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Abstract
The later Neolithic period saw the emergence of Grooved Ware pottery within Britain and
Ireland. The three styles are often associated with henge monuments, pit groups or passage
graves and accompanied by unusual or complex deposits. However, it is not clear whether the
depositional practices of all three styles of Grooved Ware pottery followed the same pattern,
or were treated differently. In the Upper Thames Valley many of the known Grooved Ware
sites are situated on the lower gravel terraces and although this distribution may be a
reflection of where developer-led archaeology has occurred, it does not help to explain why
they were placed there initially and why other areas were avoided, such as the large henge
monuments within the Upper Thames Valley. This thesis analyses the depositional contexts of
all three styles of Grooved Ware pottery within the Upper Thames Valley and evaluates these
from a landscape perspective, to determine whether all three styles were deposited in similar
contexts to each other. Their distinctive decorative designs are also examined in an attempt to
ascertain whether they held any iconological significance, thereby influencing how the pottery

was treated and therefore governing both choice of location and manner of deposition
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The later Neolithic period saw the emergence of Grooved Ware pottery, a distinct style
marked by its characteristic flat bases and profuse grooved decoration with a wide
geographical distribution within Britain and Ireland. Although Grooved Ware has been the
subject of many studies in the past, there has been no attempt to study the depositional

contexts of all three styles in regard to each other and their placement in the landscape.

Grooved Ware has a wide geographical distribution within Britain, and rapidly became the
sole or main ceramic in use during the late Neolithic (Cleal 1999a, 7). This pottery type
comprises of three main styles, namely the Durrington Walls, Woodlands and Clacton styles.
It is often associated with henge monuments, pit groups or passage graves (Gibson 2002, 87)
and is sometimes accompanied by unusual or complex deposits. However, it is not clear
whether the depositional practices of all three styles of Grooved Ware pottery followed the
same pattern, or if they were treated differently. Even though some patterns have been noted
before, for example the possibility that the Woodlands style was used for different purposes
(Thomas 1991, 120), a more detailed analysis is still lacking. This thesis focuses on the Upper
Thames Valley, an area where many evidence-rich Grooved Ware sites have been uncovered.
In the case of the Upper Thames Valley, the majority of Grooved Ware sites have been found
on the floodplain and first and second gravel terraces and although this distribution may be a
reflection of where developer-led archaeology has occurred, it does not help to explain why
they were placed there initially and why other areas were avoided, such as the large henge
monuments within the Upper Thames Valley. In addition, although the distinct decorative
Grooved Ware designs have been the subject of several studies in the past (e.g. Wainwright

and Longworth 1971; Richards and Thomas 1984; MacSween 1995), including their possible



derivation from megalithic art (Bradley 1997; in Cooney 2000, 228) there has never been any
definitive attempt to identify the origins and significance of Grooved Ware by examining its
depositional contexts. This thesis endeavours to explore these themes by examining the
depositional contexts of each Grooved Ware style in the Upper Thames Valley in relation to
the immediate and wider landscape, through the material that was deposited alongside and the
manner in which it was deposited. A number of other Grooved Ware sites across Britain will
also be examined to ascertain whether the patterns relating to Grooved Ware deposition in the

Upper Thames Valley are evident elsewhere.

1.2. Grooved Ware - Previous Research

1.2.1 A Brief Introduction To Grooved Ware Pottery

Grooved Ware became the dominant pottery in late Neolithic Britain (Hamilton and Whittle
1999, 45), forming either tub, bucket and barrel shaped vessels, with grooved decoration
(Gibson 2002, 84; Thomas 1991, 113-14) and whose large size has prompted suggestions that
they may have been used in communal feasting (Richards and Thomas 1984), ultimately

bringing people together in a different way than before (Cooney 2000, 228).

Stuart Piggott first identified Grooved Ware pottery as a type following its discovery on the
Essex coast during the 1930’s, recognising its resemblance to pottery found at Woodhenge,
Wiltshire and Rinyo and Skara Brae, Orkney (Gibson 2002, 86; Gibson and Woods 1997,
180). He later renamed it as Rinyo-Clacton Ware to reflect its wide distribution (Gibson and
Woods 1997, 189). In 1956, Isobel Smith classified three styles of Grooved Ware pottery:
‘Clacton’, “‘Woodlands’ and ‘“Woodhenge’ (Thomas 1991, 114; Gibson and Woods 1997, 180-

1). The Clacton style was defined as tub-shaped vessels decorated with grooved and



impressed decoration, including multiple lozenge or chevron motifs filled with circular
impressions or stabs. The Woodlands style is comprised of small tub-like vessels with
perforated lugs and applied pellets of clay on the rim with converging cordons and knots of
clay decorating the vessel bodies. The Woodhenge style is distinguished by its fingernail
impressions, round and flat rims and vertical cordons and panelled decoration (Smith 1965;
cited in Gibson and Woods 1997, 180). This classification was later redefined by Longworth
in 1971 following the Durrington Walls excavations in the late 1960’s (Gibson 2002, 86). The
term Grooved Ware was reinstated, the Durrington Walls style was introduced to include the
former Woodhenge style, but further defined by its large bucket or barrel shaped vessels, with
incised or grooved decoration, concentric circles and spirals and plain and decorated cordons.
Longworth also added a further style, Rinyo Ware in recognition of the pottery from northern
Scotland, featuring internally stepped or scalloped rims, and applied pellets, lozenges and

cordons of clay (Gibson and Woods 1997, 181).

A combination of radiocarbon dates and typological arguments suggest that Scottish Grooved
Ware, whose origins lie within the Orcadian Unstan Ware tradition, predates that from
southern Britain (Garwood 1999a, 146), emerging between 3400 and 3100 BC (Ashmore
1998; cited in Gibson 2002, 84). Garwood’s re-evaluation of radiocarbon dates for Grooved
Ware in southern Britain determined an overall chronological range between 3000-2000 BC,
although he believed this would change with secure dateable material from excavations to

span the period 2900-2100 BC (Garwood 1999a, 152).

There are suggestions there were two major Grooved Ware styles in the south of England as
opposed to the three cited by Longworth, with Clacton and Woodlands representing a single

ceramic sequence (Garwood 1999a, 157) alongside the Durrington Walls style. Radiocarbon



dating places the Clacton style within the earlier 3™ millennium BC and the Woodlands style
within the latter part of it (ibid, 157). This, together with similar characteristics shared by both
styles, such as converging and interrupted grooves of the Clacton style and converging
cordons and knots of the Woodlands style (Cleal 1999a, 2), suggests a development of the

Clacton style into the later Woodlands (ibid).

1.2.2 Grooved Ware

Design and Decoration

The decorative style of Grooved Ware pottery has been the subject of much discussion in the
past (e.g. Woodward 2002a, 62-74; MacSween 1995, 41-48; Kinnes 1995, 49-53; Richards
and Thomas 1984, 192-3; Smith 1965). It has been suggested that Grooved Ware decoration,
such as the cordoned and filled triangle decoration, may have derived from wickerwork
patterns (Gibson 2002, 19), although another idea is a possible association between the
lozenge motifs and fishing nets (Cleal 1999a, 4). Associations have also been made between
Grooved Ware pottery and Irish passage grave art (Shee Twohig 1981, 126-8; cited in
Richards and Thomas 1984, 192), the lozenge-mesh applied decoration found on some antler
and stone maceheads (Smith 1965, 195; cited in Thomas 1991, 119), and the spiral and
chevron motifs found on the carved stone balls in Scotland (Marshall 1977, 61; cited in
Thomas 1991, 119). It would appear that the significance of these motifs were clearly
important, as illustrated by the presence of a naturally-occurring banded flint pebble within a
Grooved Ware pit in Firtree Field, Cranborne Chase, Dorset, the pattern on which resembled

the concentric circles on some Grooved Ware pottery (Green 2000, 71).



Richards and Thomas suggested a possible hierarchy to Grooved Ware decoration at
Durrington Walls henge, with plain, borderless areas being classed as low status and
decorated, bounded areas at the higher end (Richards and Thomas 1984, 193-216; Thomas
1991, 116-7). They noticed that the structure of design varied slightly according to the place it
was distributed (Richards and Thomas 1984, 193), and as Thomas later noted, this could be

used to help classify and distinguish between spatial locations.

Manufacture and Composition

Flint and shell were the dominant inclusions in the pottery traditions of the early-mid
Neolithic (Cleal 1995, 187), but this changes with the emergence of Grooved Ware, with its
abundant grog and shell inclusions and much smoother surface compared to the earlier grittier
fabrics (Thomas 1991, 13). In some instances the choice of inclusions appears deliberate,
rather than reflecting the availability of materials or a conscious decision to help prevent
thermal shock fractures from occurring (Barclay 1999a, 12). In addition, the use of different
clays may have been an attempt to produce contrasting colours as illustrated by the
Durrington Walls vessel from Yarnton which had slightly contrasting coloured cordons

compared to the main body of the vessel (ibid).

In terms of volume, Grooved Ware vessels were often much larger than vessels from earlier
traditions (Thomas 1991, 114) which peaked at approximately 2,000 cubic cm, in comparison
to the Grooved Ware vessels which usually measured between 3-5,000 cubic cm, and with
some examples as large as 20-40,000 cubic cm (ibid). Thomas suggested that there may have
been a change in the way vessels were being utilised, referring to Richards and Thomas’ idea
of communal feasting in henge monuments (Richard and Thomas 1984; cited in Thomas

1999, 114).



Function

Grooved Ware appears to have had both a practical and symbolic function, having a role in
the preparation and consumption of food and in the depositional process. As previously
mentioned, there appears to be a strong association between Grooved Ware pottery,
communal feasting and henge monuments (Wainwright and Longworth 1971; Richards and
Thomas 1984; Thomas 1991, Cooney 2000, 188), as illustrated by the presence of 5861
sherds of Grooved Ware pottery and 8500 animal bones recorded at Durrington Walls henge
by Wainwright and Longworth (1971, 189-190; cited in Parker Pearson and Ramilisonina
1998, 316). The analysis of lipid residue from Grooved Ware ceramics also supports this
theory, as it revealed a strong association between Grooved Ware and the processing of pork
(Mukherjee et al. 2007, 751), tying in with Richards and Thomas suggestion that pigs were
bred for feasting purposes in Later Neolithic Wessex (1984, 206). In addition, Grooved
Ware’s association with complex and unusual deposits may well attest to a symbolic function,

and is discussed in the following section.

Ritual and Deposition

Ritual emphasises the symbolic, the non-technical, the formal, the prescribed, the structured
and the repetitive action (Briick 1999, 314). In addressing the problems of interpreting ritual,
Briick recognised ritual as the product of post-enlightenment rationalism where ritual is seen
as a part of non-functional, irrational activities, not meeting with modern western criteria for
practicality (1999, 317-319). Ritual acts are seen as non-practical and as a result some
anthropologists believe ritual action is symbolic, which Briick believed is the reason why the

practical and symbolic are seen as opposed (1999, 318).



When Grooved Ware was first identified as a pottery type at Lion Point, Clacton, it was
associated with four types of Neolithic settlement, namely cooking holes, pit-dwellings, camp
sites and hearth sites which Garrow suggests ‘sat comfortably with social-evolutionary
notions of how people lived’ (Warren et al. 1936: cited in Garrow 2006, 4). A link between
Grooved Ware and ritual deposition began to surface from the 1960’s onwards. Piggott
interpreted the deposits of Grooved Ware, flint and animal remains at both the West Kennet
long barrow and the Sanctuary as °‘ritual offerings (Piggott 1962, 68-71; 75; cited in
Wainwright and Longworth 1971, 218-9). Later, in 1971, Wainwright and Longworth
recognised an association between Grooved Ware and henge monuments and timber circles
(1971, 201) following excavations at Durrington Walls, where they found evidence for the
‘breaking of pottery vessels, the deposition of flint and the offerings of meat’ (ibid, 217). As
mentioned previously, in 1984, Richards and Thomas identified evidence for structured
deposition, involving Grooved Ware pottery, having occurred at Durrington Walls (Richards
and Thomas 1984, 192). They recognised a formal spatial patterning to the distribution of
particular decorated Grooved Ware sherds (ibid, 215) and since their paper was published,
formalised structural deposition is now recognised as being most evident and most

recognisable at henge monuments (Thomas 1991, 80).

Pollard believed there may have been an aesthetic quality to pit deposition in the Neolithic,
which appeared to became more ‘multi-sensual’ in the later Neolithic (when Grooved Ware
was in use), due to the ‘repeated combination and juxtaposition of substances of different
form, colour, composition and texture’ (2001, 325). It is possible therefore that Pollard’s
suggestion that pit deposits may have been chosen for their visual and tactile qualities (ibid)
may have also extended to Grooved Ware associated deposits. For instance, the Grooved

Ware rims and decorated body sherds which Barclay believed to have been popular for



deposition (1999a, 14; cited in Pollard 2001, 325), may have been chosen for deposition for
their visual and tactile qualities, (Pollard 2001, 325) and the carefully arranged material
within the Grooved Ware pits at Down Farm (Barrett et al. 1991b, 77; cited in Pollard 2001,
327) may also have meant to be seen and appreciated by onlookers before being covered over
(Pollard, 2001, 327). Interestingly, in the Upper Thames Valley evidence shows that some
Grooved Ware pits had been left open (Barclay 1999a, 14) perhaps to allow people to view

the deposits.

Grooved Ware In The Landscape

Although the distribution of Grooved Ware pottery has been discussed (e.g. Cleal 1999a;
Manby 1999), and gazetteers produced (e.g. Longworth and Cleal 1999) there has been no
definitive attempt to analyse the contextual deposition of Grooved Ware pottery together with
its placement in the landscape in an evidence-rich Grooved Ware area such as the Upper
Thames Valley. A map-based spatial analysis approach has been adopted for the majority of
this thesis, and a phenomenological approach where necessary, in order to examine the
contextual deposition of Grooved Ware pottery, in both a site-specific and wider landscape
setting, These deposits will be considered in the light of Briick’s (1999, 313-344) and Hill’s

(1995) theories regarding ‘ritual’ and ‘deposition’. As Hill argues:

“The key to most of the studies which consider the meanings, roles and social roles of
pottery have been the ways different types of pottery were deliberately deposited with
or without other categories of objects...... in particular parts of a site or landscape”

(Hill, 2002, 81).



1.3. Research Aims and Objectives

The aims of this thesis are to examine the three styles of Grooved Ware pottery in the Upper
Thames Valley in an attempt to understand their depositional contexts in regard to each other
and their placement in the landscape. The research will help to determine whether the
depositional practices of all three styles of Grooved Ware pottery followed similar patterns, or
whether they were treated differently. It will also help to determine Grooved Ware’s
relationship with the wider landscape and attempt to discover whether the decorative designs
had specific meanings in relation to their locations and depositional attributes, and, if so, what
they were. This research is taking a new direction, as there have been few attempts to study
Grooved Ware in terms of styles in a depositional sense, or in relation to landscape in one
particular area. The research will facilitate the development of a more precise understanding
of late Neolithic material culture and social practices, specifically in relation to the meanings
and biographies of ceramics. In addition, the nature of the research should help to reassesses

the concept of ‘sense of place’ in Neolithic studies.

1.4. Methodology and Structure

1.4.1. Methodology

Grooved Ware Sites

Relevant and available grey literature, published site reports and archaeological journals have
been examined and a contextual and interpretative approach applied to the analysis of both
current and past excavation data. Data relevant to each Grooved Ware site is has been stored
within an Access database and imported into the appendices in tabular form and contains
information on each individual site, ranging from basic information such as site grid reference

and name, to descriptions of Grooved Ware features, details of associated material culture and
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stratigraphic sequences. In addition, for the purpose of this thesis the term ‘waste flint’ refers
to chips, irregular waste and broken flint as opposed to ‘worked flint” such as flakes, blades,

tools, retouched pieces etc.

Analysis and Geographical Information Systems (GIS)

Each Grooved Ware feature has been examined in relation to its immediate environment and
wider landscape. Site-level GIS databases have been used in the collection, storage, analysis
and display of the spatial distribution of Grooved Ware pottery. Results have been integrated
into a GIS and spatial queries created to analyse pottery distributions in relation to this

immediate landscape area and the results displayed as overlays.

Grooved Ware Pottery

A study has also been made of the Grooved Ware pottery collection at Down Farm,
Cranborne Chase, Dorset. The reasons for selecting a pottery collection out of the study area
was three-fold; this was a large collection containing all three styles of Grooved Ware, it had
been extensively studied and published and was available to handle, record and photograph. It
also had similarities to depositional qualities to Grooved Ware from the Upper Thames Valley
such as associations with earlier and later Neolithic monuments and often deposited with
similar material in a similar manner. Specialist pottery reports have also been examined to aid
interpretation of Grooved Ware decorative designs. In addition, all radiocarbon 14 dates will

be quoted as calibrated age ranges at two standard deviations.
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1.4.2. Structure

Chapter One introduces Grooved Ware to the reader, providing a brief history of Grooved
Ware pottery, together with an explanation of the previous work and various theoretical
approaches which have been applied to this style of pottery.

Chapter Two presents the data and evidence for Grooved Ware locations within the Upper
Thames Valley. Each site has been discussed individually and relevant excavation data
presented in tabular form within the main body of the text and the appendices.

Chapter Three discusses Grooved Ware depositional practices in the Upper Thames Valley,
using the data from chapter two and the appendices. The spatial distribution of Grooved Ware
features has also been analysed using GIS and intra-site analysis.

Chapter Four discusses the relationship between Grooved Ware and the wider landscape using
GIS-based spatial analysis. The placement of Grooved Ware and its association with the
wider landscape has been examined through the application of viewshed analysis.

Chapter Five analyses the data to ascertain any emerging pattern and discuss the results using
theoretical approaches, previous work and data from other Grooved Ware sites in the country.
Chapter Six brings together all the evidence in the conclusion, with recommendations for

future work.
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2.0. GROOVED WARE IN THE UPPER THAMES VALLEY:
DATA AND ANALYSIS

The area of study encompasses the upper reaches of the Thames at Lechlade to its middle
reaches at Didcot in Oxfordshire (Figure 1). The landscape consists of wide open areas of
gently undulating clay lowlands, with freely-draining gravel terraces above the wide, major
river valley floodplains (Natural England 2011a; Natural England 2011b). This contrasts with
the strongly undulating and steep slopes of the limestone Corallian ridge to the south of
Oxford with its associated small streams and valleys (ibid). Several major tributaries drain
into the Thames in its upper reaches, including the Coln, Leach, Evenlode, Windrush and Ock

as it broadens out and meanders through wide floodplains below Oxford.

Figure 1: The sixteen Grooved Ware sites selected for detailed analysis in the study area of the Upper
Thames Valley
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4: Corporation Farm; 5: Spring Road; 6: Drayton North Cursus; 7: Drayton South Cursus;
8: Didcot Power Station; 9: Foxley Farm; 10: Gravelly Guy; 11: Vicarage Field;

12: Cassington; 13: Lechlade Cursus; 14: Roughground Farm; 15: Seven Barrows;

16: Tower Hill  © Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/
(Datacentre) supplied service




13

The river gravel terraces of the Upper Thames Valley have been the subject of many
archaeological investigations in the past, and have been seen as a ‘core area’ for Grooved
Ware pottery following frequent recent excavations of Grooved Ware in the area, the well-
documented and contextual evidence available and the intensive wider research concerned
with the later Neolithic in this region (Garwood, 2011). These were the principle reasons for

choosing the Upper Thames Valley as the study area.

Grooved Ware within this region has been the subject of several previous studies including
Barclay’s general discussion of Grooved Ware from the Upper Thames Region (1999, 9-22),
and Cleal’s (1989) discussion of Grooved Ware from Gravelly Guy (in Lambrick and Allen
2004, 67) and Barrow Hills (Barclay and Halpin 1999, 77). Older excavation reports briefly
discussed the pottery in terms of manufacture, design, and context in relation to each site as a
whole, but crucial information (which is now recorded today) such as individual specimens
when recording faunal remains, was omitted. This is not the case today and rigorous
recording is undertaken, owing to improvements in methodology and professionalism with the
results presented in grey literature, monographs, journals, etc. Recent extensive investigations
have allowed for a greater understanding of the archaeology and an opportunity to look at

Grooved Ware in both site and landscape contexts.

Most of the discussion to date has been focused on site-specific reports and few, if any,
attempts have been made to analyse Grooved Ware data from multiple sites in one region.
This chapter brings together available data from key Grooved Ware sites within the study
area, to identify whether any similarities or differences exist between each style, and its
depositional context. An analytical discussion for each site follows, whilst a more in-depth

collection of site data is presented in tabular format in the appendices.
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Grooved Ware Sites, Upper Thames Valley

Although there were more than sixteen sites which contained Grooved Ware pottery within
the Upper Thames Valley, the sites chosen for inclusion in this thesis were selected for the
following reasons: firstly the excavation information had to be readily available and the sites
well-documented for sufficient analysis (Yarnton was in the process of being published as a
monograph at the time and was excluded as a result). Secondly, there had to be a reasonably
sized assemblage (+5 sherds) of an identifiable Grooved Ware style for sufficient analysis
(although some sites, such as Seven Barrows on the Lambourn Downs, were chosen as they
were away from the gravel terraces where the majority of Grooved Ware sites have been
discovered). Thirdly, specific sites were chosen to provide a representative sample of all three
styles of Grooved Ware pottery and also the number of sites had to be kept to a manageable

size for in-depth discussion, given the restraint of the thesis.

In general the Grooved Ware sites comprised of single or multiple pits, although there were
four instances where Grooved Ware was associated with other monuments, two sites which
contained multiple features and one site where a domestic nature was assigned. The majority
of Grooved Ware sites were located in three main concentrations on the river gravel terraces,

with two sites located on the chalk uplands in the south of the study area (Fig 1).

The following sections introduce the 16 selected Grooved Ware sites beginning with the
concentration of sites in the south-east of the study area, continuing up river to the second
group of sites until all the sites in the river valley have been covered, finally introducing the

two sites on the chalk uplands to the south.
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2.1. Grooved Ware Sites, Abingdon Area

2.1.1. Abingdon Common, Abingdon

(Also see Tables 44; 60; 71; 77; 81)

A single Grooved Ware pit was found on Abingdon Common less than 300 metres from the
river Ock and approximately 90 metres from a possible Class II henge (Figure 2). The pit was
lined with chalk and grey clayish earth, and contained a minimum of four Durrington Walls
style vessels (Balkwill 1978 in Parrington 1978, Appendix A. 31). Despite being partially
destroyed by a drainage ditch, five layers were still discernible. A large part of one vessel had
been placed on the pit base with a layer of very fine black soil, possible cremation residue, a
broken flint and pottery covering it (ibid). Although the number of finds was few (Table 1),
the pit lining, the deposit in layer 3 and the homogenous black fill above the pottery all
suggest deliberate deposition (ibid). The association between Grooved Ware pottery and a
cremation deposit has been noted before including a post circle at Dorchester-on-Thames

(Thomas 1991, 153) and within a pit at Eddisbury, Cheshire (Poulton Research Project 2008).

Figure 2: Location plan, Abingdon Common, Abingdon. 60m OD (no plan available).

© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

OD
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Table 1: Abingdon Common, pit deposits

Abingdon C Abingdon: Pit Deposits
Context Grooved Ware G i?;‘zg:y:; » Worked flint Waste flint | Faunal Remains Charcoal Other Lavers
Style ’ o) & (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces) 4
No context Durrington . Posmbl.e
. No details 1 Yes cremation 5
number given  [Walls .
residue

In addition the main body of the vessel contained grog inclusion and the vertical cordons shell
temper (Balkwill 1978 in Parrington 1978, Appendix A. 31), perhaps indicative of a careful
design strategy.

2.1.2. Barrow Hills, Radley

(Also see Tables 45; 61; 79; 82-3)

This site lay on spur of higher ground of second gravel terrace (Barclay and Halpin 1999, 1)
less than 200 metres from the confluence of two minor rivers (Figure 3). Grooved Ware
pottery was found within nine contexts, seven pits and two monuments (Barclay 1999b, 74;

also see Figure 4; Table 2); with Woodlands being the dominant pottery style (Cleal 1999b,

198).

The remaining 16 non-Grooved Ware pits produced what appeared to be small and
insignificant assemblages of material such as lithic material and animal remains, although one
did contain a layer of burnt soil very similar to that from layer 3, pit 3196 (Barclay 1999b, 65-
73), and may hint at contemporary features being used in different ways. Grooved Ware pits
913, 917, 3196 and 3831 stood out from the other pits due to their ashy, organic rich deposits
and the presence of large flint and faunal assemblages (Barclay 1999b, 73-84). The most
complex, pit 3196, had been backfilled quickly and contained a very large deposit of
unusually decorated Grooved Ware pottery and unusual artefacts, such as the distinctive green

and orange-coloured Bullhead flint, which have been associated with Grooved Ware deposits
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in the past (Barclay 1999b, 85), and a bone awl made from the tail of a white-tailed eagle
(Table 45). The range of artefacts may suggest that they were deliberately selected for
deposition, indeed, the material culture in pit 3196 appeared out of character for everyday
domestic waste (Thomas 1991, 66). Cleal noted the consistency of the Grooved Ware fabric
and suggested the pottery belonged to one activity episode (1999b, 200). If correct, this
ultimately supports the idea for deliberate selection, not only of artefacts, but also the pit they
were to be placed within. In contrast, pit 2179 was significantly different in terms of
associated material culture, with meagre deposits compared to the other Grooved Ware pits,

and may again be representative of a deliberate selection of material for specific features

Figure 3: Location plan, Barrow Hills, Radley, Abingdon. 60m OD (information taken from Barclay
and Halpin, 1999, Fig 1.4)
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

OD
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The hengiform ring ditch (611) was probably the earliest later Neolithic monument at Barrow Hills
and may have been a focus for other activity (Barclay 1999b, 35). Deliberate deposition appears to
have played a part within the life of this structure with antler being placed in a ring on the base of the
ditch, diametrically opposed cattle bone in the primary fills and refitting Grooved Ware sherds in
several layers around the ditch.

Figure 4: Barrow Hills, Radley, Abingdon: Grooved Ware features (information taken from Barclay

and Halpin, 1999, Fig 1.9)
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

Elevation
OD

During the later Neolithic, the immediate area was open with secondary woodland removed,

and areas of shrub re-colonization e.g. sloe, buckthorn and hawthorn (Robinson 1999, 271),
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and may have held a special significance because it had been cleared so early and remained so
throughout the late Neolithic period (Robinson in Barclay and Halpin 1999, 273).

Table 2: Barrow Hills, Radley, Abingdon: pit deposits (Pit 2180 was disregarded for this discussion
owing to its ploughed out nature).

Barrow Hills, Radley, Abingdon: Pit Deposits
Grooved Ware . . .
Context Grooved Ware (no. of sherds / weight Worked flint Waste flint | Faunal Rx?mams Charcoal Other Tt
Style &l (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces)
9
611 Indeterminate  |332g 66 2 34 (phase 1) Group VIaxe [ (hengiform
ring ditch)
2179 Indeterminate |3 sherds / 8g 27 5
4583 Indeterminate |3 sherds/ 11g 27 22 2?
913 Indeterminate |4 sherds 312 189 61 Antlcr;. 2 bone 3
awls/pins
917 Woodlands 36 sherds / 449g 243 78 143 Yes Group | axe 3
3196 |Woodlands  |123+ sherds/ c.1508g 545 613 491 Yes 32;6 awl; fired|
Stone rubber
3831 Woodlands 12 sherds / 143g 231 174 53 Yes fragments; 3
fired clay

2.1.3: Barton Court Farm, Abingdon

(Also see Tables 46; 62; 71; 73; 77; 79; 81-3)

This site also lay within an area of open, dry grassland (Miles 1986, 20), to the south of
Abingdon causewayed enclosure, adjacent to Barrow Hills (Figure 5) and within an area
favoured for Grooved Ware deposition (Figure 1). Grooved Ware pottery was found within
seven features (Figure 6; Table 3; Miles 1986, 3: A4-9), five containing Durrington Walls
style and two containing Woodlands style. Spatial patterning suggested some of the pits may
have been deliberately placed to form an arc (Miles 1978, 106, Figure 31), and may have been
contemporary. Material from the two Woodlands pits produced radiocarbon dates of 2570-
2140 cal BC and 2850-2340 cal BC (Miles 1986, D6; also see Table 112) suggesting Grooved

Ware deposition was occurring sometime during the mid-third millennium BC. The pits
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containing the Woodlands style pottery (544 and 865) were filled with complex layers, chalk
flecked soil, large quantities of flint tools and faunal remains, of which pig and cattle were the
most dominant species (Miles 1986, 3: A4-9). These were in sharp contrast to those features
containing the Durrington Walls style, which held no complex fills, virtually no flint or ashy
deposits and no faunal remains at all (ibid). The absence of charcoal and burnt deposits may
be significant, especially considering the main characteristic of Neolithic pits are the charcoal
and burnt soil deposits (Thomas 1991, 64).

Figure 5: Location plan, Barton Court Farm, Abingdon, 60m OD
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

oD

Table 3: Barton Court Farm, Abingdon: pit deposits

Barton Court Farm, Abingdon: Pit Deposits
Grooved Ware Grooved Ware. Worked flint Waste flint | Faunal Remains
Context (no. of sherds / weight] . Charcoal Other Layers
Style a3 (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces)
Faunal remains .
544 Woodlands 20 sherds / 140g 63 present - no Cardon.lsed Antler,_ bone Compex
. material awl/knife layers
details
Faunal remains Compex
865 Woodlands 12 sherds / 40g 78 present - no Yes Antler P
. layers
details
1070 Durrington 2 sherds Yes
Walls
1085 Indeterminate |2 sherds / 40g
Durrington
1085 Walls 5 sherds / 180g
Durrington
1132 Walls 10 sherds / 300g 5




21

Figure 6: Barton Court Farm, Abingdon: Grooved Ware features (information taken from Miles 1986a
Fig 1) © Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

OD
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2.1.4: Spring Road, Abingdon
(Also see Tables 47; 63; 73; 79)

The site was located on a slight topographical eminence less than three kilometres from
Barrow Hills, Barton Court Farm and Corporation Farm (Figure 7), near to an area of

woodland and mixed farming practices (Allen and Kamash 2008, 70).

Pit 2622 contained five Woodlands style sherds and material culture similar to that found
within other Woodlands associated pits at Barton Court Farm and Barrow Hills (Figure §;
Table 4; Allen and Kamash 2008, 17), whist a single, possibly residual, Durrington Walls
style sherd was recovered from the posthole of a timber circle (ibid, 19-21). Careful selection
and placement appeared to have been an important factor in pit 2622, as the most complex
deposits came from the middle fills, and included broken and burnt flint tools alongside flints

that were still in good condition (ibid).

Figure 7: Location plan, Spring Road, Abingdon
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

Elevation OD

Grooved Ware Sites
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Figure 8: Spring Road, Abingdon: Grooved Ware features, 58m OD (information taken from Allen
and Kamash 2008, Miles 1986a, Fig 1)
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

OD

Table 4: Spring Road, Abingdon: pit deposits

Spring Road, Abingdon: Pit Deposits
Context Grooved Ware (o ?);O;Zi?ig::i h Worked flint Waste flint | Faunal Remains Charcoal Other Lavers
Style ’ o) & (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces) Y
195 (bulk Carbonised
2622 Woodlands 5 sherds/ 18g 153 55 pieces) 263 material and |Fired clay 4
(sieved) charcoal
23678 (posthole |Durrington
of timber circle) [Walls I sherd / 5g 2

2.1.5: Corporation Farm, Abingdon

(Also see Tables 48; 76; 80; 83)

A substantial quantity of Clacton style sherds had been deposited within one of two

hengiform ring ditches at Corporation Farm (Shand er al. 2003, 32-5). Both monuments
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(Figures 9; 10) shared the same alignment and lay less than one kilometre from the confluence

of the rivers Thames and Ock (ibid, 35; also see Figure 9).

Figure 9: Location plan, Corporation Farm, Abingdon.
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

OD

The deposits (Table 5) appeared to have been spatially and temporally arranged due to the
nature of their position with an antler pick on the ditch bottom and the Clacton style sherds
within two different layers (Shand ez al. 2003, 34), with the majority being found in the upper
fills in the north and eastern sectors. Deliberate selection may have played a part as only the

rims and bases of the Clacton style vessels were present (ibid).
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Figure 10: Corporation Farm, Abingdon: Grooved Ware features (information taken from Barclay et

al. 2003, 31, Fig 3.6)
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

oD

Table 5: Corporation Farm, Abingdon: pit deposits

Corporation Farm, Abingdon: Ring Ditch Deposits

G d W . . p
Grooved Ware roove are- Worked flint Waste flint | Faunal Remains
Context (no. of sherds / weight . Charcoal Other Layers
Style ) (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces)
Mortlake sherds;
J71C Clacton 130 sherds / 233g Yes No Yes Yes fragment of >2
polished axe

2.1.6. Drayton North Cursus

(Also see Tables 49; 64; 71; 77; 81-2)

Grooved Ware pottery was recovered from pits, tree-throw holes and on the preserved ground
surface both within and adjacent to the cursus (Figure 11). All sherds shared affinities with

the Durrington Walls style of pottery, with the exception of one (Barclay et al. 2003c, 59-65)
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and the majority of the assemblage came from the interface where one tree-throw hole cut
another (Table 6). However, the stratigraphic sequence should be viewed with caution as the
fills of tree-throw holes are derived from disturbed ground, and the sherds, worked flint and
animal bone were found lying above Beaker sherds, and may not necessarily represent the
actual depositional order (Bayliss ef al. 2003, 181). Radiocarbon dating from tree-throw hole
178 gave a date of between 2580-2140 cal BC (Barclay et al. 2003c, 65) suggesting possible
simultaneous activity here and at Barton Court Farm. Although molluscan evidence from tree-
throw hole 178 produced data indicative of both an open and wooded environment it cannot
be certain this was the case as the assemblage may have been mixed and is therefore

unreliable (Robinson 2003a, 168).

Figure 11: Drayton North Cursus, Abingdon: Grooved Ware Features, c. 55m OD (information taken
from Barclay et al. 2003, Fig 4.2, 44)
© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

Elevation OD
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Table 6: Drayton North Cursus, Abingdon: pit deposits

Drayton North Cursus, Abingdon: Pit Deposits

Grooved Ware o Ware' Worked flint ‘Waste flint Faunal Remains
Context (no. of sherds / weight . Charcoal Other Layers
Style a (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces)

Possibly

177/B/1 . 25 between 177 and 178 3 Beaker sherds
Durrington Walls
Possibly
178/A/1 . 25 between 177 and 178 Yes Beaker sherds
Durrington Walls
1087 Durrington Walls |4 sherds 2+ Rubber

2.1.7. Drayton South Cursus
(Also see Tables 50; 73; 77; 79; 81-2)

Leeds excavated three Grooved Ware pits (Table 7), on the east side of the cursus (Figure 12)
between 1921 and 1937 (Barclay and Loveday 2003, 20). Re-analysis of the pottery assigned
the Durrington Walls style to the pottery in Pit K and Woodlands to pits P and T (Barclay
1999a, 16; cited in Barclay and Loveday 2003, 20) Although uncertainty surrounds the
deposits within P and T, the presence of a substantial assemblage of worked flint, stone axe
fragments and charcoal, bears similarities to other Woodlands associated deposits at Barrow
Hills, Spring Road and Barton Court Farm (Barclay and Loveday 2003, 21), as do the
Durrington Walls associated deposits from Pit K with those from Abingdon Common and

Barton Court Farm.

The area had been subject to earlier activity, with possible early Neolithic pit graves on the
east side of the cursus (ibid, 2003, 20) and an oval barrow 400 metres to the south, similar to
the site relationships at Barrow Hills (Barclay 1999a; cited in Barclay and Loveday 2003, 19).
The presence of 24 other ‘indeterminate’ Neolithic pits, attests to further activity and possible

re-use of the site.
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Table 7: Drayton South Cursus, Abingdon: pit deposits

Drayton South Cursus, Abingdon: Pit Deposits
Grooved Ware Gizsored Ware' Worked flint Waste flint Faunal Remains
Context (no. of sherds / weight . Charcoal Other Layers
Style &) (number of) (number of) (no. of pieces)
K Durrington Walls |12 sherds 639
P Woodlands Vessel (no other details) 38 Yes
T (or P) Woodlands Vessel (no other details) Yes

Figure 12: Drayton South Cursus, Abingdon: Grooved Ware Features, c. 55m OD (information taken
from Barclay et al. 2003, Fig 3.2, 18. N.B. (no further details were available to identify each Grooved
Ware pit).

© Crown Copyright/database right 2012. An Ordnance Survey/ (Datacentre) supplied service

Elevation OD
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2.1.8. Didcot Power Station

(Also see Tables 51; 65; 71; 77; 81)

The site lay on a gravel island, approximately 140 metres from a minor tributary of the
Thames (Figure 13). Both Grooved Ware features cut earlier ditches (Figure 14) which were
interpreted as possible early land divisions (Mudd,