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LEECW?MHIWEMM‘ETHEDMMYSEGM
MILLENNIA BC IN EASTERN ENGLAND

by Frances Healy

i arison made between two groups of indus-
g St sﬁgego:e:::’; gites in East Anglia, associated ;elaggz-
h':ies fm:happ ved ware and beaker pottery. It was undertaken
e gr::ms on material from Lawford, Bsac_ax, and ‘Hea.:lenham1 »
shisme moj.nvolved industries from the sites listed in Table 're-
NEﬂOltﬂea‘;ites are numbered in the sequence in which they are rep
:e:::dinrigs. 1 and 2 and in Tebles 2 and 3.

Table 1. List of sites.

1. Tye Field, Lawford, Essex; a Tich depogi.thor ;::z, mm&io by
’ double-causewayed ring-ditch; ware akin
::;aimm@iiugton’ Valls sub-style (Shennan forthcoming).

te, Cam—
ture 1-9, area I, Storey's Bar Road, Fengate,
= i:; shii:?sioiing—zitched oc’:cupation and burial niteH:li;E its re-
1a.t2geenclo;u:r:es; grooved ware akin to the Durrington sub-

style (Pryor 1978).

ther features;

acton, Essex; pits, hearths, and o 1

% gzvzgh;:;ac;aml}r' of the Clacton sub-style (Warren et al. 19363
Longworth et al. 1971).

folk: artefact-rich discoloured
thic I level, Honington, Suf .
e g::iies :ith aom'pi'hs; grooved ware mainly of the Woodlands sub-

style (Fell 1951)-

1k; pits; grooved ware of the
. 1-6, Creet St Mary, Suffolk; :
2 e on Bub-style (Wainwright and Longworth 1971, 284)

Redgate i and

6 +te Hill Bunstanton Noxfolk; p tas pnst—'huilt enclosure

' structures; ;rooved wa.::u'mainly of the C'lla.c‘bon sub-style (mes
]

in preparation; Burgess 1980, 195).

Saints,
t Weasenham Lyngs, Weasenham All
A ggﬁmto;r;;bna beneath a :r:::rund barrow; beaker of steps
’
2-3 (Petersen and Healy forthcoming).

clkwold-cum-Wilton, Norfoll; debris, hearths, gully,
& f‘ﬁ;s?;tgge-buﬁt st:mctm; beaker of steps 6~7 (Bamford 1982).

earths ~ VIII, barrow V, Chippenhem, Cambridgeshire;
¥ Hreatu:eaIgn':Iat;‘an: mun:l ‘barrow; éeal:e:.' of steps 5-7 (Leaf 1940).

10. Reffley Wood, King's Lynn, Norfolk; debris, hearths, pit, partly

sealed by a round barrow; beaker of steps 6-7 (Robertson-Mackay
1961).

Radiocarbon dates for these gites are confined to a series of five
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determinations for Storey's Bar Road (2), which range from 2030+ 100 be
(HAR-397) to 18604150 be (HAR-409), and to single determinations of
1736+ 63 be (B4-704) for Hunstanton (6) and of 1850+ 150 be (BM-152)
for Chippenham (9). There is no clear chronological framework for the
remainder. Radiocarbon dates relating to the southern sub-styles of
grooved ware range from the mid-third to the mid-second millennium be,
while those for beaker of steps 2 to 7 range from the late third into
the later second millennium be (Gibson 1982, fig. 2). It is arguable
that grooved ware was more widely-used in the earlier part of their
overlapping currencies and besksr more widely-used in the later (Bealy
1984), but, in the absence of better dating, the two groups of indus-
tries must be regarded as potentially contemporary.

The comparison is far from perfect. Contextual integrity was at its
highest at Weasenham (7), at its lowest at Lawford (1). Small amounts
of other second millemnium be pottery styles wexre present at Lawford
(1) and Hunstanton (6); and residual material was clearly present in
some cases (see section on flake proportions below). Assemblage size
is very uneven. Data for Storsy's Bar Road (2) and Lion Point (3) are
taken from the published reports rather than from first-hand examin-
ation of the material. There are, none the less, consistent distinct-
ions between the two groups of industries. Fig. 1 records their core
typology, using a simplified version of the Hurst Fen classification
(Clazic et al. 1960, 216), and Fig. 2 presents their retouched compo-

nents. Table 2 summarizes their flake proportions, and Table 3 their
scraper dimensions.
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Fig.1. Classifiable cores in the industries

listed in Table 1, expressed as percentages of
the total number of cores in each.
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coRES (Fig. 1)

Theve is a marked departure from the preponderance of single-platform 1

cores which is usual inﬁi}téah ﬁg#g%ﬂ mf;:ﬁi:%‘!;:ﬁ% P

those listed by Fasham a8 . N ier Ia

erratic composition of the coreg of beaker-associate 1 e e
more than a reflection of their small numbers

npl::;a:?ﬁ? 7.5 cores each). The cores of the g;r:oov;d ua.s—:.:zocéi:;d

group, however, are more numercus (with a mean of .43E k:z;ed fcn:m.

one exception, include remarkably high parcentag_es otri Ao e

This feature is rarely matched in contemporary industrie o |

region: the only two readily found in the lltsramapa::rbomw .

Arreton Down, Isle of Wight (associated mainly with Pe o m(a.sao—

Ozarne and Ozanne 1960), and from Flamborough site 3, mefau ans

ciated with grooved ware of the VWoodlands gub-—style; ugnbr;w ma.t:: Lo

The production of keeled cores is unlikely to have ha;kanﬂint oot

determined, since it was employed equally on the ¢

stanton (6) and the gravel flint of Tawford (1).

ome
It has often been suggested, for example by Green (197.;.31: id.%i B:::t G:
e e e e kol s i e -
which meny chisel arrowhe were 8. o
incidence of keeled cores and chisel arrowheads at Arreton Down

ningt f keeled cores at 1
on (4), but not with the equal prevalence O
E‘;‘bss like(l.g;zfozd (1) where obligue arrowheads, which were made less

often on Levallois-like flakes, predominate.

inappropriate here, g
idely-used Hurst Fen core classification is %
El;:a:se ﬂ does not distinguish between Lwalloia-lﬂ::e;;:;ezé rz:sﬁgzeg
flaked around their entire Oirt(szerenogé s:.ndg\;.ch o s sre
f a ridge (Saville . Leval
;nmaz:msx:e:t in some of the m&ust;:ies under consideration,
notably Lion Point (3), where there were thirteen Malaommampmmd.a g o
discoidal cores (waiuwrisii:: 1971, 121).. G?a;:gswe;grrolk fs“ule i
rary industrial site of Grime's 4
zgggfmpmo of the keeled cores in these industries are, ;.otziex':,a g;n;—
Levallois, and seem to represent 2 regional pr-af;J:‘::etur.m‘:l‘;mr e e:m M
ik b B f thisznanwioca:ed to the west
keeled cores, is from the only site o oA R i
than to the east of the Fens. In this respec €
?Zﬁeio Midland rather than to East Anglian usage. Keeled i:::::n i:fe,
for example, equally scarce in the Peterborough ware-aas?;ﬁ S
dustry from Ecton, Northamptonshire (Moore and Williams ’ .

FLAKE PROPORTIONS (Tsble 2)

The two groups of indusiries share the general tand.encmcy e:ia;hzggeﬁo:n
towards predominantly broad flakes (?itts_‘iS?ﬁ). tp‘pthe A9):38 44
apparent exception, but this almost certainly rsillac ; soli{hi arsed
residual mesolithic and earlier peolithic material., HNe

erial is also present at Reffley Wood (10).
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Table 2. Flake proportions

SITE MOST FREQUENT % FLAKES WITH 9% FLAKES WITH
BREADTH : LENGTH EREADTH : LENGTH EREADTH : LENGTH

BANGR RATIO OF 2:5 RATTO GREATER
OR LESS THAN 5:5

1 435 - 535 5.%% 34.6%

2 2:5 - 3:5% 13.1% 26.8%

3 235 = 435 5.59% 14.5%

4 2315 = 3:5 5.9% 15%

5 315 - 435 3.5% 25. 5%

6 315 = 45 3.6 32.2%

7 4:5 = 55 5. 1% 40.6%

9 415 = 5:5 2.5% 2556

9 135 - 2:5 26.9% 15.4%
10 215 = 315 12.7% 29. %%

#*Breadth:length ratios greater than 5:5 for the Storey's Bar Road
(site 2) flakes have been bulked in the published report to produce
a peak at 5:5+ (Pryor 1978, 143). If, however, the distribution is
a normal one, the most frequent single range is that quoted above.

RETOUCHED FORMS (Fig. 2)

The two groups have a common range of forms, with specific exceptions.
Some of the variations between industries, especially in percentages
of scrapers and serrated pieces, may most easily be interpreted as
functioral. High scrzper percentages in beaker-associated industries
at Hockwold (8), Chippenham (9), and Reffley Wood (10) correspond to
location on, or close to, the fen margin. These fit, with almost un-
canny precision, into Bradley's suggested category (1978, 56-60) of
asites in marginal areas with high-scraper industries, resulting from
their use for seasonal pasture and associated bone- and hide-processing
activities. It is surely no coincidence that Storey's Bar Road (2),
which has the highest percentage of scrapers among the grooved ware—
agsociated industries, is a site interpreted in terms of stock-manzge-
ment and the grazing of fenland pasture (Pryor 1978, 161-3).

Apparently non-functional distinctions are seen mainly in the incidence
of arrowheads and knives. The well-documented predominant association
of the Durrington Walls and Clacion sub-styles of grooved ware with
oblique arrowheads, and of the Woodlands sub-style (and Peterborough
ware) with chisel arrowheads (Manby 1974, B84; Green 1980, 235-6) recurs
here, as does that of beaker with barbed-and-tanged arrowheads (Green

1980, 243-5). Almost as striking is the presence of flaked or polished
discoidal knives in grooved ware-associated industries, and of
straight-edged flake kmives in beaker-associzted ones, with the
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exception of one rough example from Lewford (1). The former associ-
ation accords with the mamufacture of discoidal knives, apparently
by users of grooved ware, at Grime's Graves. 'Straight-edged flake

» knife' is used to denote regular, scale-flaked forms, often made on
blades or blade-like flakes, like those associated with beaker pottery
in the upp;r ditch silts of Windmill Hill, Wiltshire (Smith 1965, fig.
50: F171-4).

Tl2l3la|s|s|72[8lalmw0 SCRAPER SIZE (Tzble 3)
'i%"ﬁfsﬁ?fgg alia = a o Scraper dimensions correspond to a general tendency for scrapers in
beaker-associated industries to be smaller than those of industries
e HEADS & associated with pottery of other styles, whether earlier, contemporary,
- or later. The apparent small size of the Storey's Bar Road (2) scrap-
O e ADS ol e ers stems from the generally smaller size of the pebbles of the Nene
i gravels compared with those of gravels to the east of the Fens, on
ARBED & which most of the other industries were made. Among these, the dis-
K L ] o a0 tinction cannot be put down to raw material variation. Beaker-
— OO agsociated scrapers are smaller than neolithic bowl-associated ones

from the same or adjacent sites at Broome Heath, Norfolk (Wainwright
1972, 53) and on the south-eastern fen margin (Clark et al. 1960, 219),
Just as beaker-associated scrapers from the upper ditch silts of Wind-
mill Hill are smaller than both neoclithic bowl-associated ones from the
primary levels and predominantly Peterborough ware-associated ones from
the nearby West Eennet Averme occupation-site (Smith 1965, 96). There

BORERS

AIGHT- EDGED
B ARE KNIVES

DISCOIDAL
KNIVES

%@a@?b |
®
@
%)
)
)
O

= ala i may be a2 functional explanation for the prevalence of small, often
£ scale-flaked, 'thumbnail' scrapers in beaker-associated industries, but
NOTCHES = = al wmil s the freguency and exclusivity of the association combine with the wide
range of locations and types of site at which it occurs to make this
DENTICULATES @ a al 4l alan unlikely.
SEARATED ) t
e "‘ 2 8 A @ : Table 3. Scraper dimensions.
FABRICATORS™ @ a e !  mal® aololo
g;gs.n_AKESD_ SITE MOST FREQUENT MOST FREQUENT
PO POLISHID a 8 s o.L0 i SCRAPER LENGTH SCRAPER EREADTH
1 RANGE RANGE
OTHER FORMS _l_|_._L_I_I_.. Olalo :!!
_5*1“?,?“,?*.?&?&.?5*?%_ '
| Gioowd - 1 - -
L e L ] [ ] ] . . . . ware = 40 50 mm 3 40 mm
. 3 2 30 = 40 mm 30 = 40 mm
ar 1
o o o o 00O O OO 3 not available
4 50 = 60 mm 30 - 50 mm
the industries listed 2 R 20°= 0.
.2. Retouched forms in ries _ _
plog 5o 1, expressed as percentages of the total 6 40.= 30:mn 40 - 50 m
pumber of retouched pieces in each. 7 30 — 50 mm 20 - 50 mm
8 30 — 40 mm 20 - 30 mm
§ 9 20 - 30 mn 20 - 30 mm
10 20 — 30 mm 20 = 30 mm

|
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Scale-flalking and small scraper size are only asperj:.ts orithisafg:?laa

fineness and neatness of beaker-associated industr B:;.o O aie
ch as any classifiable or guantifiable characteristic, e

mingulshaa them from grooved ware- OT Peterborough ware-assoc g

tnes The rare East Anglian examples of the latter are, ?t:l e:;ed

gom:w.gh ware-associated industries elsewhere, similar to lo Bgro

ware-associated industries.

i function, and regional tradition
Hhena{;:iu:;:.gzz wti;e;z mremam]?a:e:ii;: of consistent distinct:ir.z};a whi:;h
::-: most easﬂy’ interpreted in terms of style or cultu:t:];mp;elv::ei:s =
Stylistic distinctions hatwee:; thz Poﬁageﬁ::ﬁ?:ﬂd N e
ech{;:d g?:i ciy%h?gaﬁazfoﬁdmryi;s associated with beakgie;n Iga
:i.’; h;nd, z;mi with Peterborough and grooved wa.rea;d DI;.II the oe fo;ms i
overall level of workmanship, in scraper size, e wincreaﬂ
This distinction is scarcely surprising in view of di;ferent powttery
apparent spatial and contextual segregation of the
tryaditions, of which it is surely a reflection.

The seme distinction may be seen translated into nghmmmgiy ui:.-
stricted lithic associations of the warious aeooin - e
styles (including food vessel). The coarser fl windmtriesmia i

of grooved ware- and Peterborough ware-associated usb G
cestral to that of the domestic industries of the full rogz;g)e.gF,
many authors have pointed out, among them Bradley {1912. 9 o:radm
and Ross (1978, 65-6), and Drewett (1982, 373-4), Just as groTy v
and Peterborough ware ars ancestral to the urn styles thz::;ie - ;:he
finer, beaker—associated tradition is, however, :r:ecogn;l f:aked =
funer;.mr associations of the same urn styles, Matscfule_ly-retouched
1ike those of the industries examined here grade in 01 g et
plano-convex forms (Simpson 1968, 198-200; Pierpoint 19 w;:lsad.a a.r:a e
Longworth 1984, 67-68), and where barbad—and—tangedl‘;;:;o b

most frequently-deposited projectile points (Green '
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FLINT ARROWHEADS: TYPOLOGY AND INTERPRETATION

by Stephen Green

I first began work on flint arrowheads in 1965 wi

an undergraduate dissertation (Green 1967) 2:12 th.'l.ti :r];:kp::gazzzé?;ugé
with my PhD thesis (Green 1977), which was substantially published as
a British Archaeological Reports Volume (Green 1980). The purpose of
this paper is to set out my typology in a clear and simple form and
also, to outline some of the conclusions of my work ani to comment r::a
them in the light of published reviews. My chronology of the principal
arrowhead types defined is set out in Table 1. ¥ X

DATE B.C. 4000 3500 3000 2500 2000 1500
1 L 1 1

KILMARNOCK
-

BARBED & TANGED

CHISEL - -

DATE b.e. 3500 3000 2500 2000 1500 1000

Table 1. The chronology of the principal arrowhead types.




