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Introduction

In the oldeststoryof { { 2 ¥ S K®Bigirg e&History of the Kings of Brita{o. 1136),
Geoffrey of Monmouttdescribes how itvas builtusing stonegrom a stone circle in Ireland,
originally erected & 3 Al yia® ¢ KHdreddGiganfuin bbctedoregeddary o
Mount Kilaraus, was dismantled by Merlin and shipped to AmesbAml{riug on Salisbury
Plain by a force of 15,000 mewho haddefeated the Irishand captured the stones.
According to the legendgtonehenge wabuilt to commemorate the deaths of Britons
treacherously killed by Saxons during peace talks at Amesbury. Mexited the stones of
0 KS DA I yfar the magica/h®dling properties; the giantsured their ills by
throwingwater on the stones and baiig in troughs beneathhem.

This 900Qyear-old legends clearlyfantasy there never were any giants, the Saxons arrived

Y20 AYy LINBKAAUG2NE odzi 2yte& Ttnn &SINA o0ST2NB
aG2ySa 02YS FNRY LNBfFYyR® | S QKKSS FWottidzSiaKi 21y
¢ derive from Walesfar to the west ofSalisbury Plain, has led to speculation that theay

0S I ANIAY 2F (NHziK Ay D S-history \BarE200619R21 KSNB A 4 S
Darvill & Wainwright 2009)Ihis region of southwest Wales was considehgsh territory in

the timethat Geoffrey was writing about, a tantalising addition to the mystery (D&h882:

87¢8, 95; 1990: 39; Thomas 1994:¢312).

One such grain is the possibility that the bluestode&kindeedderive froma stone circle in

west Wales, dismantlednd reerected as Stonehenge. A similar conclusion was reached a
centuryago by geologist Herbert Thomas who established that the spattdekite

bluestonesat Stonehenge@riginated in the Preseli hills of west V¢a where he suspected

they had originallfjormedl WY@Sy SNJ} 6 SR 2882y S OANDE SQ 6mMdpHOY
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From the perspective of ouBtones of Stonehenge projéBarker Pearsoat al. 2015;

2019) the hypothesis that Stonehenge was built for the ancestangldbe expandedo
explain thesignificanceof the bluestoness markers of ancestral identitgriginally forming

an ancestral circle or monument in Preseli fgaPearson & Ramilisonina 1998ur
excavations at Stonehenge provided evidence that the bluestones were first set up in the
Aubrey Holegthe ring of pits that surround the stone circle we see todayling the

Y 2 y dzY Sy i Q dbedinkhimgi S0802285D B (95% probabilitywhenits bank and
ditch were constructed (Parker Pearseinal. 2009; Darvilet al. 2012 Parker Pearsoet al.

in press$. Thus ahypotheticaloriginal, dismantled stone circle in Walesuld date to this
period or earlier.

With identification and excavation dfluestone megalith quarriesith evidence which
suggests thegateto c. 3400;3000calBCat Craig Rhoeg-felin and Carn Goedog in the
Preseli hillsreported inAntiquity 89 & 93, the search for a dismantled stone ciroléhe
regionhasbeen narrowed down t@ setting of former standing stones at Waun Mawn
(Parker Pearsoat al. 2015%; 2019 Figure ). These four monoliths, three of them now
recumbent, originally stoochian arc, identified aenturyago agemnants of astone circle
(RCAHMW 1925: 288). Later researcherdassified this site déloubtful or negativ€éand
Westroyed or unrecognisallEGrimes 1963: 150; Burl 1976: 371).

A dismantled stone circle éVaun Mawn

Our Stones of Stonehenge projédéntified Waun Maun as a site of interest in 2010 but
magnetometer and earth resistance surveys in 2011 failed to locate any geophysical

anomalies that might reveal the positions of stoneholésnsequently, Waun Mawn was

left unexplored in subsequent gesduring which we investigated other sitesthe
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between 2012 and 2017, none turned out to be Neolitieig(Casswekt al. 2018; Parker

Pearsoret al. 2017; 2018).

In 2017 we returned to Waun Mawn, excavating trenches at both ends of the arc to discover
two stoneholesvhosestanding stonesiad goneg(Figure 2) We realised that magnetometry

was unsuitable on the nemagnetic substrate of glacial drift deposi#isd soundertook

further surveyausingearth resistance, groungenetrating radar (GPR) and electragnetic
induction (EMI) in 2018. The results were disappoinkiagause of the minimally magnetic
andconductive properties of the substratand itbecameclear that only archaeological
excavation couldevealfurther stoneholes.

In September 2018ye extended excavatiortseyondeach end of the arc of surviving

stones in the nortkeast and northwestand opened up furthesmalltrenches in the west,
southweg and south, following the expected circumference of the circle as revealed by its
arc (Figure 3)Of the12 subsurface features recoveredix (including the two located in
2017) turned out to be stoneholes with emptied sockitsn which standing mondhs had
been removedWe also excavated the stoneholes of two of the fallen st@teke ends of

the arc.Together, these indicated that the diameter of this former stone circle was 110m
(Figure 4)The six stoneholes and four surviving standing storessi(t all) may have



formed a circle of 3¢b0 stones, though only future excavation will allow this estimate to be
refined.

Most of thestoneholes were shallow pit (0.80¢1.20m diameter x 0.8¢0.50m deep)
containingstonepacking around m emptiedsocketsubsequently filled with sediment after

removal ofthe standing stonelonga shallow ramp (up to 0®n long. The base of each

socket earsthe imprint of the monolith that one stood init, preservingeachd G 2 Yy SQ& o al
shape and siz@~igureb). The largest of thesgStonehole 91)eft an unusualpentagonal

imprint while four other stoneholes had rectangular or square impr{figure6).

Dating Waun Mawn stone circle

Prehistoric artefacts recovered from Waun Mawn include a flint scraper, a flint chip and a
trimmed circular mudstone disc. None are closely dateable although the disc is of a type
found in Neolithic levels at the megalith quarry of Carn Goedog, 5km tedke Prehistoric
stone circles are exceedingly difficult to date, not only because of their paucity of material
culture but also because of the lack of materials suitable for radiometric ddtaigan be
retrievedfrom stoneholes. Thigroblem is exacdrated by the acidic s@ht Waun Mawn
which prevent the survival of antler picks or animal bones. Radiocarbon dating in such
contexts is restrited to samples of wood charcoadcovered by flotation of sediments but
their small size (under 4mm long) renrd¢hem likely to have been affected by
bioturbationaldisplacenent, intruding into earlier contexts, as well as beregidual in later
contexts.

To resolve this, radiocarbon dating of these small samples was carried out in conjunction

with optically simulated luminescence (OSL) dating of sediment within the packing deposits
OFNRY GUKS Y2y2f A KA Qa SNBOHHR 20/10F I YN FKRS { SRy 2 |
dating determines the burial age of sedimeqnwith the dating signals reset by daylight

exposure at deposition. For sedimeritsat have experienced more complex depositional

histories, the true burial age can be obscured by materials which were poorly reset at

deposition or by younger materials which infiltrate through the stratigraphies.

OSL dating

OSL dating was carried out on fehture profiles, consisting af95 field and 162
laboratory-profiling samples, enclosing 18 dating samples. Field profiling proved valuable in
interpreting the site formation processes, and establishing thati@hship between primary
2N WO2yailiNHzOUA2YFEQ FTALE A | moRolittr&rowlyTRe NB T Af f
subsequent programme of laboratory characterisation and screening revealed more
complex depositional histories to the socket fills thangeesjed in the field, indicating a
complex mixing of archaeological materials and substrate in the basal layers, and the
infiltration of young materials through the fills. Notwithstanding this, the stored dose
distributions as obtained within discrete feags showed good internal stratigraphic
coherence, and indicate dse parts of the fill that might return Neolithior Early Bronze
depositional ages.

The work then progressed to full quantitative luminescence dating. All 18 samples were
characterised byeterogeneous sensitivity and equivalent dose distributions, indicating
complex depositional histories, with both low apparent doses (contamination from recent



sediments) and high apparent doses (poor bleaching at deposition amdiiuweathering

of the substrate), obscuring the archaeologigaignificant doses. Individual ages fall in the
range from AD 1900£20 to 6980+2120 BC, the large error reflecting the heterogeneous
mixed-age equivalent dose distributions. Samples within the primary fills ofdhe

samplal stoneholes have weighted combinations suggesting a probable date of
constructionof 3530£330 BC (5.55 +0.33ka). Samples within the secondary fills, with
weighted combinations from two stoneholes, suggest removal of the stones before
2120+£520BC (4.14 +0.52kapf course, the moment of removal has left no dateable
sediments since these could accumulatdy once the monoliths had gone; these sediments
could have accumulated at any time in the centuries or even millennia after stone removal.

Radiocarbon dating

Forty-three samples of wood charcoal were datedratliocarbon laboratories in Oxford
(ORAYandGlasgow$UERCTable 1). Of thes&1 came from stoneholes and the

remainder from other features. The majority of dates fall in the ngfifth millennia cal BC,
broadly the Mesolithic, and can be excluded as residual in the stonehole fills since they fall
outside the ranges provided by OSdtidg. Those dates that are later than tRsSL date

range for construction (during the second and first millennia cal BC; the Bronze Age and Iron
Age) can similarly be excluded as intrusive. That leaves a greaverfdates four of them

from stoneholesall of these fall within the later part of the fourth millennium cal 8tbe

end of the Early Neolithiandduringthe Middle Neolithic (Figuré). Since some of these
samples could also have been eitmesidual orintrusive, we propose that the stonércle

was erected irc. 360@3000 cal BC.

This would place Waun Mawn amongst the earliest stone circles in Britain, alongside Long
Meg and her Daughters in Cumbria Th®diameter) and the stone circle underneath the
passage tomb of Bryn Cdlidu on Anglesey, north Wales (h&liameter). Hazel charcoal in

one of the stoneholes of Long Meg and her Daughters is radiocatatad to 334@3100

cal BC (Archaeological Services Durham University 2016: 6). Cremated human remains from
pits associated wh stoneholesat Bryn Celli Ddu are dated to 35(B100and 310¢2900cal

BC (Burrow 201: 258,61, table 2. Given thatno stone circle in Britain datbeforec. 3400

cal BC, a datm the later part of this range c. 340@;3200 cal B is suggestedor Waun

Mawn. An end date of 3200 BC for construction of Waun Mawpréposedsince this is the

limit of the OSL date. Additionallhe one Neolithic radiocarbon dafeom a stoneholeat

Waun Mawn that falls after 3200 BC is3840;3030 cal BC from the fill of emptied

Stonehole 37atfter the stone had been removg@able 1)L i § Kdza Yl & NBfI S
removal and not its erection.

The geology of the stones at Waun Mawn

The foursurviving stones at Waun Mawn are of unspotted dolerite, likely to derive from
outcrops 3km away at Cerrigmarchogiand Craig Talfynydan the Preseli ridge soutlst

of Waun Mawn (Bevinst al. 2013). The only indication of the geology of the monoliths
removed fromthe six other stoneholes was provided by a stone flake in the socket left by
the standing stone with theentagonabase (Figur®). This flake of unspotted dolerite lay
on the edge of the ramp, having become detached either dughegtion or removal of the
monolith. It is likely to have the same source on the ridge to the saghas the unspotted
dolerite pillars aboth Stonehengeand Waun Mawn



Of the three bluestones of unspotted dolerite at Stonehenge (Stones 44, 45 & 62), Stone 62

has apentagonalcrosssection at the turf line, of similar shape and dimensions to the

imprint in Stonehole 91. Potentially Stone 62 began its life in Prasatding in Stonehole

91 at Waun MawnThe undressed Stones 44 & 45 at Stonehenge, in the outer circle of

bluestones, aref similar size to the standing stone (2m long) #mel stone associated with

stonehole 9(1.2m long)at Waun Mawn butire smaller thanits two recumbent stones

(3.2m long) which are likely to be slightly longer than Stone 62 at Stonehldmgk stands

2mtall above groundt Kdza G KS 21 dzy al gy ai2ySaQad RAYSyYyaa
of the three unspotted dolerite pillars at Stonehenge.

A solstitial alignment at Waun Mawn

Two stoneholes had neither packing stones nor ramp. One had formerly held the small
recumbent stone at the east end of the arc, a stumpy mondli#®m long, 0.9m wide and
0.25m thick (Figur8). The other lay 13m to its east, its former monolithanabsent(Figure

10). There were no cut features in between the two stoneholes. These two stones had been
set with their lon@r sides perpendicular to the circumferenoéthe circle rather than

parallel with it.

As a result, théwo monoliths would have forme®# 3 dzy a A AKGAaQ (2 aA3IKG | f
them as forming an entrance on the northeast side of the ciiewed fom the stone

OA NDf Siathe NeditfiiditheBnidsummer solstice sun rose within this entranceto2

the right of the western of the two monolithséeFigure4).

Discussion

Waun Mawn ighe third largest2 F . N& (i stdng didéls wlh\dBuheiiers over 100m:

Aveburyouter circle 831m Gillings & Pollard 20043tanton Drew (113mBurl 1999: fig. 6)

Long Meg and ér Daughters (107n5offe & Clare 1998the Ring of Brodgar (104m

Richard2013 90¢118), and the north and south circles at Avebury (104B8y) comparison

the inferred bluestone circleof monoliths that stoodwvithin the Aubrey Holeg Stonehenge

Stage X isonly 97m in diameter. Unlike that circle with issoneholesspaced every.

nedpYX 2tdzy al gyQa adz2ySa | LIS GapsditsKkl @S 06SSy
perimeter where no stones were ever erected, especially on the northwest sidg,be

interpreted in two different ways. First, the absence of stones around the circuit may simply
demonstrate noacompletion. Alternatively, the spacing and frequency of stones was

strategic in providing enhanced imagery of the circle when viewed or encountered from

particular directionsashas beemoted at other stone circleg(g Na Domannan[Calanais

X] and the Ring of Brodgar; Richards 201 B4¢18, 25Xk 3). Under these circumstances, the

change in architecture between Waun Mawn and the Aubrey Hole circle at Stonehenge

testifies to an altered emphasis and perspective, the latter being one of reguladty a

homogeneity.

¢CKS YARAdzZYYSNI 42f a0A0S adzyNAaS 2NASyGlrGAz2y 2
with Stonehengeavhich ispositioned at the southwest end of a geomorphologicab@mrm

of parallel ridges bordering periglacial fissures coincidengdidyned on the solstitial axis

(Allenetal 2016)! 0 GKS alYS GAYS Ay {GF3S mI K28SOSN.



additionally aligned broadly with northernmost major moonrise, a direction that seems not
to have been marked at Waun Mawn (Ruggles 1997).

Another link between the two sites is provided by their shared diametgienehenge is
enclosed by a circular ditch with a diameter of 110m, and Waun Mawn is the only known
British Neolithic monument with the same diamef@&igure 1). The imprint of Stoehole

91 at Waun Mawmatchingthe basal crossection of Stone 62 at Stonehenge further hints
at a close relationship between the two monuments.

Whilstwe believea strong case can be made for Waun Mawn as the origat lefast part of
Stonehenge, it is unlikely that its circle ever contained as many as 56 standing stones, the
number indicated by the Aubrey Holesn estimated 80 or so bluestones are thought to

have been brought to Salisbury Plain, the 56 in the Aubrey Holes augmented by some 25 in
the nearby circle of Bluestonehenge (Alletral. 2016).DuringStoneheng® &tage 2

(beginning iR2740;2505 cal BY;a double arc of stoneholes (the Q & R Holes) haeld a
estimated & bluestones, thought to be a rearrangement amalgamating the bluestones in
the Aubrey Holes and in Bluestoneher(@¢kinson 195649; Parker Pearsaat al. in press.

The geology of the Waun Mawn stoneall unspotted dolerite, including ghchip from

Stonehole 9% is also at odds with the proportions of the 44 bluestones surviving at

Stonehenge todayonly threeof theseare of unspotted dolerite, compared ®7 spotted

dolerite stonesOf course, the fact that the fownspotted doleriteWaun Mawn stones

were left behind may help to explain why there are so fwhpillars at Stonehenge, but it

aSSya Y2NB fA1Sfte dKIFaG 21Fdzy al gy O2y G NROGdzi SR
or so bluestones.

This raises the question of whether rtiple monumentsin Walescontributed monoliths

that were moved to Stonehenge and Bluestonehenge. It is clear that the Altar Stone (Stone
80 at Stonehenge) comes not from Preseli but most likely from Devonian Sandstone of the
Senni Formation about 100km tbe east [xeret al. 2019. Similarly the two other

sandstone pillars at Stonehenge (Stod@g & 42c) are of Lower Palaeozoic sandstone
whichis foundacross a large area north and east of Preseli @kat. 2017). Both types of
sandstone pillars could derive from circles or other megalithic monuments outside Preseli. It
is possible, if not likely, that another or several stone circles were dismaintkbe Preseli

area to provide the full numbesf bluestoneswith their varied range dlithologiesthat

includes spotted dolerite and various types of rhyolite and volcaies& Bevins2011a &

b; Bevinset al. 2013; Ixeet al. 2015; 2019.

Concluson

L&A 2l dzy algy (GKS DAIydaQ 5FyO0S RSaZaONAROSR o¢@
truth in the legend? Archadogy and myth make awkward bddllows at the best of times,

andwe have tarejectthe details2 T DS2 FFNB & Qa ad2NEBE O2yOSNyAy3
aiz2ySad ¢KS AKIFINBR RAFYSGSNE 2F 2tdzy al gy |y
their midsummer solstice sunrise orientatigmgould suggest thakey aspects of theircleQ a
architecture werebrought bythe people of west Wale® Salisbury Plain, thert® be both

transformed andeinstated nottaken by force as a trophy by a Neolithic Merlin and his

army.



This interpretation isupportedby recent results of isotapanalysis or25 of thec. 60
cremaion burialsfrom Stonehenge. Ghese25 cremated individuals, foi6%)have
strontium isotope ratios that are consistent with having litkd last decades of their lives
on the OrdoviciafSilurianrocksof southwest Wales, includingroundthe outcropsof the
Preselihills (Snoeclet al. 2018). The remainder have ratios consistent with living on the
Chalk of Salisbury Plain or on the surrounding Mesatoata. If the sample of four out of
25 is representtave of the total number of people buried at Stonehenge, we can
extrapolatethat, of the 15@240 people estimated to be buried there (Pitts 200Q1;
Parker Pearson et al. 20028), 24¢38 peoplecould have had such origins. When we take
into account thefact that remodelling of bone, approximately within ten years, causes
strontium isotope ratios to alter to the levels found in the new environment, any-long
distance migrants who then lived more than a decade on the Chalk would no longer be
identifiable assuch. Thus the figure of 288 could be doubled or even trebled to establish
the real total of those who made the journey in their teens or young adulthood prior to
death in their forties.

It isnotablethat the radiocarbon dates for the four incomdrsm OrdovicianSilurian
geologyencompasshe very beginning of Stonehenge, when its standing bluestones and
cemetery werdirst establishecaround3000 cal BCSince these four represent a quarter of
the earliest burials, given the estimates above, the number of migrants in this earliest stage
could have been anywhere between 25% and 75%.

The isotojic analysisof the cremations reveals a chronological pattern entirely consistent
with migrationfrom the far westof first-generation settlers followed by local origifos

their descendants living on the Chalk and its envirdims pattern ofmigration to
Stonehenge maglso have inludedlivestock the mandible of an elderly coim

{ 042y SKSy 3 Sdxeéh, d&iggld 33582030 Bal BGhas tooth enamel with a
strontium isotoperatio consistent withhaving beerreared in west WalefEvanst al.

2019)

The complete absena Waun Mawrof radiocarbon dates falling within thaillennium

after 3000 cal BC is accordance witlthe scarcity of thireémillennium dates from other

sites in the Preseli region of north Pembrokeshdespitedecadef research into its
Neolithic(Darvill & Wainwight 2016: 10814). Equally Waun Mawn did not become the
core of a monument complex of the kind known around other great stone circles, such as
Stanbn Drew, Avebury, Long Meg andriDaughtersand Stonehenge; its development
would appear to have beeturtailed by early dismantlingWhilstthe region wagrobably

not entirely evacuated the four remaining stones at Waun Mawn possibly symbolising the
identities of those groups who stayed qrit may have been extensively depopulated. Only
further researt into settlement and land useaking use obther lines of evidence such as
palynology will provide answers to this.

It would seemin conclusionthat Stonehengétage was built, largely or wholly, by
Neolithic migrants from Wales, bringing their manant or monuments as a physical
manifestation of their ancestral identities to be-ceeated in similar form on Salisbury Plain
at a locale already with a long tradition of ceremonial gatheriP@yker Pearsost al.
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southern Britain, bringing bluestones to the land of sarsemesand installing them at a

sacredaxis mundivhere the sky and the earth were in cosmic harmony and where people

of different cultural and regional origins might gather for collective monurdauitding and

feasting (Alleret al. 2016; Groret al. 2018 Parker Pearsoat al.in pressjFigure 12.

Previous interpretations of Stonehengave included its role asraonument of unification,

bringing together the peoples of western and eastern Brit@hilde 1957: 331Parker

Pearson 201,322019;Parker Pearsoat al. 201%). Thisheory draws upon the notion that
Stonehengdayg A G KAY | Wy Sdzii NI fthsouth #ing & Bengés, MadnéScicles & |
and cursuses from the Thames valley to the south coast of England, and on regional

differences in earlier Neolithic material culture and genetic ancestry between east and west
(Pioffet 20%; Braceet al. 2019).

The evidence for a potential migration accompanying the movement of the bluestones
opens a further line of enquiry into explaining Stonehengeaises new questions about

why people from west Wales were moving themselves, their animals and sacred stones to
Sonehenge If this was the case, what were the drivers of such a migration? Were they
climatic and economic or social and politic#fas there a social and political vacuum on
Salisbury Plain which left its ceremonial complex ripe for{aker? Ay such event need

not preclude the possibility that botmigration and unificationwere involved
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Table 1. Radiocarbon dates from Waun Mawn , shown in chronological sequence .

Calibrated dates are given at 95.4% probability.

%
g Date call Sample . .
é Contexttype BC/AD Date BP number Material Species
Stoneholes
10| Stonehole 9 | 170 BQ AD 10 | 2058+28| OxA-38670 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
39 | Stonehole 37 | 3601160 BC 2171+20| SUERG Wood Corylus
(erection) 82810 avellana
16 | Stonehole 3 | 1050 900 BC | 2816+28| OxA-38284 | Wood Corylus
(fall) avellana
16 | Stonehole 3 | 12201020 BC | 2924+28| OxA-38283 | Wood Quercussp.
(fall)
70 | Stonehole 91| 1620 1500 BC | 3289+23| OxA-38475 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
19 | Stonehole 3 | 21401940 BC | 3646+23| OxA-38428 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)
38 | Stonehole 37 | 3340 3030 BC | 4480+25| OxA-38436 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
23 | Stonehole 21 | 3500 3340 BC | 4607+24| OxA-38433 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)
18 | Stonehole 17| 3650 3520 BC | 4804+24| OxA-38432 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
38 | Stonehole 37 | 3670 3520 BC | 4827+28| OxA-38435 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
20 | Stonehole 17| 4060 3820 BC | 5179+36| OxA-38671 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)
90 | Stonehole 91 | 43404230 BC | 5413+26| OxA-38473 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)
70 | Stonehole 91 | 4340 4240 BC | 5428+26| OxA-38474 | Wood Corylus
(removal) avellana
27 | Stonehole 30| 43604260 BC | 5468+26| OxA-38472 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
27 | Stonehole 30| 44504270 BC | 5509+28| OxA-38689 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)
70 | Stonehole 91 | 4450 4320 BC | 5507+24| SUERG Wood Corylus
(removal) 82812 avellana
90 | Stonehole 91 | 45104400 BC | 5652+24| SUERG Wood Corylus
(erection) 82811 avellana
90 | Stonehole 91 | 46204370 BC | 5671+42| OxA-38673 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)
19 | Stonehole 3 | 48304700 BC | 5881+25| OxA-38367 | Wood Corylus
(erection) avellana




23| Stonehole 21| 58105670 BC | 6891+26| OxA-38372 | Wood cf Corylus

(erection) avellana

22 | Stonehole 21| 62206070 BC | 7280+27| OxA-38373 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)

40 | Stonehole 7 | 6230 6080 BC | 7302+27| OxA-38369 | Wood Quercussp.
(erection)

8 | Stonehole 7 | 64206250 BC | 7467+28| OxA-38429 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)

8 | Stonehole 7 | 64606390 BC | 7548+24| SUERG Wood Quercus sp.
(removal) 82805

40 | Stonehole 7 | 6470 6410 BC | 7581+24| SUERC Wood Quercussp.
(erection) 82804

18 | Stonehole 17 | 6480 6410 BC | 7585+28| OxA-38371 | Wood cf Corylus
(removal) avellana

8 | Stonehole 7 | 6660 6500 BC | 7779+29| OxA-38368 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)

22 | Stonehole 21| 6780 6460 BC | 7782+63| OxA-38672 | Wood Quercussp.
(removal)

10 | Stonehole 9 | 7190 7050 BC | 8129+30| OxA-38430 | Roundwood | Corylus
(removal) avellana

39 | Stonehole 37 | 7580 7460 BC | 8428+31| OxA-38434 | Wood Corylus
(erection) avellana

39 | Stonehole 37 | 7600 7520 8514+35| OxA-38690 | Wood Corylus
(erection) avellana

Mound (accumulated beside Stonehd

34 | Mound 50 BO AD 60 | 1999+21| OxA-38370 | Roundwood | cf Quercussp.

35| Mound 810/ 770 BC 2588+22| OxA-38431 | Wood Quercussp.

35| Mound 12201050 BC | 2941+21| SUERG Wood Quercussp.
82809

Pits (not consideredtoneholes)

94 | Pit 49 21401920 BC | 3645+29| OxA-38691 | Wood Quercussp.
(secondary
fill)

54 | Pit 45 3090 2910 BC | 4376+23| OxA-39634 | Wood Quercussp.
(primary fill)

74| Pit73 35003110 BC | 4568+26| OxA-38438 | Wood Quercussp.
(primary fill)

65 | Pit 73 35203360 BC | 4642+25| OxA-38479 | Wood Quercussp.
(secondary
fill)

80 | Pit81 4780 4600 BC | 5827+27| OxA-38478 | Wood Quercussp.
(primary fill)

46 | Pit45 57105560 BC | 6716+26| OxA-38633 | Nutshell cf Corylus
(secondary avellana
fill)

48 | Pit 47 54705320 BC | 6400+27| OxA-38476 | Wood Quercussp.

(primaryfill)




48 | Pit 47 5610 5480 BC | 6574+27| OxA-38437 | Wood Quercussp.
(primary fill)

95| Pit49 84608280 BC | 9139+33| OxA-38477 | Wood Ulex/Genista/
(primary fill) Cytisus




54-37- _ o
OxA-39634 4376 23 30862914BC 151 | 54 \ Pit 045 primary fill

Figure 1. Location of the dismantled stone circle of Waun Mawnr{regd circle) as well as the
bluestone sources of Carn Goedog (spotted dolerite), Craig-Rfedis (rhyolite) and

Cerrigmarchogion (unspotted dolerite). The locations of the Neolithic causewayed enclosure of Banc
Du and palisaded enclosure of Dryslwyn (blacged circles), and Early Neolithic portal tombs

(black squares) are also shown.



Figure 2. The arc ébrmer standing stones at Waun Mawn during trial excavations in 2017,
viewed from the east. Only one of them (third from the camera) is still stanBagumbent
stone 13 is in the foreground.



Figure 3. Waun Mawn during excavation in 2018, viewed frormdréh. The stone circle
sitsonthe side athe hill/ y 6O &NJ | | 6 Wi K §31¥ OO0 witlddistad T 1 KS R
views of Irelando the west and the mountains of Snowdor@the north.
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Figure 4. The excavation trenches (in red) showing the locations of the four remaining
standing stones (in red and black), the additional stoneholes (in green and black) and other
features (in blue). From the centre of the circle, the midsummer solsticesse within the

entrance formed by Stoneholes 9 and 21.



Figure5. Stonehole 7, after removal of sediment filling the emptied socket but with the
stonepackingstill in place, viewed from the east. The packing stones were created from a
single boulde, split into pieces before being packed against the side of the mondkth.
imprint in the base of the stonehole reveals that this monolith had a square-sexg®n.



Figure6. A 3D photogrammetric image of Stonehole 91 after excavation of thketdeft

08 UKS aidl yRA ybatwihihg patkdgfill Bayh2idditd), viewed from the
north. The imprint of this stone (in theght half of the stonehole) reveals that the base of
this stone had @entagonalkrosssection. The ramp, alghwhich the stone was erected and

removed, isat the top of the picture



