1969.

Fig. 4.18 The relationship of Orthostats 6 (left) and 3 (right) Fig. 4.19 The relationship of Orthostats 3 (left), 6 (top right)
in the southern cists, from the west. and 5 (main right) seen from the east from the southern
outer cist.
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the southern side of the cist was set vertically, whilst the
northern side inclined outwards, and the eastern and
western sides were inclined inwards at a steep angle. The
bottom edges of 14 and 17 were angled and were deeply
set whereas 15 and 16 were regular and flat and were set
in shallow sockets.

The dimensions of Orthostat 15 were 1.08m by 0.48m
by 0.24m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-
stone. The inner face of the stone was more regular than
the outer face.

The dimensions of Orthostat 16 were 1.10m by 0.70m
by 0.30m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-
stone.

The dimensions of Orthostat 17 were 1.10m by 0.85m
by 0.17m. The stone was a coarse-grained shelly lime-
stone. The inner and outer faces of the stone were
regular.

The addition of passages

Both the northern and southern cists later had passages
added (see below, and Chapters 5 and 6). The axial divide
between the southern inner and the northern cists was
later dismantled and the area blocked with packing stones
which had human bone deposited on top of them (Deposit
F) (see below, and Chapters 1, 5 and 6).

Stone cists and the axial divide

The cists were divided north from south by the con-
struction of an axial divide. The axial divide was then
added to so that it spanned the entire length of the site. It
became the long axis to the later upcast barrow con-
struction and divided the bays north from south. We now
go on to discuss the axial divide in the area of the primary
barrow in more detail.

We have already discussed above the ways in which
the timber axial stakes related to the position of the earlier
timber post structures, and there were further stakes that
made up part of the axial divide that went between the
pairs of cists (AS42, AS31, AS32, AS29 and AS41) (see
Figs 4.1 and 4.3). In the area between the pair of cists
there was also a silted up stone socket F30 and so there is
the distinct possibility that at some point an orthostat or
plaque of limestone had been set on edge as part of the
axial divide construction. F30 had possibly been
excavated to create a shallow footing for a stone (see
Chapter 2) and the putative orthostat would have been
erected between AS42, AS31, AS32 and AS29, and AS41
(see Fig. 4.3).

The axial divide in the area of the primary
barrow

The axial divide is a major feature of the barrow con-
struction that connected the western and eastern areas of
the site (Colour Plate 4.5). We start with the westernmost
area of the axial divide and then work in an easterly
direction as far as axial divide 5/19 (see Figs 1.6 and

4.20) (the axial divide in the area of the secondary barrow,
4/20, 3/21, 2/21 and 1/21, is discussed below). There was
no axial division within bay 11 (see Figs 1.6, 4.4 and
4.37). West of the cists, no stakeholes were found which
could be linked to the axial divide, although the
apparently carbonised remains of a stake was found
incorporated in the barrow mound in Bay 12 (see Fig.
4.22). The very stony subsoil west of the cists may have
prevented the driving in of stakes, though this does not
preclude the possibility that wooden panels may have
been utilised in some areas where stone uprights were
absent in the axial divide. This is discussed further in
Chapter 15.

Axial divide 10/12, [062] (see Fig. 4.34)

Stack of turves. Further up within the higher matrices of
the barrow, large slabs had been set vertically, though
there were fewer of these (i.e. there were interruptions
between areas of slabs) than was the case with [059, 060
and 061].

Axial divide 10/13 [061] (see Figs 4.21-3, and 4.34)
Stack of turves. Further up within the higher matrices of
the barrow, large slabs had been set vertically (see Figs
4.21 and 4.34).

Axial divide 9/13 and 9/14 [060]

(see Figs 4.34 and 4.23—4)

Stack of turves. North of this was a line of smaller spinal
stones (these were thin blocks, 0.03m). Further up within
the higher matrices of the barrow, a double row of large
slabs had been set vertically.

Axial divide 8/15 [059] (see Figs 4.25 and 4.34)

Stack of turves. Further up within the higher matrices of
the barrow, large slabs had been set vertically. Axial
plaques at the north-east end of bay 15 were placed
against plaques of offset 15/16.

Axial divide 7/16 [058]

There were further stakes that made up part of the axial
divide on either side of the pairs of cists (AS42, AS31,
AS32, AS29, AS30 and AS41). Between AS32, and
AS29, there was a possible stone socket (F30) and the
axial divide may have included an orthostat.

Axial divide 6/17 [057] (see Figs 4.26-8)

Stack of turves. There was no evidence for stake-holes in
this area but there was a clear and sharp vertical
distinction between the materials incorporated into the
construction of bay 6 and bay 17. Perhaps this distinction
was created by using wood or wicker panels propped up
by the contrasting materials that were dumped on either
side.

Axial divide 6/18 [056] (see Figs 4.3 and 4.29)
Stack of turves. The axial divide in this area was also
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Fig. 4.23 (above) The axial divide 9/14 and 8/15 from the
south. Section face cut back from north edge of cutting CVI.

Fig. 4.22 (left) Close-up, from the north, of carbonised timber
in barrow mound near the axial divide 10/12, cutting CV.

Fig. 4.24 The axial divide 9/14, offsets 13/14 (left) and 14/15 (right), and the limestone boulder deposit context 41 (far right),
from the south, cutting CVIL
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marked at the base of the barrow by a line of six stake-
holes (AS26, AS25, AS24, AS23, AS22, AS33). The
stake-holes were regularly spaced (c.0.58m apart) and
they would have supported some form of vertical
partitioning (wood or wicker panelling or shuttering).

Axial divide 5/19 [055] (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37)

This was defined at the base of the barrow by a line of
nine stake-holes (AS36, AS35, AS21, AS20, AS19,
AS18, AS17, AS40, AS16). The stake-holes were
relatively evenly spaced (c.0.55m apart) and they would
have supported some form of vertical partitioning (wood
or wicker panelling or shuttering) (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).
To the west, there was a single axial line of upright
limestone plaques in the upper matrix of the barrow. This
terminated at a large boulder: the largest found in the
axial divide (see Fig. 4.37).

Timber stakes, and timber stakes combined with stone
plaques, might be seen to connect in some way the area
between the much older timber post structures and the
cists. The axial divide was then continued through further
construction to the west of the cists and this consisted of
a series of linear stacks of turves and angled plaques of
limestone which were later added to. There were small
areas of stakes and panelling (e.g. 6/18 and 5/19);
interspersed with areas of angled or coursed plaques of
limestone (e.g. 8/15, 9/14 and 5/19); or areas of possible
panelling and stonework (e.g. 10/13); or stacks of turves
(e.g. 9/14, 8/15, 6/17 and 6/18). However, the axial divide
was plainly not an independent structure that was built
and completed before the construction of other areas. For

Fig. 4.27 The axial divide 6/18, from the west in cutting
CVII/DVIII (see also Fig. 4.29).

example, particularly in areas 7/16 (between the cists), 8/
15 and 9/14 (west of the cists) there were vertical
differentiations that may suggest breaks or changes in
construction (but see also below). These putative
successive re-workings involved more elaborate con-
structions with very large plaques of limestone that would
have been propped up with wooden or wicker panels and
the ‘fills’ of the bays. Similarly, the term ‘theme’ may
perhaps better describe the building practices involved in
areas 6/17 and 10/12 because here it is not so much that
there was a physical structure but that the contrast in the
materials used in the construction of bays 6, 17, 10 and
12 emphasised an axial division. However, there were
stakes and panels; stakes, plaques and panels; areas of
angled or coursed plaques of limestone; and stacks of turf
that were brought together into an axial division before
there were other kinds of building activity. Later re-
workings of the axial divide, as they were higher up
within the barrow architecture, were more complicatedly
connected to other materials and kinds of structural
division and these will be described along with bay ‘fills’
and off-set ‘structures’.

Another view is that rather than representing breaks
in the construction work, subsequent return and later re-
working of areas, the turf, timber and stone elements of
the axial divide (and also the offset structures defining
the barrow bays) are witnesses to coherent and continuous
ways of controlling and implementing the alignment,
shape and form (including the height) of the emergent
barrow mound. Thus a situation might be envisaged
whereby the axial and offset divides were continually

Fig. 4.28 Detail of the axial divide 6/18, from the west. The
scale ruler here can be seen in the centre of Fig. 4.27. Axial
stakehole AS22 can be seen in section to the right of the
scale.
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monitored and marked as material was heaped or dumped
in the predefined constructional units. Also, whilst there
are plainly differences between the construction of the
primary and secondary barrows, there are also significant
similarities carried through in constructional methods.
This is an issue discussed briefly in Chapter 15, and which
the authors may return to individually in later papers.

The dismantling of the axial divide in the area
of the cists (7/16)

In the area between the two pairs of cists, the axial divide
7/16 was dismantled. The argument for this is the
envisaged removal of the orthostat that had putatively
been erected between Orthostats 8 and 11, leaving the
socket (F30). Stakes AS41, AS29 and AS32, AS31 were
left in place and were reworked into north-south oriented
lines of stakes that were directly to the east and west of
both pairs of cists. These lines of stakes, along with
wooden or wicker panelling, created a divide through the
site. Although the cists existed as two sets of stone boxes,
the wooden architecture made this area into a transverse
corridor (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

Stone cists and the north-south transverse
corridor

The pairs of cists had been divided north from south by
the construction of an axial divide. The axial divide was
then removed and wooden partitions were constructed.
The wooden partitions were built on the western and the
eastern sides of the cist structures so that they created a
transverse corridor through the site (see Fig. 4.3). The
text will now go on to discuss in more detail this feature.

The north-south oriented stake-lines were recorded
during the excavation as off-set structures 6/7, 7/8, 15/16
and 16/17 (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

Off-set 6/7 consisted of a line of stakes (63, 64, 65 and
17) that re-used two axial stakes (AS41 and AS30).
Erected alongside the stakes was a parallel line of very
large angled plaques of limestone. There could have been
wooden or wicker panels between the stakes and the
plaques (see Figs 4.3 and 4.32). The stone plaques that
defined the upper levels of this off-set were added when
bay filling was in place against the corridor.

Off-set 7/8 was made up of two re-used axial stakes
(AS31, AS32) which were extended northwards into a
line of five stakes (22, 28, 21, 29, 31), with three further
stakes to the east of these (18, 13, 30). There may well
have been panelling between 22, 28, 21, 29, 31 and 18,
13, 30 (see Figs 4.3 and 4.32).

Off-set 15/16 re-used the same axial stakes as 7/8 and
was made up of a further 10 stakes (16, 27, 24, 32, 25, 26,
35,36, 34, 23). Erected alongside the stakes was a parallel
line of very large angled plaques of limestone. There
were probably also wooden or wicker panels between the
stakes and the plaques (see Figs 4.3, 4.34, 4.44 and 4.45).
The stone plaques that defined the upper levels of this

off-set were added when bay filling was in place against
the corridor.

Off-set 16/17 re-used AS29 which was extended
southwards into a line of four stakes (20, 19, 15 and 14)
(see Figs 4.3 and 4.34).

These four off-set partitions created a quite distinct
architectural divide in wood and stone around the cists.
Offset 6/7 is offset in relation to 16/17 in contrast to the
western side of the transverse corridor. Indeed a good
case could be made out for the stakes and any wooden
panels in 7/8 and 15/16 being laid out as a single entity,
unlike the eastern side of the corridor. Off-set 7/8 was in
direct alignment with 15/16. 6/7 and 16/17 were both
connected through the re-use of previous axial stakes,
and similarly both 7/8 and 15/16 had re-used two axial
stakes. These off-sets created a divide in wood and stone
through the site and transformed the area of the cists into
what we have chosen to call a transverse corridor. It is of
interest that it is only the two diagonally opposed (north-
east and south-west) off-sets that had the additional
feature of a parallel line of limestone plaques propped up
against the wooden stake lines 6/7 and 15/16. We might
even wonder if the stone plaques which flanked 6/7 and
15/16 were making reference in some way or other to the
earlier midden which had had a similar north east-south
west alignment.

The bays

The barrow itself was composed of bay divisions (see Fig.
1.6). These bays had been divided north from south along
the long axis of the barrow by the axial divide. The bays
were also divided east from west by a series of different
fill materials and off-set partitions.

Preliminary description of bays and defining
off-sets

The text that follows is a ‘bay’ by ‘bay’ description of
primary barrow construction. It goes from west to east
along the northern side of the axial divide and then back
to the western area of the site and along the southern side
of the axial divide (see Fig. 1.6). [001] refers to the buried
soil. The bay descriptions are made from extensive and
detailed notes in the excavation notebooks and the section
drawings, but not all of the contexts are depicted in
section.

Bay 11 (see Fig. 4.34)

The westernmost bay in the construction process. This
bay transversed the axial divide and was defined to the
east by stone off-set 10/11 [002]. There was an initial
deposit of a dark brown clayey loam (possibly redeposited
buried soil) [003]. Material had then built up against the
divide [002]: an orange-brown clay [004] which was
followed by a yellow clay with occasional large fragments
of limestone [005]. Further to the west, within this matrix
of “fill’, [004] and [005] were interleaved with a brown-
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Fig. 4.30 Section, schematic of contexts, and photo of the mound and buried soil: transverse section 6, bays 3 and 21.
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orange clayey loam with frequent small angular frag-
ments of limestone and occasional ash grey patches [006].

Off-set 10/11 [002] (see Figs 4.21 and 4.34)

Small limestone plaques that were set on edge in [003].
In the upper part of the matrix large limestone plaques
had been used. These were also set on edge and may have
been edged with wooden panels. What is clear was that
these upper arcas were reliant on the ‘fills’ that were
incorporated as a part of the construction process on either
side of the partition.

Bay 10 (see Figs 4.21, 4.31 and 4.34)

East of bay 11 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by stone off-set 10/11 [002] and to the east by
9/10 [007]. Materials were incorporated into this area of
the site from the south-east and had built up against the
axial divide from this direction: small loose fragments of
limestone with patches of yellow sand and orange clay
[008], then orange-brown clayey loam with concen-
trations of small limestone fragments [009], pale yellow
sand with small fragments of limestone [010] and brown
clay [011]. Between [010] and [011], there was a brown-
orange loam [183]. Further to the west, [011] was overlain
by a pale yellow sand with small fragments of limestone
[012] which was very similar in character to [010], then
orange-brown clayey loam with concentrations of small
limestone fragments [013] which was very similar in
character to [009], then concentrations of small limestone
fragments in dirty yellow sand and clay [014].

Off-set 9/10 [007] (see Figs 4.21 and 4.31)

Rounded and sub-rectangular blocks of limestone were
laid flat, starting at ground level, and were built in rough
courses up to six courses high.

Bay 9 (see Figs 4.31, 4.34, 4.35, 4.37 and 4.38)

East of bay 10 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by stone off-set 9/10 [007] and the upper
matrix was also defined to the east by stone off-set 8/9
[015]. Materials had been built up against the axial divide
and stone off-set [007] (see Fig. 4.31) and there was a
distinct deposit of limestone boulders diagonally opposite
[016] (see Figs 4.37 and 4.38). Materials, brought
together from the south-west corner, then through the
rest of the area, included yellow sand with frequent
inclusions of small, white, fragments of limestone [017].
This was interspersed with fine tip lines of dirtier sand
and in one case small plaques of limestone rubble. There
is evidence of possible shuttering directly to the east of
stone off-set [007] (see Fig. 4.31). Between this possible
wooden divide and [007] the sand matrix was deposited
in tight layers, with the rest of the sand and limestone
material tipped behind the putative wooden partition in
order to hold it in place. There was then a break in the
construction process before the stone off-set [015] was
built. This off-set was then pinned in place by a dark

orange-brown clayey loam interspersed with a very dark
brown band of silty loam and frequent inclusions of small
limestone fragments deposited into the rest of the bay
[018], and further lenses of yellow sand to the east of the
stone divide in bay 8 [020] (see Figs 4.31, 4.34, and
4.35).

Off-set 8/9 [015] (see Figs 4.31 and 4.35)

This partition developed from the deposit of limestone
boulders (016) and continued up into the upper matrix of
the upcast barrow. It consisted of large boulders of
limestone which had been laid in courses with occasional
basal plaques set on edge.

Bay 8 (see Figs 4.25 and 4.31, 4.32 and 4.35)

East of bay 9 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by stone off-set 8/9 [015] and to the east by the
timber off-set 7/8 [019]. Materials had been built up
against the axial divide and timber off-set [019] (see Fig.
4.32). There was an initial deposit that consisted of a
stack of turves [059] (see Fig. 4.25). Materials, bound
together from the south-east corner, then through the rest
of the area, included yellow sand with frequent inclusions
of small limestone [020] and this was interspersed with
fine tip lines of dirtier sand (very similar in character to
[017]). This was followed by a very pale yellow-white
sand [067], a limestone rubble [068] and a yellow sandy
clay [069]. The upper fill consisted of bands of yellow
clay and dark orange-brown clayey loam [021] (similar in
character to [018]). Within the matrix of the dark orange-
brown clayey loam [021] there was a large quantity of
occupation material.

Bay 6 (see Figs 4.26, 4.29 and 4.32)

East of bay 7 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the timber and stone off-set [022] and to the
east by the turf, timber and stone off-set [023]. Materials
had built up from two directions, against the axial divide
and off-set [022] (see Fig. 4.32), and against the axial
divide nearer to off-set [023] (see Figs 4.26 and 4.29).
There were constructional materials very similar to those
used in bays 9 and 8. However, as was the case with bay
8, these materials were brought into the area and used
from the east rather than the west. Materials, entwined
together from the south-east corner, included a limestone
rubble and fine yellow sand [024] and this was
interspersed with fine tip lines of dirtier sand and rubble
(very similar in character to [017] in bay 9) (see Fig.
4.29). The upper fill consisted of bands of yellow clay and
dark orange-brown clayey rubble [025] (similar in
character to [018]). Built up from the south-west corner
was a red-brown clayey loam with rubble [026]; a thin
lens of yellow sand and pea grit [027]; an orange-brown
sandy loam with limestone [070]; followed by a dark
brown clay with some limestone rubble [028]; a pale
yellow-white sand [071]; large blocks of limestone rubble
[072]; a yellow silty sandy clay [073] and then mottled
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Fig. 4.31 Sections and schematics of contexts of the mound and buried soil. Top: longitudinal section 1, bay 10; and below:
longitudinal section 2, bays 8, 9 and 10.
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silty clay [029] (see Figs 4.26 and 4.29). The stone
plaques that defined the upper levels of off-set [022] were
added when bay filling was in place against the corridor.
The junction between the two distinct parts of the bay
“fill’ matrix was at a point marked by the off-set 17/18 in
the southern area of the barrow (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). It
is possible that there was an organic wooden or wicker
partition between these materials, which was pinned in
place to further differentiate the bay ‘fill’.

Off-set 5/6 [023] (see Fig. 4.37)

In the area nearest the axial divide, this partition was
constructed from large limestone plaques that had been
set on edge in the buried soil with some smaller stones
laid horizontally across the top of these. This stone
partition was propped up by four stakes (two on either
side; 6, 55 to the west and 58, 57 to the east). The northern
part of the partition, away from the area of the axial
divide, was a line of four stakes (59, 60, 61 and 62). The
line of four stakes was on the same alignment as the
western edge of F40.

Bay 5

East of bay 6 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the turf, timber and stone off-set [023] and
to the east by wall [116]. However, further distinctions
were marked within the matrix of the “fill’. There was an
area demarcated with turf stacks and clay [031] to the
east of [023], and a further area marked by a line of
timber stakes with turf stacks [032] directly east of [031].
[032] was a north east-south west oriented line of five
stakes (42, 43, 44, 5 and 4) (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37) and
there were also stacks of turf laid out against this
partition. Further materials had then built up against the
axial divide and [023]. Materials, knitted together from
the south-west corner, then through the rest of the area,
included small fragments of limestone rubble with yellow
clayey sand [033] and this was interspersed with lenses of
dark brown clay [034] (similar to [028]).

Bay 12(see Fig. 4.21)

East of bay 11 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by stone off-set [002] and to the east by stone
off-set 12/13 [035]. An orange-brown loam [036] was
used to bind together and ‘fill’ the bay.

Off-set 12/13 [035]

Limestone boulders had been laid out in courses, starting
at ground level, to form this partition. In the upper areas,
large limestone plaques had been set on edge.

Bay 13(see Fig. 4.21)

East of bay 12 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by [035] and to the east by stone off-set 13/14
[037]. Materials were incorporated into this area of the
site from the north-west and had built up against the
axial divide from this direction: a deposit of small

fragments of limestone [038], then a deposit of compact
orange-brown loam [039] (similar to [036]), followed by
limestone rubble in a sandy matrix which was
interspersed with tip lines of dirtier orange-brown loam
[040].

Off-set 13/14 [037]

Large irregular limestone blocks were laid in courses,
starting at the ground surface and these were several
courses high. The upper courses had clearly been built up
with the bay fills on either side of the stones. Near the
junction with the axial divide, smaller blocks had been
angled in towards the base in order to act as packing
stones.

Bay 14

East of bay 13 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by [037] and to the east by stone off-set 14/15
[041]. A limestone rubble in a sandy matrix [042] was
used to ‘fill’ the bay (similar to [040]).

Off-set 14/15 [041] (see Fig. 4.37)

The northern part of the partition was made up of large
plaques of limestone that had been set on edge in the
buried soil. In the southern area there was an earlier
deposit of large blocks of limestone and the partition had
been built up on top of these using small fragments of
limestone laid in courses.

Bay 15 (see Fig. 4.25)

East of bay 14 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by [041] and to the east by timber and stone
off-set 15/16 [043]. A limestone rubble in a sandy matrix
[044], with occasional tip lines of orange-brown soil, was
used to ‘fill’ the bay (similar to [040]) (see Fig. 4.25).
The stone plaques that defined the upper levels of off-set
[043] were added when bay filling was in place against
the corridor.

Bay 17 (see Fig. 4.32)

East of bay 16 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the timber off-set [045] and to the east by
the stone off-set [046]. Materials had built up from two
directions, against the axial divide and off-set [045] and
against the axial divide and off-set [046]. Materials,
brought together from the north-west corner, included a
compacted yellow sand with occasional limestone rubble
[047] and on top of this was a dirtier red-brown loam
with frequent inclusions of large limestone rubble [048].
Further to the south, [047] was overlain by a brown sandy
loam with limestone inclusions [074] and a deposit of
large limestone rubble [077]. A light brown loam with
limestone [075] covered both [074] and [077] but was
under the southern edge of [048]. The majority of [075]
was overlain by a brown sandy loam with limestone
inclusions [076] (similar to [074]) (see Fig. 4.26). Built
up from the north-east corner, there were large limestone
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e et
I e

MU et i

o I e N

i ‘HLHEIWE =
SR .’1 W

‘ h‘ﬂ“‘“\“ﬂ\\\lﬂtu '- i

Mﬂﬂt_

i
R
; R

ST
i l\]‘i\,,lhnl”(, I

R YA AP
’ AR s
> < J
N <
7
o
Cy
N L ‘ D:
< o e
Y
S P X <
A 3
M oy T
& X5
| “ | “\\\
' “
i
o
i
F A A
I

" Vo

i

R,
3
B

Trari, :|"):LFQ]”EW@1'

Ty el i;1'1°\<g,|_;1|~a,t;if:'! :‘l "!""?% }’ﬂci
T
\ ""»"mnmhmm ki

AL

p

L

Orthostat 8

(60) j
17 ’ | '

(17) ]

o

1)

Sm

Fig. 4.34 Section and schematic of contexts of the mound and buried soil: longitudinal section 4, bays 11, 10, 9, 15, 16 and axial divides 9/14 and 8/15.



101

Disturbed

m

The Long Barrow
set 8/9, from the north, cutting DVI.

Fig. 4.35 Off-

x“lc

i
i
¥

UM‘»‘HH

i«%

R
Sl i
T q,!i o

Van

|

T
it

=g g

e TR
= J »

T

4] vfﬂﬁ
iy
A
R[4
z

TS

Bay 19

Fig. 4.36 Section and schematic of contexts of the mound and disturbance to the mound.: longitudinal section 6, bays 19 and

20.



102 Lesley McFadyen, Don Benson and Alasdair Whittle

blocks of limestone [049] (see Fig. 4.37). Directly below
[049] it was recorded during excavation that there was a
very organic dark brown-orange loam, and this was also
recorded below [051]. Perhaps these are areas where the
midden was preserved or marked by deliberate deposits of
large limestone plaques.

Off-set 17/18 [046] (see Figs 4.37 and 4.32)

The partition was made partly of a turf bank with
occasional basal stones overlain by large plaques of
limestone that had been set on edge. This partition was
propped up between two distinct deposits of large
limestone plaques, [049] and [051], that had been laid
out over and so perhaps marking the earlier midden
feature.

Bay 18 (see Figs 4.29 and 4.32)

East of bay 17 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the stone off-set [046] and to the east by
stone off-set [050]. There were large limestone blocks in
north-west corner [051] of the bay (see Fig. 4.37). The
eastern and southern areas of the bay were infilled with
rounded and small compacted rubble [078], small
limestone rubble in a red-brown sandy loam [052] and
large angular limestone blocks of rubble [079] (see Fig.
4.29). Directly below [051] it was recorded during
excavation that there was a very organic dark brown-
orange loam.

Off-set 18/19 [050] (see Fig. 4.37)

This partition was made up of a stack of turves which had
been laid against a line of three stakes (48, 49. 50). The
upper area of the partition was made up of thin plaques of
limestone that had been set on edge.

Bay 19 (see Fig. 4.36)

East of bay 18 and south of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by stone off-set [050] and to the east by the
wall [117]. However, further distinctions were marked
within the matrix of the “fill’. A yellow sand had built up
against the axial divide [054]. This sandy matrix was
interspersed with tip lines of white sand and a charcoal-
rich dark brown loam (see Fig. 4.36). Radiocarbon dates
of 3790-3710 cal BC (BM-832) and 3795-3710 cal BC
(BM-833) were obtained from this charcoal.

A radiocarbon date of 3785-3710 cal BC (OxA-13315)
was obtained from antler in bay 5, and a date of 3785—
3710 cal BC (GrA-25295) from a cattle tibia in bay 6.

A radiocarbon date of 780-980 cal AD (OxA-13316
and OxA-13317) was obtained from a red deer tibia in
cutting DVII, from an area subsequently seen to have
disturbance, on the western side of the northern outer cist
in bay 7 (see Fig. 4.6).

Description of lower bay fills against the
transverse corridor

It is probable that the site was linked together in many

different ways. Without reducing that complexity to a
straight and neatly structured construction sequence,
there were focal points in the lower fill sequence that we
will describe before considering the highly interdigitated
upper fill materials. For example, there was a direction to
the ways in which materials were deposited. These
activities had focussed on the transverse corridor that cut
through the site and which enclosed the cists.

Figure 4.38 clearly shows where bay materials were
first deposited in the primary barrow and the direction
taken by these materials as they were moved out to fill the
rest of a bay. The point of this illustration is to
demonstrate the areas or focal points for very early
construction work, it is not to suggest that these materials
were all from the same source. The direction of the arrows
in Fig. 4.38 demonstrates that against the axial divide
and off-set 6/7 and 7/8, material had built up against
these partitions. More specifically, a red-brown clayey
loam with rubble [026] had been dumped to the east of
the transverse corridor and north of the axial divide in
what would become bay 6 (see Fig. 4.32). On the western
side of the transverse corridor, again to the north of the
axial divide, yellow sand with frequent inclusions of small
limestone [020] had been used in what would become bay
8 (see Fig. 4.32). A similar material had been used on the
southern side of the axial divide, in what would become
bay 15 [044]. The yellow sand and limestone rubble
material had also been used to the east of the transverse
corridor on the southern side of the axial divide [047], in
what would become bay 17.

Distinct deposits of large limestone blocks

There were three areas in the primary barrow architecture
where large blocks of limestone were used in what seem
to have been quite distinct deposits (see Fig. 4.37). The
first of these would seem to connect the midden to the
upcast barrow architecture. In what would become bay
17, there was a yellow sand and limestone rubble
deposited against the transverse corridor and the axial
divide [047]. Large limestone blocks had also been
deposited against the axial divide but from an easterly
direction [049] (see Fig. 4.37). Off-set 17/18, limestone
plaques set on edge, was erected and the stonework was
propped up on the eastern side by further large limestone
blocks [051] in what would become bay 18 (see Fig. 4.37).
As stated, directly below these large limestone blocks was
a very organic dark brown-orange loam. Perhaps these
are areas where the midden was preserved or marked in
some way. In summary, bays 17 and 18 were made up
from the midden having been marked with large blocks
of limestone (see Fig. 4.37) and the eastern side of the
transverse corridor having been infilled (see Fig. 4.38).

On the western side of the transverse corridor, to the
south of the axial divide, there was another distinct
deposit of large limestone blocks [041]. It was not clear in
the excavation notes whether this had marked an earlier
feature, and indeed there was no record of any pre-
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existing feature in that area, but what is clear from the
notes is that these limestone blocks were further utilised
in the construction of the off-set 14/15 (see Figs 4.37,
4.24 and 4.39). In short, the limestone blocks, and their
later re-use within an off-set partition (see Fig. 4.37),
along with the filling in of the western side of the passage
(see Fig. 4.38), created the lower fills of bays 15 and
14.

Again, on the western side of the transverse corridor
but to the north of the axial divide there was another
distinct deposit of large limestone blocks [016] in bay 9
(see Fig. 4.37). These blocks were placed around and
against a cone of yellow sand and limestone rubble [017]
that was deposited diagonally opposite against the axial
divide (see Fig. 4.31). The limestone blocks and the
yellow sand/rubble created bay 9 and physically connected
materials to the western areas of the construction site.

Further building: early phases in the western
areas of the construction site

Following on from the discussion of the construction of
bay 9, off-set 9/10 was quite a substantial stone partition,
but materials had been placed on either side of it in order
to pin this area of construction in place. In brief, bays 9
and 10 would have needed to have been constructed at the
same time. On the western side of the 9/10 partition,
there were a series of deposits that included yellow sand/
limestone rubble [008] and orange-brown clayey loams
[009, 011], which created bay 10 (see Fig. 4.31). These
materials were also backed up against the axial divide
and on the southern side of this partition 10/13 the similar
materials had been used [038, 039] in an earlier sequence
of the construction of bay 13. These materials had also
been used to prop up 12/13 (see Fig. 4.38).

There are sequences of partial bay infilling that
connect bay 9 to bay 10, the “fills’ of both bays were used
to prop up 9/10. Similarly, we know that the materials
used in bay 10 and bay 13 had been used to prop up the
axial divide 10/13. At the same time, the bay 13 fill was
used to prop up the lower courses of 12/13. We have then
a substantial infilling sequence for the lower parts of bays
8,9, 10, 13, 14 and 15.

The materials already mentioned in bay 10 [008—011]
were overlain by further lenses of yellow sand/limestone
rubble [012], orange-brown clayey loams [013] and
concentrations of small limestone fragments in dirty
yellow sand and clay [014]. These materials were used to
prop up 10/11 on its eastern side (see Figs 4.31 and 4.34).
A further deposit of orange-brown clayey loam [003],
followed by an orange-brown clay [004] and yellow clay
with fragments of limestone [005], had been used to prop
up 10/11 on its western side in the area of bay 11 (see Figs
4.38 and 4.34).

In summary, materials used against the western side of
the transverse corridor (see Fig. 4.38), had connected to
distinct limestone blocks (see Fig. 4.37), which had then
connected to a series of fills and partitions that made up

the early phases of the western area of the construction
site (see Fig. 4.38).

Further building: early phases in the eastern
area of the construction site

A red-brown clayey loam with rubble [026] had been
dumped to the east of the corridor and north of the axial
divide in what would become bay 6. However, material
had also been incorporated into bay 6 from an easterly
direction in order to prop up 5/6 and the axial divide 6/18
(see Fig. 4.38). A yellow sand and limestone rubble had
been used in this south-east corner [024], similar material
to that used in the other areas of construction around the
corridor. On the eastern side of 5/6 there was a complex
interleaving of stacks of turf and clay [031], timber posts
with turf stacks [032] that had created the earlier sequence
of bay 5. All these materials had respected the axial
divide. An axial theme had been emphasised by the
construction of a series of lines of stakes in this area (see
Fig. 4.37). These stakes, along with wooden panels,
would have made substantial partitions that could have
protruded through the entire matrix of the later upcast
barrow. On the southern side of the axial line, in bay 19
opposite bay 5, a yellow sand had built up against the
partition [054]. This yellow sand [054], along with
timbers and turves [031, 032], sand and limestone rubble
[024, 047], red-brown clayey loams [026] and distinct
deposits of limestone boulders [049, 051] (see Fig. 4.36)
had connected up the eastern area of the construction site.

Upper fills of bays

The transverse corridor, the eastern part of the axial
divide and eastern off-set partitions could all have stood
quite independently. Stakes and panels, or stakes
positioned to prop up panel and stone partitions, or
limestone boulders placed to prop up panel and stone
partitions, were all used in their construction. These
stakes, along with wooden panels, could have protruded
through the entire matrix of the barrow.

In the western area of the site, in the lower sequences,
there were many organic and soil-based materials used in
the construction process (e.g. turves, loams and clays). In
spite of that, there was quite a dramatic change in the
materials used in the later workings of the axial divide
and the off-set partitions. This involved more elaborate
constructions with very large plaques of limestone. Whilst
plaques were also employed at a lower level, large
limestone plaques set on edge were used in the upper
matrix of axial divides 8/15, 9/14 (see Fig. 4.34), 10/13
(see Fig. 4.21) and 10/12 (see Fig. 4.21); and off-sets 14/
15, 13/14, 12/13 and 10/11 (see Fig. 4.37).

These plaques and panels, although impressive now as
robust materials, when used in structural partitions were
actually more complicatedly and precariously positioned.
These substantial limestone plaques would have needed
to have been propped up by ‘fill’ materials. These
partitions were structurally dependent on the materials
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Fig. 4.39 Limestone boulder deposit 41, from the south, cutting CVIL

used around them. And so, the upper areas of bays 10, 11,
12, 13, 14 and 15 would have been placed, propped and
filled very quickly. The sections hint at some of this
complexity (see Figs 4.21 and 4.25).

Further working of the axial divide, especially its parts
built out of stone (10/12, 10/13, 9/14 and 8/15), and bays
(10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15) (see Fig. 4.37), involved many
further additions: the limestone fragments in dirty yellow
sand and clay in bay 10 [014]; the orange-brown loam in
bay 12 [036]; limestone rubble in a sandy matrix which
was interspersed with tip lines of dirtier orange-brown
loam in bay 13 [040]; the dark orange-brown clayey
loam with frequent inclusions of limestone in bay 9 [018];
the limestone rubble in a sandy matrix in bay 14 [042];
bands of yellow clay and dark orange-brown clayey loam
in bay 8 [021]; and deposits of limestone rubble in a
sandy matrix with occasional tip lines of orange-brown
loam in bay 15 [044] (see Figs 4.21, 4.25 and 4.31).

Off-set partitions that were constructed over
bay fills

A gap or break in the constructional sequence, between
the more preliminary organic connections and the later
stonework in the upper matrices of the barrow,
materialised in the construction of off-set 8/9 [015]. This
partition was constructed over the tail end of a substantial
accumulation of materials within the bay 9 fill (see Figs
4.31 and 4.35). Partition 8/9 [015] might indicate that

building took place at different times, but equally the
time span could be miniscule; this tip of material only
marginally overlaps the bay offset line, and the offset
stone could have been put in place almost immediately
after.

We have suggested that the timber structures, midden
and cists might have been linked in various ways. In turn,
a wooden stake/panel and turf axial divide, with a wooden
and stone transverse corridor, connected to deposits of
limestone boulders and the initial partitions and bay fills
that connected these together, could have stood for some
time before the larger stonework and rapid bay ‘filling’ of
the upper matrices of the barrow were constructed (see
Fig. 4.73, 8 and 9).

There could have been quite a physical gap in the
construction site between bay 9 [017] and the materials
backed up against the transverse corridor that were part
of the early (though incomplete) filling of bay 8 [020].
There was not just a difference in time involved between
these acts of construction but that gap may also have
marked a point where the timescales that were a part of
different construction processes changed. Off-set 8/9
marked a change from the more gradual accumulation of
materials, where building practices engaged and connect-
ed with previous materials in order to connect up the
construction site, to the rapid inter-dependent con-
structional process of the upper matrices of the barrow
architecture.

Off-set 8/9 was built from large limestone boulders
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that had been laid in courses with few limestone plaques
set on edge (see Figs 4.31, 4.35, 4.37 and 4.47). This
partition needed the further materials used in bay 9 [018]
and bay 8 [020] (see Figs 4.31 and 4.35)). Significantly,
off-set 8/9 was physically tied into the later re-workings
of the axial divide 9/14 which was similarly reliant on
bay ‘fill’ materials. Following on from the further con-
struction work that took place in bays 8 and 9, the western
area of the site became completely infilled.

Further developments: the infilling of the
transverse corridor and the construction of
passage areas and the inner walls

Earlier in this chapter we discussed the detail of the cist
features and introduced the passage areas. The evidence
suggested that the cist features and passage areas were
not constructed at the same time. Rather, the northern
and southern passage areas were constructed when the
transverse corridor was blocked with limestone packing.
These later additions to the corridor and cists, along with
the axial divide, bays and off-sets, were then enclosed by
inner walls which had been constructed from courses of
limestone plaques.

The infilling of the transverse corridor

Limestone plaques and blocks were packed between the

two pairs of cists (between the southern inner cist and the
northern inner cist) (see Fig. 4.40), and between off-set 6/
7 and off-set 7/8 and the northern pair of cists (see Figs
4.13 and 4.41). Off-set 6/7 had consisted of a line of
stakes flanked by plaques of limestone set on edge on the
eastern side. Between the line of stakes and Orthostats 13
and 16, fairly small limestone plaques were laid flat and
aligned east-west and north-south [080] (see Figs 4.13,
4.32 and 4.41). There were also smaller plaques of
limestone, set on edge [081], that had been wedged
between Orthostats 13 and 16 (see Fig. 4.42). Off-set 7/8
had consisted of a line of stakes. Between this wooden
partition and Orthostats 12 and 15, there were large
blocks of limestone set on edge which flanked Orthostat
12 [082], followed by a double line of smaller plaques
that had been laid flat and aligned north-south [083] (see
Figs 4.13 and 4.41). Large blocks had then been laid
width-ways over the double line of stones [084] (see Fig.
4.41).

Between the two pairs of cists, limestone plaques and
blocks had been stacked and packed (see Fig. 4.40). Large
blocks of limestone were set over plaques used in the
southern parts of [080] and [084] (see Fig. 4.13) and
further blocks were added to this area to create a band of
stones that blocked the entire area between the two pairs
of cists which was four blocks wide [085] (see Figs 4.5,
4.6, 4.40 and 5.52). The blocks of limestone that made up

Fig. 4.40 Stone packing between the pairs of cists, from the west.
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this band or zone of packing, between the pairs of cists,
were aligned in an east-west direction. These stones could
have been incorporated into the area from two directions;
the blocks nearest to Orthostat 8 were tipped in a northerly
direction and the blocks nearest to Orthostat 11 were
tipped in a southerly direction (see Figs 4.5 and 4.6). The
blocks tipped in from the south to the north might have
been built into the architecture by standing inside the
southern inner cist and those tipped in from the north to
the south by standing inside the northern inner cist (see
Figs 4.5, 4.6 and 4.40). There are other ways, however, in
which the infilling could have been carefully placed rather
than tipped, and it has been assumed that human remains
were placed in the cists from an early date (see Chapter 7).

Further to the north, in the areas between the cists and
the transverse corridor partitions, there are a further series
of superimpositions, where large limestone plaques were
stacked in courses and these stones partly overlay the
northern parts of [080] and [084] (see Fig. 4.13). These
two courses of large limestone plaques [094] and [095]
created the eastern and western structural divisions that
were a part of the northern passage (see Fig. 4.13).
Smaller limestone plaques were then used to infill the
eastern area between [094] and off-set 6/7 and also the
western area between [095] and off-set 7/8 (these were
[096] and [097] respectively). The upper levels of packing
between the northern pair of cists, the northern passage,

and off-set 6/7 and 7/8 consisted of very large limestone
blocks (see Fig. 4.43). The eastern side of the cists and of
the northern passage was edged by these limestone blocks
[098] (see Fig. 4.43). The western side of the inner cist
and of part of the outer cist was also edged by large
limestone blocks [099] (see Fig. 4.43). A small area on
the western side of the northern outer cist had however
been disturbed, apparently in the eleventh century AD
(see Chapter 14).

Limestone plaques and blocks were packed between
off-set 15/16 and off-set 16/17 and the southern pair of
cists (see Figs 4.5, 4.10, 4.44 and 4.45). Off-set 15/16
had consisted of a line of stakes flanked by plaques of
limestone set on edge on the western side. Between the
line of stakes and Orthostat 6, large blocks of limestone
were laid flat and aligned north-south [086] (see Figs 4.5,
4.34 and 4.44). The upper levels of [086] were built over
the top of the band of limestone blocks that were aligned
cast-west [085] (see Figs 4.5, 4.34 and 4.44). The blocks
of limestone in the upper packing were tilted downwards
in a southerly direction (see Figs 4.44 and 4.45). A deposit
of yellow sand with small fragments of limestone rubble
[087] overlay [086] but was built up against Orthostat 3
and off-set 15/16.

Off-set 16/17 had consisted of a line of stakes. Between
this wooden partition and Orthostat 7, there were large
blocks of limestone [088] that had been incorporated as

Fig. 4.41 Stone packing around the northern cists and between the pairs of cists, from the north.
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Fig. 4.42 Detail of stone packing in front of Orthostats 13 (left) and 16 (vight) of the northern inner and outer cists, from the
east.

Fig. 4.43 Stone packing around the northern cists, from the east and above.
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Fig. 4.44 The southern cists, with some packing still in situ, from the south. Note the truncated southern passage area, and

offset 15/16 to the left.

packing from the west (see Figs 4.5 and 4.44). The blocks
were larger than those used in [086] and they tilted
downwards in an easterly direction (i.e. these blocks could
have been built into the architecture by constructors
standing inside the outer and inner cists) (see Figs 4.5
and 4.44). Smaller plaques of limestone [089] had then
been used to pack the area between Orthostat 4 and off-
set 16/17 (see Fig. 4.5). However, this packing also
extended between the very large flat block of limestone
[091] that made up the eastern side of the southern
passage and off-set 16/17 (see Fig. 4.5). The large flat
blocks of limestone [093] that made up the western side
of the southern passage also had small plaques of
limestone against them [090] and these blocked the area
between the passage and off-set 15/16 (see Figs 4.5, 4.44
and 4.45). There was then a break in the construction
process, whilst the southern passage area was constructed
before the use of smaller plaques [090 and 091] as packing
material.

The southern passage area

The northern side to this structure was formed by
Orthostats 1 and 2 from the outer cist. The eastern edge
was made from a very large block of limestone that had
been laid flat, aligned N-S [091] (see Fig. 4.9). On top of
this block were fairly small limestone plaques that had
been laid four courses high and two courses of stone in

width [092]. These small plaques of stone were also
aligned north-south (see Figs 4.44 and 4.45). The western
side of the structure was composed of large blocks of
limestone [093] that had been laid flat, three courses high
and one stone wide, and all these stones were aligned
north-south (see Figs 4.10, 4.44 and 4.45). The southern
arca of the structure had been robbed out by later
destruction (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

The northern passage area

The southern side of the structure was Orthostat 17 from
the outer cist. The eastern edge was made from large
limestone plaques that had been laid in courses and the
courses were one stone in width [094] (see Fig. 4.13).
The plaques were aligned north-south. The western side
was composed of slightly smaller plaques but again these
had been laid in courses; the courses were one stone wide
and all of the plaques were aligned north-south [095] (see
Fig. 4.13). Limestone plaques had later been set on edge
in an east-west alignment [100] within the passage
overlying the northern edges of the stones on which burial
deposit E was later placed (see Figs 4.13 and 4.46).

The inner walls

The axial divide, the bays and off-sets, the infilled
transverse corridor, the cists and the passage areas were
then enclosed by inner wall construction.
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Fig. 4.45 The southern cists, with some packing still in situ, from the south-west.

During excavation, two areas of stonework, built up in
courses and both with a facing on the external side, were
identified and recorded as distinct structural elements: an
innermost face and then an inner face. Each appears to
have been built up simultaneously with the stone packing
found behind it. In this report, these elements are
presented one after the other in these terms, but are later
considered together as partial inner walls. Further details
of these walls on a bay-by-bay basis are contained in the
site archive. As before, the text works from the west to the
east along the northern side of the barrow and then back
to the western area of the site and along the southern side
of the barrow (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

Innermost face

Facing Bay 11, [107] (see Figs 4.37 and 4.34)

There were two distinct stretches of walling comprising
small plaques of limestone laid flat in courses. The
westernmost length was two courses high; the eastern
length three to five courses high. The gap between the
two stretches was filled with loose rubble.

Facing Bay 10, [106] (see Fig. 4.21)

The main feature of this stretch of walling was a sharp
inward kink of ¢.0.30m which created a slight north east-
south west alignment. There were approximately seven
courses of limestone plaque walling at the eastern end.

The walling butted up against the northern edge of rubble
in an orange-brown clayey loam, fill [013] of the bay.

Facing Bay 9, [105] (see Fig. 4.47)

Small, irregularly shaped limestone plaques were aligned
east-west. They were up to five courses high and one
stone in width. The wall butted up against the boulder
“fill’ [016] and off-set 8/9. However, a change from the
small, irregularly shaped plaques of [105] to the large,
regular shaped plaques of [104] was at the point where
both parts of the innermost walling met with off-set 8/9,
implying that the upper parts of the off-set continued to
be built up together with the innermost face.

Facing Bay 8, [104] (see Fig. 4.25)

The wall in this area was made of large, regular shaped
limestone slabs that had been laid flat, one stone in width,
and aligned east-west. The wall was battered back into
the bay filling, seven to 14 courses high.

Facing Bay 6, [103] (see Figs 4.26 and 4.29)

Small and larger plaques of limestone were laid flat in
courses. There were four courses of stone and these were
one stone in width. Smaller stone plaques were used in
the eastern stretch of wall construction and larger plaques
were used in the western part of the wall. Off-set 6/7,
stake-hole S17, was overlain by stones from the wall.
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Fig. 4.46 The northern passage and crossing it, below, the lower courses of the inner wall. The northern outer cist is at top.
From the north.

Fig. 4.47 The junction of offset 8/9 and the innermost wall, with flat slabs of the basal course of the inner wall in the
foreground. From the north, cutting DVI.
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Facing Bays 11 to 17 (See Fig 4.37)
Nineteenth-century quarrying on the southern side of
these bays had removed evidence of revetments.

Facing Bay 18, [102] (see Fig. 4.29)

Small plaques of limestone were laid flat in courses. The
west and central portions had been robbed out almost to
foundation level. There were three courses of stone, these
were one stone in width and they were all aligned east-
west. The wall butted against off-set 17/18.

Facing Bay 19, [101] (see Fig. 4.37)

There was a maximum height of five courses of fine-
grained limestone plaques surviving in this area. The
courses of limestone were one stone in width and they
were aligned east-west. The wall was traced as a distinct
though somewhat ragged face for some 3m east of off-set
18/19. The wall was built over the yellow sand [054] that
had been used in the bay architecture. The vertical stone
plaques of off-set 18/19 actually crossed the wall,
coinciding with a marked shift to the north in the line of
the face as well as a distinct change in its form.

Inner face

Facing Bay 11, [115] (see Figs 4.37 and 4.34)

The walling continued its line along the northern edge of
bay 11 for about 3m before it turned in a smooth curve to
run north-south for a further 3.50m before it petered out
just south of the axial divide. Smallish plaques of
limestone had been laid flat and aligned east-west (then
later north-south) and five courses survived at the eastern
end, reducing to two courses further west.

Facing Bay 10, [114] (see Fig. 4.21)

In the area of off-set 10/11 there was an elongated
hummock of stone-free yellow clay [174]. This clay dump
had a flattened top. The foundation course crossed the
northern slope of this hummock and correspondingly
tilted down to the north. The overlying courses
compensated for this situation by being battered
backwards into the barrow mound. The walling consisted
of large plaques of limestone that were laid horizontally,
aligned ecast-west, and built up to four to eight courses
high.

Facing Bay 9, [113] (Fig. 4.21)

Large limestone plaques had been laid flat and aligned
east-west. The walling was one stone in width and had
survived to a maximum of nine courses. In this stretch,
the inner face ran some 0.50 m in front of the innermost
face, but notably, did not mirror the inward kink in the
line of the latter.

Facing Bay 8, [112] (see Fig. 4.25)
This section of walling was made up of very large
limestone plaques that had been laid flat and aligned

cast-west. The walling was one stone in width and had
survived to four courses high.

Facing Bay 6, [111] (see Figs 4.26 and 4.29)

Coarse limestone plaques, larger than elsewhere in this
walling, were laid horizontally, often over low heaps of
bay filling, and aligned east-west. The plaques were built
up to five courses high at the eastern end; the western
half was heavily robbed, possibly in the Roman period.
Some inner wall stones appeared to have slipped forward
and were apparently overlain by outer wall stones.
Backing stones had consisted intermittently of a second
row of large limestone plaques and some of these large
backing stones apparently underlay the innermost face.
The evidence for these stones having been bonded into
the innermost face would suggest that all of these areas of
walling (innermost face, backing and inner face) had been
built up together. Alternatively, the recorded relationships
may have been the product of significant distortion due to
the later disturbance in this area.

Facing Bay 5, [110]

The western part of the wall had been disturbed by
robbing. A 1.50m stretch of walling was recorded further
to the east. The north-south turf banks in bay 5, [031] and
[032], were overlain by the large plaques used in this part
of the wall.

To the east of Bay 5, [116] (see Fig. 4.37)

In this area, there was a line of very large plaques of
limestone that were laid flat, aligned north-south, one
stone in width and mostly one course high, with two
courses at the southern end. This transverse stone feature,
ran along the eastern edge of bay 5 and represented a
right-angled re-direction of the inner wall [110], so that
it was aligned north-south. It may have been part of a
forecourt feature that was later disturbed.

Facing Bay 18, [108] (see Figs 4.29 and 4.37)

The central section of this length of wall had been
extensively robbed. It consisted of a 2m stretch of walling
(large plaques of limestone that were laid flat and had
been built up in courses), that ran in an easterly direction
from off-set 17/18 (one course high), a gap of 0.70m, and
then a rather better preserved 1m-long eastern section
(three courses high).

Facing Bay 19, [109]

This was a 0.60m stretch of walling that was made up of
large plaques of limestone that had been laid horizontally,
one stone wide, and which had been built up to six courses
in height. The loose rubble backing to this inner face
overlay the innermost face suggesting that construction
work in this area was connected. Several of the large
plaques that were a part of the inner face footing appeared
to be considerably weathered and cracked. It was recorded
during excavation that small pieces of coarse limestone,
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possibly weathered from these stones, were found under-
neath the foundation stones of the outer wall.

To the east of Bay 19, [117] (see Fig. 4.37)

Large plaques of limestone had been laid flat and aligned
north-south. In many places this structure was two stones
wide and it survived to a height of four courses. This
transverse stone feature, ran along the eastern edge of bay
19 and represented a right-angled re-direction of the inner
wall [101] and [109], so that it was aligned north-south,
though the absence of any clearly built corner in the
stonework between these two alignments is noteworthy.
It may have been part of a forecourt feature that was
unfinished or was later disturbed.

In summary, the innermost face was not a complete
wall that had been built to enclose all the previous acts of
construction but was instead partial and served to back or
initially revet, where considered necessary, the material
filling the bays. The inner face was also partial and built
in some areas where there had been no construction of
innermost facing.

The inner walls were constructed out of large plaques
of limestone that were set horizontally east to west and
which were laid in courses. Except in the stretch facing
Bay 6, the inner walls of the primary mound appeared to
be of completely separate construction from the innermost
walls. The walls were roughly parallel to the innermost
walls, but with a straighter alignment; the irregularities
in the line of the innermost walls were accommodated by
fluctuations in the width of the inner wall backing. There
were very few cases where off-set partitioning inter-
digitated with the innermost wall (18/19 and possibly 17/
18, 8/9 and possibly 10/11 and 6/7 (upper levels)).
Outside the innermost wall, the inner wall crossed the
latitudinal axis of the off-set partitions. In one case, off-
set 6/7, stake-hole S17 was overlain by stones of the inner
wall [103] (see Fig. 4.37). Also, stacks of turf in bay 5
([031] and [032]) were overlain by the later walling [110].
The large plaques of limestone that were laid long-
itudinally and in courses also butted up against and so
faced the large boulder ‘fills’ in bay 9, and perhaps
originally in 14 and 15 ([016] and [041] respectively)
(see Fig. 4.37). Figure 4.46 also demonstrates that the
inner walls butted up against and so faced the outer edge
of the northern passage area.

At the eastern end of the primary monument there was
only one line of walling, running north to south, [116]
and [117]. These transverse stone structures butted up
against the eastern edge of bays 5 and 19. [116] and [117]
were made up of very large fine-grained plaques of
limestone that were laid in courses (see Figs 4.37, 4.36
and 4.48).

Overall, the inner walls of the primary monument were
distinctly different to the axial divide, bay and off-set
constructions. The inner walls contrast with earlier ways
of doing things, with material constructed in one way
only (the stones were laid flat and built up in courses), in

one material (limestone plaques), and with the stones all
aligned the same way (in an east-west direction). Whether
for practical revetment or for show, or both, formal stone
construction created a very different theme.

The primary eastern end of the barrow

The primary barrow was 31.33m in length and 11.73m in
width. It was trapezoidal in shape, with the higher and
broader end towards the east (the highest point being in
bays 6/17/18). The long axis of the barrow was oriented
east-west. The barrow was enclosed by inner walls.
However, there was no clear evidence to suggest that the
north-south oriented walls [116] and [117] at the eastern
end of the primary monument had constituted a completed
or major forecourt feature. First, there was no accumu-
lation of material culture in the area immediately to the
east of the walls as if they had been a focal point or arena
for further activities (this is taking into consideration the
area directly east of [117] that had been disturbed: as
noted in Chapter 1 and again in this chapter: see Figs 1.6
and 4.37). Secondly, the secondary phase of barrow
building directly butted up against these walls. It will
become apparent in the text that follows that very early
deposits of material were made in the secondary barrow
bay fills immediately to the east of [116] and [117]. In
particular, the early deposit within bay 4, which was east
of [116], was made up of the same size and quality of
limestone plaques as the north-south wall itself (see Fig.
4.37). This perhaps hints at a rapid extension to the

Fig. 4.48 The south-east corner of the primary barrow,
showing the inner wall and behind, the eastern end of primary
barrow. The medieval robber trench shows in the right-
hand part of the section.
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primary barrow architecture rather than a much later
addition.

Additional partitions and bays:
the secondary barrow

The secondary phase of building extended the architecture
to 45.87m in length and 14.67m in width. In this phase of
construction there was evidence for a forecourt at the
eastern end with northern and southern horns. The
extension was composed of at least six bay divisions (1, 2,
3,4, 20 and 21) (see Fig. 1.6, Fig. 4.37 and Colour Plate
4.6). As before, the bays were divided north from south
along the long axis of the barrow by an axial divide and
were further divided east from west by off-set partitions.

Preliminary description of axial divide, bays
and defining off-sets

The text that follows is a description of the axial divide
within the secondary barrow, followed by a ‘bay’ by ‘bay’
description of the barrow architecture. The text works
from the west to the east along the axial divide. It then
goes from the north-westernmost bay along the northern
side of the axial divide and then back to the western area
of the site and along the southern side of the axial divide
(see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). For convenience, the area of the
medieval robber trench [144] on the south side of the
mound, has been denominated bay 20 (see bay 20
description below).

Axial divide 4/20, 4/21, 3/21 [143]

(see Figs 4.37 and 4.30)

This was defined at the base of the barrow by a line of five
stake-holes (AS40, AS39, AS13, AS14 and AS15). The
stake-holes were relatively evenly spaced and they would
have supported some form of vertical partitioning (wood
or wicker panelling or shuttering). The two westernmost
stake-holes (AS15, AS14) survived despite the intrusion
of the medieval robber trench. Further to the west no
stake-holes were found until AS16, the easternmost of
the axial divide 5/19 and this gap is considered to be a
genuine one. East of the robber trench, along the axis, a
clear division of materials was evident on the undisturbed
surface of the mound and the vertical partitioning
associated with AS13, AS39 and AS40 was confirmed in
section.

Axial divide 2/21 [142]

(see Figs 4.37, 4.33 and Colour Plate 46)

This was defined at the base of the barrow by a line of five
stake-holes (AS7, AS8, AS9, AS10 and AS11). The stake-
holes were spaced slightly further apart and they would
have supported some form of vertical partitioning (wood
or wicker panelling or shuttering) extending right up
through the height of the barrow. On the surface of the
undisturbed mound there was a clear separation of bay
materials along the axial divide (see chapter 1). Here

also, and uniquely, there was a horizontal band of
charcoal, perhaps the remains of a hurdle rod, surviving
along the vertical face of the divide. In addition, there
were plaques of limestone intermittently set at a steep
angle along the axis.

Axial divide 1/21 [141] (see Fig. 4.37)

This was defined at the base of the barrow by a line of
seven stake-holes (AS1, AS12, AS2, AS27, AS3, AS5
and AS6). The stake-holes were relatively evenly spaced
and they would have supported some form of vertical
partitioning (wood or wicker panelling or shuttering).
There was a slight shift south in the axial divide when the
stakes AS1, AS12, AS2, AS27, AS3, AS5 and AS6 were
set (see Fig. 4.37). The axial divide was clearly visible in
section at the eastern end of the barrow mound.

Bay 4 (see Fig. 4.37)

This was defined to the west by the inner stone wall [116]
and to the east by off-set 3/4. Materials had built up
against the axial divide. However, there was a distinct
deposit of limestone plaques [132], on top of the buried
soil, located directly to the north-east of the inner stone
walling [116] (see Fig. 4.37). To the east of this deposit
there was a line of four stakes aligned north-south [133]
(see Fig. 4.37). [132] and [133] were overlain by dark
orange-brown silty loam interspersed with fine tip lines
of dirtier soil [134] (similar to [125]), then a brown-
orange clayey loam [135]. There was no evidence for
vertical partitioning in what survived of the barrow
mound above the line of stakes.

Off-set 3/4 [147] (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37)

Off-set 3/4 consisted of a line of five stakes (8, 9, 10, 11
and 12). The stake-holes were evenly spaced and they
would presumably have supported some form of vertical
partitioning (wood or wicker panelling or shuttering),
although there was no evidence for this in the fill of the
bays.

Bay 3 (see Fig. 4.30)

East of bay 4 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the timber off-set 3/4 and to the east by off-
set 2/3. Materials were built up against the axial divide at
the south of the bay: dark orange-brown clay loam
interspersed with fine tip lines of dirtier soil or lenses of
a more rubbly or stony material [125], a dark brown-
orange clay loam with thick bands of dark brown silty
loam and frequent limestone rubble [164]. Further to the
north, there was a deposit of red-orange loam [165]. [164]
and [165] were overlain by an orange-brown clay loam
[166]. [166] was followed by a light brown-yellow gritty
clay loam [131].

Off-set 2/3 [146] (see Figs 1.6, 4.37, 4.49 and 4.50)
Off-set 2/3 consisted of a line of five stakes (1, 2, 3, 4 and
5). Stake-holes 1, 2, 3 and 4 were evenly spaced. Along
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their western edge, directly on the ground surface, there
was a line of limestone plaques that had been laid
lengthways, end to end in one course only. The stake-
holes would again presumably have supported some form
of vertical partitioning (wood or wicker panelling or
shuttering).

Bay 2 (see Fig. 4.33)

East of bay 3 and north of the axial divide. It was defined
to the west by the stone and timber off-set 2/3 and to the
east by off-set 1/2. Materials had built up against the
axial divide: an orange-brown clay [119], followed by a
yellow gritty clay [120], then an orange-brown silty loam
[121]. There were inclusions of what appeared to be re-
deposited occupation material, burnt material (e.g. burnt
turf) or hearth deposits and fragmented material culture
within [121]. [121] was also interspersed with a gritty
layer of orange-brown clay [122] and was overlain by a
dark orange-brown silty loam [123]. The silty loam [123]
was overlain to the north by a zone of rubble that was
made up of large rough limestone blocks [124].

Off-set 1/2 [145] (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37)

Off-set 1/2 consisted of a line of three unevenly spaced
stakes (37, 38 and 39), and was also defined by differences
in bay fill and, at the northern end, by limestone plaques.

Bay 1 (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37)

The north-eastern most bay in the construction process. It
was defined to the west by the timber off-set 1/2. This
part of the site had been badly disturbed and there was
only a narrow strip of fill in the western area of the bay
that survived. An orange-brown clayey loam [118], with
occasional tip lines, filled the bay.

Bay 20 (see Fig. 4.37)

The area of the medieval robber trench. East of bay 19
and south of the axial divide. It was bounded to the west
by the inner stone wall [117]. Though denominated as
Bay 20, no trace of offsets were found. However, it is
possible that the eastern side of the trench reflects the
approximate position of a former offset 20/21.

Bay 21 (see Figs 4.30 and 4.33)

East of bay 20 and south of the axial divide. There was
one stake-hole in the bay’s fill but no clear-cut divisions
of material were traced in a north-south direction, though
there was a marked linear edge to the stony spread
opposite offset 1/2. From the north-south sections, it
would appear that materials had been banked up against
the timber stake and wooden panel axial divide, the
primary fill being a dark brown silty loam with frequent
small fragments of limestone [136]. However, since bay

Fig. 4.49 Bays 2 and 3 near the eastern end of the barrow, from the north. Vertical ranging rods mark the positions of axial

stakeholes.
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Fig. 4.50 View of offset 2/3, from east and above. White tabs
mark the positions of axial and offset stakeholes.

21 was so large, it is likely that there were several tipping
foci and one of these would seem to have built up from
the north-west corner of the bay. The fill in this area
consisted of a dark orange clayey loam which was
interspersed with dark brown and stony deposits [137].
This was overlain by an orange-brown-yellow clay that
was relatively stone free [138], a lens of small pieces of
limestone rubble [171]. [171] was overlain by an orange-
brown clay loam [166]. [166] was interspersed with two
large deposits of limestone rubble [168] and [169].

The axial divide

Earlier in this text we stated that the axial divide was not
an independent structure that had been built and
completed before the construction of other areas. How-
ever, this was not the case in the secondary barrow
architecture. An axial divide was constructed in this area
from 17 stakes (AS1, AS12, AS2, AS27, AS3, ASS5, ASe6,
AS7, AS8, AS9, AS10, AS11, AS40, AS39, AS13, AS14,
AS15) and their associated wicker or wooden panelling
(see Figs 1.6 and 4.37, and Colour Plate 4.5). Shuttering
or panelling, attached to stakes, would have protruded
through the matrix of the barrow. There was a pronounced
verticality to these wooden stakes and panels that has to
be taken into consideration (see Figs 4.30 and 4.33). In
this area there was a clear and clean distinction between
the earthen fills on either side of the axial divide and this
continued through the barrow matrix into the uppermost
layers of barrow material.

Within the axial divide stake-line there were three
possible groups of stakes AS1/AS12/AS2/AS27/AS3/

AS5/AS6, then AS7/AS8/AS9/AS10/AS11 and AS40/
AS39/AS13/AS14/AS15 (see Fig. 4.37). These three
groups of shuttering could indicate that the axial divide
was erected in sections with the associated off-sets built
up at the end or beginning of each section. For example,
AS40/AS39/AS13/AS14/AS15 was associated with off-
set 3/4, then off-set 2/3 with AS7/AS8/AS9/AS10/AS11,
followed by off-set 1/2 and AS1/AS12/AS2/AS27/AS3/
ASS5/AS6 (see Fig. 4.37). By comparing the divisions in
material at the barrow surface with the position of the
stakeholes it is also possible to suggest some sequences in
Bay filling. For example, the infilling of Bay 21 may
have been completed before the corresponding Bays to
the north (see also Fig. 4.33). What is certain is that the
infilling of the bays had worked from the west to the east,
lending further weight to the argument that this area had
almost directly been built up against [116] and [117] (see
above).

Charcoal from stake AS9 gave a radiocarbon date of
39603710 cal BC (OxA-12675) and charcoal from stake
AS10 a date of 3730-3655 cal BC (OxA-12676).

The bays

There was a distinct deposit of limestone plaques [132]
on top of the buried soil in bay 4 and directly to the east
of wall [116] from the primary barrow (see Fig. 4.37).
The limestone plaques used in this deposit were of the
same size and material as those used in [116]. It is
possible that this deposit represents a stockpile for
building or completing wall [116] and could have been
placed there directly after, or even before its construction.
Directly east of this there was another short stake-line
made up of another four stakes (51, 71, 70, 69) [133] (see
Figs 1.6 and 4.37). The limestone plaques and the short
stake-line were overlain by a dark orange-brown silty
loam that was interspersed with fine tip lines of dirtier
soil [134] and this was overlain with a brown-orange
clayey loam [135]. Both of these materials, [134] and
[135], had built up against the axial divide and they were
defined to the west by off-set 3/4. Off-set 3/4 was made up
of five stakes (8, 9, 10, 11, 12) (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

The area directly east of primary barrow wall [117]
was destroyed by later quarrying, but there is evidence
that the materials in the bay directly east of the area of
disturbance, bay 21, had built up in a west to east
direction. There was an initial deposit of brown silty loam
with frequent fragments of limestone [136] and this was
overlain by a dark orange clayey loam [137] (similar to
[135] in bay 4) that would seem to have built up from the
north-west corner of the bay. [137] was overlain in the
eastern area by an orange-red-brown silty loam [138] and
then large limestone boulders and plaques which were
interspersed with clayey loam [139]. Although these
materials had overlapped from the west to the east they
had also built up against the axial divide (see Figs 4.30
and 4.33).

Going back to the northern side of the axial divide,
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bay 3 was constructed between off-set 3/4 and off-set 2/3.
Off-set 2/3 was made up five stakes (18, 52, 53, 54 and
55) aligned N-S, and along their western edge there were
limestone plaques that had been laid flat (see Figs 1.6,
4.37, 4.49 and 4.50). Materials were incorporated into
this bay from the south and had built up against the axial
divide from this direction. The fills included a dark
orange-brown silty loam interspersed with fine tip lines
of dirtier soil [125] (similar to [134] in bay 4). [125] was
followed by an orange-brown silty loam with frequent
inclusions of limestone rubble [126] (similar to [136] in
bay 21), then a yellow-light brown clayey loam inter-
spersed with tip lines of dirtier soil [127]. Further to the
north, there was a deposit of gritty yellow sand and stone
[128]. Both [127] and [128] were overlain by an orange-
brown silty loam interspersed with tip lines of dirtier soil
or lenses of gritty material [129]. The whole area was
then filled with a brown-orange clayey loam [130]
(similar to [135] and [137] in bays 4 and 21). [130] was
overlain by a light brown clayey loam with frequent
yellow grit inclusions and small plaques of limestone
[131] (see Fig. 4.30).

Bay 2 was constructed between off-set 2/3 and off-set
1/2. Off-set 1/2 was made up of three stakes (37, 38, 39)
and some stone plaques (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). Once
again, the bay had been constructed from materials having
been built up against the axial divide. However, the
sequence of in-filling was slightly different to that within
the other bays and consisted of an orange-brown clay
[119], followed by a yellow gritty clay [120], then an
orange-brown silty loam [121]. [121] was a similar soil to
[125] in bay 3 and [134] in bay 4, with the exception that
within the fill there were inclusions of what appeared to
be re-deposited occupation material. This material
included burnt material (burnt turf or hearth deposits) and
fragmented material culture, in particular animal bone
and Mesolithic worked flint. [121] was also interspersed
with a gritty layer of orange-brown clay [122] and was
overlain by a dark orange-brown silty loam [123]. The
silty loam [123] was overlain to the north by a zone of
rubble that was made up of large rough limestone blocks
[124] (similar to [139] in bay 21) (see Fig. 4.33). It is of
interest that the soil context [121] within bay 2 contained
such a large concentration of animal bone. This inclusion
of Neolithic material culture as part of the matrix of the
upcast barrow is in a distinct context and this was not
repeated within any other area of the construction site.
Within the buried soil, directly underneath this bay, there
was a distribution of Mesolithic worked flint.

The most north-easterly bay in the construction process
was bay 1. It was defined to the west by the timber off-set
1/2. This part of the site had been badly disturbed and
there was only a narrow strip of fill in the western area of
the bay that survived (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). An orange-
brown clayey loam [118], with occasional tip lines, was
used to ‘fill” the bay (similar to [121], [125] and [134] in
bays 2, 3 and 4).

The axial divide and off-sets were constructed (at least
in sections) before the in-filling of the bays in the
secondary barrow. The bay fills were all very similar (with
brown silty loams and orange-brown clayey loams), and
there was not the same range of materials (such as turf,
stone, clay, sand, rubble, silty and clayey loams) as was
used in the primary barrow architecture. This may also
reflect the possibility that, unlike the primary mound,
much more of the material for the secondary may have
been derived from superficial deposits rather than from
quarrying at depth. All this evidence would suggest that
the construction process in this area was fairly un-
complicated and quick and that the walls [116] and [117]
had almost immediately been built against (the unusual
size of bay 21 also supports this interpretation). However,
there were reworkings of past activities from previous
areas of microlithic flint working, and some of this
material was woven into the construction [121]. Worked
flint from these earlier occupations was added to Neolithic
butchered animal bone and incorporated into bay 2. Some
of this Mesolithic material culture could have been
inadvertently incorporated, but its encounter did not go
without notice since animal bone was added to the earthen
matrix.

A cattle tibia from bay 2 gave a date of 3730-3650 cal
BC (GrA-25296) and a dog mandible from bay 4 a date of
4220-3960 cal BC (OxA-13318), the latter presumably
on residual material from earlier occupation.

Inner walls

East of the easternmost bays 5 and 19 of the primary
barrow, there was a significant change in the character of
the external revetments of the barrow. This change is in
itself a substantial part of the evidence for the secondary
extension of the original barrow.

East of bays 5 and 19, the generally clear distinction
between the several walls in the western part of the barrow
was no longer apparent. There was no innermost face and
initial revetments to the barrow bays appeared to comprise
stone of the type used in the inner wall in the primary
mound. Moreover, although the line of the inner wall was
approximately maintained by the use of coarser stone,
only occasionally was there evidence of an independent
face. Mostly, though not exclusively, the coarser stone
was interdigitated with the finer stone of the outer wall,
the two being built up together. At the eastern end, the
barrow was much denuded by ploughing, and preserva-
tion was slight, but two short stretches of walling inside
the line of the horns may also be connected to inner wall
construction; at Hazleton, however, similar features were
linked to the history of the horns, rather than the side
walls (Saville 1990).

Facing bays 4, 3 and 2 [185]
(see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.30)
Up to three rather rough courses of limestone plaques
were found in this area, with other stone behind them, as
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in the primary barrow. It was harder to discern an external
face to this part of the construction.

Inside the north horn [186]
(see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.51)
Inside the north horn as described below as part of the
secondary extension of the barrow, there was a short
fragment of walling, just over 1m long and aligned north
west-south east, consisting of a single horizontal course.

Inside the forecourt wall (see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.52)
Inside the southern end of the back wall of the forecourt
of the secondary barrow, there was a short stretch of
walling, 1.8m long aligned north-south, then turning
south-east. It was built in courses, and four of the
uppermost courses had toppled over to the east.

Inside the south horn (see Figs 1.6, 4.37, 4.54)

A slightly curving line of nine inner wall type stones was
found 0.70m west of the outer face of the horn but no face
was apparent.

Facing Bay 21 [187] (see Figs 1.6, 4.37, 4.60)

In the eastern half, a distinct inner face was traceable
behind the outer wall and backing (part of [173] Fig.
4.33). To the west, the coarse inner wall stones were part
of the backing to the outer face.

The outer walls

The axial divide, bays, off-sets and northern inner wall of
the secondary barrow, along with the entire primary

Fig. 4.51 The northern horn, from the east and above.

barrow, were then enclosed by a carefully constructed and
flush-finished outer wall of fine-grained limestone. There
was no recurrent evidence of ‘extra-revetment’ material
being placed outside this wall on either side of the
barrow.

Preliminary description of the outer walls

Once again, the text works from the west to the east along
the northern side of the primary and secondary barrow
and then back to the western area of the site and along the
southern side of the primary and secondary barrow (see
Figs 1.6 and 4.37). Additional details on a bay-by-bay
basis are contained in the site archive.

Adjacent to Bay 11, [162] (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37)

The outer wall in this area stood only four courses high.
The wall was aligned more or less east-west and petered
out, though still apparently on this alignment, where the
inner wall [107] had changed direction and was oriented
north-south.

Adjacent to Bay 10, [161] (see Figs 4.61 and 4.21)
The walling in this area had been carefully constructed
from fine-grained limestone plaques that were laid flat,
aligned more or less east-west and built up in 14 courses.
Towards the eastern end, the walling had been built over
a natural hollow, possibly a former tree hole. The wall
bulged forward at this point presumably as a result of
subsidence (see Fig. 4.61). At the western end, the wall
had been built over a deliberately infilled hollow and
immediately next to this a small hummock of yellow clay
[174] (see Fig. 4.21).

Fig. 4.52 The forecourt, from the east and above.
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Fig. 4.53 The outer wall on the south side of the barrow in
cutting CXII, opposite bay 21, after removal of collapsed
walling, from the south-east.

Adjacent to Bay 9, [160]

There was a maximum height of 18 courses of fine-grained
limestone plaques surviving in this area. The width of the
wall and backing was 0.50m and the maximum height was
0.36m. Between [160] and [159] and approximately oppo-
site to offset 8/9, a very long slab within the base course
had been laid so that it had tilted up to the west. This
meant that it overlapped several courses of walling which
conveniently terminated at this point. This slab could
have marked the junction between two stretches of walling
and suggested that [160] was completed before [159].

Adjacent to Bay 8, [159] (see Fig. 4.25)

The walling in this area had been carefully constructed
from fine-grained limestone plaques that were laid flat,
aligned more or less east-west and built up in courses.
The joints between the plaques of limestone were
staggered and the coursing had created a flush-finished
outer face. There was a maximum height of 23 courses;
the width of the wall and backing was up to 0.50m and
the maximum height was 0.46m. The plaques of fine-
grained limestone were on average 0.20m in width, 0.30m
in length and 0.02m thick. Towards the eastern end there
were some exceptionally large plaques, one of which
spanned the whole width of the wall.

Adjacent to Bay 6, [158] (see Figs 4.26 and 4.29)

This stretch of walling had been disturbed in the Roman
period and many parts of the coursing had fallen over or
the upper levels had pitched forward. However, there was
a maximum height of seven courses of walling that had

Fig. 4.54 The southern horn, from the west and above, cutting
CXIII

survived and these had been carefully constructed from
fine-grained plaques of limestone that had been
horizontally coursed.

Adjacent to Bay 5, [157]

There was a maximum height of nine courses of fine-
grained limestone plaques surviving in this area with
small but coarser-grained backing material. The walling
leant outwards to the north.

Facing Bay 4, [156]

The walling in this area had been laid over a 0.10m high
bank of small tips of yellow clay, sand and limestone and
the foundation tilted sharply down to the north. It was
noted during the excavation that only a few plaques of
limestone remained in their courses and that even these
had slid progressively forward; the rest had ended up in
a near vertical position directly in front of the outer face
line [179]. The rear edges of these latter stones projected
into the ploughsoil and may have been caught by the
plough across this side of the site.

Facing Bay 2 and Bay 3, [155]

(see Figs 4.30 and 4.33)

There was an average height of three courses of fine-
grained limestone plaques surviving in this area. The
courses of fine limestone were one stone in width and
they were aligned, as elsewhere, slightly off east-west.
These were interdigitated with coarser stones set on edge
and used as backing material. The walling leant outwards
to the north.
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North horn, [154] (see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.51)

All that survived of the walling in this area was a 1.60m
long fragment that ran south from what would have been
the northern inturn of the horn. It comprised only a basal
course of limestone plaques that had been laid flat and
aligned north west-south east.

Forecourt, [153] (see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.52)

The walling in the forecourt was identical to the other
areas of outer walling. It was carefully constructed from
fine-grained limestone plaques that had been laid flat and
built up two courses that were in a north-south alignment
and 3.75m in length. To the west, behind the walling,
there were several larger plaques of limestone that were
aligned east-west along the line of the axial divide.

South horn, [152] (see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.54)

Only an isolated 1.20m long fragment of walling at what
would have been the northward inturn of the horn was
traceable. It consisted of small fine-grained plaques that
had been built up to three courses high. The walling leant
outwards slightly to the east. The outer face of the walling
had a battered edge since there were several plaques of
limestone that had been set vertically on edge against the
face.

Adjacent to Bay 18, [149] (see Fig. 4.29)

An isolated fragment of the outer wall survived in the
much disturbed area outside bay 18. The walling was two
courses high and 0.48m in length. It was made from fine-
grained limestone plaques. The courses of limestone were
one stone in width and they were aligned east-west. The
stones in the lowest course had overlapped slightly and
they had been laid west to east.

Adjacent to Bay 19, [150]

(see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.48)

There was a maximum height of seven courses of fine-
grained limestone plaques surviving in this area. Before
the courses of fine limestone plaques had been laid, there
were several fine plaques but also more of the coarse and
larger plaques used in the inner walling that had been set
on edge and used as a backing material. The courses of
limestone were one stone in width, aligned more or less
cast-west. The walling leant outwards to the south, not
running parallel to that of the inner walling but instead
diverging slightly in a south easterly direction.

Facing Bay 21, [151] (see Figs 4.30, 4.33 and 4.60)

A 9.50m stretch of wall survived in this area. It had been
truncated to the west and east by robbing. There was,
however, a maximum height of 20 courses of fine-grained
limestone plaques. The courses of fine limestone were
one stone in width and they were aligned slightly off east-
west. These were interdigitated with coarser stones set on
edge and used as backing material. The walling leant
outwards to the south.

Initial discussion of the outer walls

The outer walls were of one seamless, careful and
complete construction (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). They were
not partial in places or doubled-up in the way that we
have seen with the inner walls. The outer walls were built
using a formal or standardised construction process of
horizontal courses with a flush-finished external face.
The limestone plaques had been laid lengthways along
the line of the wall, never more than one stone deep. The
outer walls were made from fine-grained, limey sandstone
(see Fiona Roe above). There is no significant divergence
between the lines of the inner and outer walls on the
north side of the barrow, but on the south side the two
lines do separate, enhancing the trapezoidal form of the
barrow, and indeed transforming the external appearance
of the barrow into that of a truly trapezoidal long ‘cairn’
(see Figs 1.6 and 4.37).

Between [160] and [159], adjacent to bay 8 and bay 9,
a very long slab within the base course had been laid so
that it had tilted up to the west, which meant that the slab
overlapped several courses of walling which had con-
veniently terminated at this point. The stone could have
marked the junction between two stretches of walling and
it was suggested during the excavation that [160] was
completed before [159].

In one or two instances, the northern outer wall was
built against hummocks of yellow clay, for example [156]
which faced bay 4, and [162] which was adjacent to bay
11. The bay 4 situation is not a natural hummock,
however, but an artificial low bank of mixed material:
small tips of yellow clay, sand and limestone and soil. In
another part, the outer wall [161], adjacent to bay 10, was
built over a backfilled natural hollow.

Questions of the sequence of construction of the
primary and secondary barrows, raised by the inner and
outer walls, and of the character of the walling, are
discussed further in Chapter 15.

The secondary eastern end of the barrow

The eastern part of the site was almost completely
destroyed by ploughing in the adjacent field following the
construction of a nineteenth-century boundary (see
chapter 1), but the base courses of the northern and
southern horns with a forecourt between them were
discovered (see Figs 1.6 and 4.37). A 1.20m stretch of the
southern horn had survived [152], and this could be traced
to form the northern inturn of the horn (see Figs 1.6, 4.37
and 4.54). A 1.60m stretch of walling, [154], ran south
from the northern inturn of the northern horn (see Figs
1.6,4.37 and 4.51). There was evidence of earlier internal
extensions within both the areas of horn construction (see
Fig. 4.37). The back wall of the forecourt, [153], was
3.75m in length (see Figs 1.6, 4.37 and 4.52). In the
overall plan of the site (Figs 1.6 and 4.37), there is a
projection of where these features may have been if they
had survived in a more complete state. From this projected



The Long Barrow 121

plan, the width north to south of the horns would have
been 15m. The horns projected about 2.50m beyond the
forecourt recess. The walling in the forecourt was
identical to the outer walling elsewhere. There was no
interruption within the courses of limestone and there
was no evidence for any upright stones, stone sockets or
post-holes in this area which could indicate a ‘false
entrance’. To the west, behind the back wall of the
forecourt, there were several larger plaques of limestone
that were aligned ecast-west along the line of the axial
divide and so the extended axial divide had connected
directly to the mid-point of the forecourt walling.

The northern outermost passage

Both the primary and secondary barrow architectures
were enclosed by a carefully constructed and flush-
finished outer wall of fine-grained limestone. During the
construction of the outer wall, opposite the northern pair
of cists of the primary barrow, the passage was extended
to make a northern outermost passage (see Figs 4.55 and
4.56).

A break in the outer wall occurred in front of the
northern pair of cists, slightly off-set to the west and
some 0.50m wide (see Fig. 4.13). The western end of
[158], adjacent to bay 6, and the eastern end of [159],
adjacent to bay 8, formed bonded corners (see Fig. 4.55).
These bonded corners were linked to a cut in the upper
courses of the inner wall at this point [172] (see Fig.

Fig. 4.55 The northern passage, showing outer and inner
walls, with the northern cists behind. The outer wall blocking
has not been completely removed.

4.56). [172] was ¢.0.75m in width where it cut through
the innermost part of the wall. This was also the width of
the northern passage, and then the northern outermost
passage narrowed to about 0.50m in width, the width of
the bonded break in the outer wall. The western edge of
the cut was much more ragged as if it had cut through
plaques where the joints had been staggered rather than
built up one on top of the other. It is also of interest that
this was an area where the inner wall had doubled-up
[103/104 and 111/112]. The cut was 0.24m deep and it
left in place the bottom three courses of limestone plaques
in this area of the inner wall. This created a step between
[172] and the break between [158] and [159] (see Fig.
4.55). ‘Blocking’ stones, [174], were subsequently and
expertly placed in the break between the bonded corners
of [158] and [159], matching the walling on either side.
They could have been selected when the outer wall was
constructed in this area, for they were the same size and
quality of limestone and they were laid east-west in
horizontal courses with a flush-finished outer face so that
the only joints that were visible were the fine cracks
between these stones and the bonded corners (see Figs
4.57-59, and Colour Plates 4.7-8). Though the work
could have been matched at a later date, the blocking
could therefore have been at the same time as the bonded
ends of the outer wall. In contrast, [173], the fill of cut
[172] through the inner wall may have been added at a
much later date for it was very similar in character to the
upper fill sequence of the northern passage area.

Fig. 4.56 The northern passage, from above, showing outer
and inner walls. The outer wall blocking has only been
partially removed.
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Stone outside the outer wall

There are several areas outside the northern part of the
wall where stones might be considered to have been
deliberately placed as part of an external revetment. The
text will now go on to discuss in more detail the evidence
for revetment.

Adjacent to Bay 10 [175] (see Figs 4.21 and 4.61-63)

There were several limestone plaques in a vertical
position. The upper courses of the outer wall had toppled
forward and were resting on top of the pitched stones. It
is possible that the stones in this area had been placed
there in order to revet the outer wall in this area, though
just as likely that they are themselves collapsed material.

Adjacent to Bay 9 [176]

This area consisted of fine-grained outer wall type stones
that were probably the collapsed upper courses of the
outer wall.

Adjacent to Bay 6 [177]

There were several limestone plaques that pitched down
to the south. The upper courses of the outer wall had
toppled forward and were resting on top of the pitched
stones. It is possible that the stones in this area had been
placed there in order to revet the outer wall in this area,
but perhaps after the outer wall had begun to show the
first signs of decay.

Fig. 4.57 The blocking of the outer wall at the entrance to
the northern passage.

Adjacent to Bay 5 [178]

This area consisted of fine-grained outer wall type stones
that pitched down to the north and were probably the
collapsed upper courses of the outer wall.

Facing Bay 4 [179] (see Fig. 4.60)

Most of the upper courses of the outer wall stone were in
a vertical position directly in front of the outer wall face.
The upper edges of these stones projected into the
ploughsoil and so their near-vertical position may have
been due to a plough catching the courses from behind.

Facing Bay 2 and Bay 3 [180]

The stones in this area consisted of the collapsed upper
courses of the outer wall. Several plaques of limestone
were found on their edges against the outer wall face, but
is unclear whether they were placed thus or simply the
result of decay.

Adjacent to Bay 19 [181]
The stones in the western part of this area consisted of the
collapsed upper courses of the outer wall.

Facing Bay 21 [182]
The stones in the eastern part of this area consisted of the
collapsed upper courses of the outer wall.

Adjacent to bays 10, 6 and 2—3 occasional stones were

Fig. 4.58 The blocking of the outer wall at the entrance to
the northern passage, with the northern cists behind. Deposit
E is visible at the rear of the passage. From the north and
above.
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Fig. 4.59 The blocked outer wall at the entrance to the
northern passage, with stone outside the outer wall, at an
early stage of excavation.

found set on their edges or pitched to the south (see Figs
4.61-63). These limestone plaques were irregularly
spaced and the upper courses of outer wall stone had
collapsed on top of them (see Fig. 4.63). They do not
seem to constitute any formal or concerted effort to revet
the outer wall construction, and alternative explanations
to deliberate placing could anyway be advanced for most
if not all of them.

The quarries

Four Neolithic quarry pits were excavated to the north-
west of the primary barrow (see Fig. 1.6). Whilst areas to
the north of the site were disturbed by Roman quarries,
these were generally shallow and there is no evidence
that these obliterated any Neolithic quarries. To the south
and south-west, however, there was substantial
nineteenth-century quarrying at depth and so we do not
know whether there was a similar set of Neolithic quarry
pits that went behind the barrow and around it into the
southern part of the site (see Fig. 1.6).

Quarry pit NQI1 was located in the western part of the
site, slightly to the north-west of bay 11 in the barrow.
Quarry pit NQ2 was east of pit 1 and north of bay 10,
followed by quarry pit NQ3 which was north of bays 8 and

Fig. 4.60 The outer wall on the south side of the barrow and stone material fallen outside it, in cutting CXI, opposite bay 21,
from the west. Compare Figs 4.30 and 4.33 to the west and east of this view respectively.
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Fig. 4.61 The outer wall and material fallen from it on the north side of the barrow in cutting DV, opposite bays 9 and 10,
from the north. The wall has been built over a small depression here, probably the cause of the outwards bulge.

Fig. 4.62 The outer wall on the north side of the barrow in cutting DV, opposite bay 10, from the north. Other fallen stone
has been removed, revealing a large stone pitched on edge against the outer wall. Compare Fig. 4.63, the same stretch at
an earlier stage of excavation.
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9, with pit NQ4 the furthest east and the furthest north
from the barrow (north of bays 5 and 6). Pit NQ4 was
11.50m away from the barrow and pit 1 was 3m away. The
pits curved inwards from pit NQ4 to pit NQ1, and pit NQI
had started to arc behind the western area of the site (see
Fig. 1.6). Not all the quarry pits were discovered and
excavated at the same time. NQ1 was located at an early
stage; the rest were discovered in machine trenching right
at the end of the excavation (see Chapter 1).

By discussing the quarry pits in this part of the text,
we do not wish to suggest that the cutting of quarry pits
was divorced from the construction of more upcast areas
of the barrow architecture.

The quarry pits were irregular in plan and section.
Their plans and profiles would suggest that these areas
were quarried as a series of irregular pits with deeper
sections within them (see Fig. 1.6).

Quarry pit 1 (NQI) consisted of three main segments.
The eastern part terminated in a shallow oval pit that was
1.50m deep. The western segment was ovoid in shape
and it was 0.80m in depth. The central segment was
semi-circular in plan. It was suggested during the
excavation that the eastern pit was a recut of the central
segment (see Figs 1.6 and 4.64). With hindsight, given
the depth and nature of NQ3 and NQ4, it is possible that
the earlier excavation of NQ1 did not establish its full
extent and depth.

Quarry pit 2 (NQ2) was positively identified only by a
machine cut trench at the end of the 1969 excavation
season. The pit was a relatively small, oval or circular
shaped quarry which was 3m across and 2.20m in depth
(see Fig. 1.6).

Quarry pit NQ3 was irregularly oval in shape and
quarry pit NQ4 was semi-circular in plan (see Fig. 1.6).
The most central trench through both of these pits was
excavated by hand and the text focuses on these findings.
Instead of adding context numbers to these two excavated
areas, for simplicity’s sake the text has kept the original
layer numbers that were allocated at the time. In section,
NQ3 had a stepped profile down to a maximum depth of
3.10m and the southern edge was very steep (see Figs
4.65 and 4.67). NQ4 had a fairly level base and it was
2.70m deep. The southern side of the pit was undercut
(see Figs 4.66 and 4.68). In both NQ3 and NQ4, the
irregularly stepped profile into the ‘mudstone’ may have
reflected the removal of wedges of limestone and this
may also account for the undercut profile on the south
side of NQ4 (see Figs 4.65 and 4.66). It is uncertain
whether or not these pits could have been a source for the
stones used in the limestone deposits, the off-sets, the
axial divide or the inner stone walls. There were no
materials in any of these quarry areas to suggest that fine
plank stone had been obtained for the outer wall.

In the description of the quarry fills that follows, the

Fig. 4.63 The outer wall on the north side of the barrow in cutting DV, opposite bay 10, from the north. Fallen stone covers
a large stone pitched on edge against the outer wall. Compare Fig. 4.62, the same stretch at a later stage of excavation.
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Fig. 4.64 The east section of Neolithic quarry NQI in cuttings DII/EIL

original layering has been followed, for the sake of
avoiding confusion in the archive. The infilling of NQ3
and NQ4 was remarkably similar. Consequently, post-
excavation, the same numbers were assigned to layers in
both quarries in an attempt to correlate the infilling
sequence. This was largely successful although there were
minor variations in some horizons. The primary fills of
the quarry pits consisted of mixtures of sand, clay and
rubble at a variety of angles (layer 10). Due to the variable
subsoil and the irregular shape of the quarries there would
have been uneven weathering of the features. In areas of
loose subsoil, it was likely that there would have been
sudden collapses of material from undercut sections
whilst quarrying was in progress. In other areas, rapid
weathering of the features may have quickly filled in
excavated areas whilst quarrying was in progress else-
where on the site. During pit cutting or quarrying
activities, loose rubble may have been piled up or pushed
to one side in the search perhaps for more solid material.
It was probably most unlikely that any of the quarries
were cleared of all their loose material. There was little
indication of the time taken for the primary fills to
accumulate and there were f