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D.R.J. PERKINS, N. MACPHERSON-GRANT AND E. HEALEY
SUMMARY
A field at Monkton Court Farm in the Isle of Thanet was revealed as holding
Late Bronze Age settlement remains after these were encountered by a pipeline
trench. The additional discovery nearby of four Late Bronze Age bronze hoards
within the space of one hectare, one in association with ash slag and midden
material, led to an archaeological evaluation of the site funded by English
Heritage. Although local geology and the results of worm action made the
location and interpretation of features difficult, hut sites, pits and ditches were
identified. A further two bronzes were found, also a perforated clay plaque.
Both the ceramic and flint assemblages from the site will prove useful in the
regional study of Late Bronze Age settlement, since they appear to have been
deposited during a fairly short period of occupation, and are in association with
Carp's Tongue hoards.
INTRODUCTION

In 1981, a small hoard of Late Bronze Age objects was found by metal
detector in a field at Monkton Court Farm, Monkton, Isle of Thanet
(Perkins and Hawkes 1984). Trenching for a pipeline down the
southern border of the field in 1987 revealed a pit and ditch containing
Late Bronze Age occupation material (Perkins 1987) and another hoard
of the same period this time containing 58 objects was found in August
1990. As an example of excellent co-operation between detectorists and
archaeologists, the finders, members of the Thanet and Wantsum Relic
Association, contacted the Trust for Thanet Archaeology at the moment
of discovery. This led to the immediate context of the hoard being
investigated (Perkins 1991). Later that year and again in 1991 more
bronzes were found. The widely separate locations of these finds allow
them to be identified as the Monkton I, II, and III hoards respectively,
see Fig. 23.
When the Monkton II find spot was examined in 1990, ash slag,
midden material and sherds were found in a recently plough-damaged
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horizon. Because of the important archaeological implications and the
site's obvious vulnerability to plough attrition, the Trust for Thanet
Archaeology approached English Heritage who agreed to fund an
evaluation, which was carried out between 24th August and 2nd
October, 1992. An archive holding most of the finds and all records is
in the keeping of the Trust for Thanet Archaeology, while the bronze
hoard components are held by the Thanet and Wantsum Relic
Association.
The site topography and nearby archaeology
The site is in open fields just north of the village of Monkton, in the
Isle of Thanet, see Figs. in, and lb, an approximate central O.S.
reference being TR 277655. It is situated on a gentle slope just below
the crest line of a chalk downland escarpment, at between 17 and 20 m.
O.D. To the south, the down drops rapidly to an alluvial plain
representing the one-time Wantsum sea channel. In the Late Bronze
Age the site was probably no more than 600 m. from the shore.
About 1500 m, east of the site the down rises to 40 m. O.D. Here,
crop-marks reveal the presence of 85 ring ditches. These cluster north

Fig. 1. (la) The immediate area of the site; (lb) east Kent, Thanet and the alluvium
representing the former Wantsum Channel.
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and south of, and align with a trackway crop-mark, raising the
possibility that it is a cursus (Kent SMR NE 108, Thanet SMR 548).
While most of the circular enclosures are probably ploughed-off
barrows, several are about 40 m. in diameter, with concentric ditches,
causeway entrances, and complex internal features. About 1200 m.
west of the site and at the same elevation, an area of Early Iron Age
settlement has been sampled by a pipeline trench (Perkins 1991).
Ditches and pits representing a multi-phase occupation extend for
350 m. along the crest of the escarpment, see Fig. la.
The site geology and its problems
According to the O.S. geological survey, the site area is on the Head
Brickearth, a rather general descriptive term. Subsoil throughout the
site differs in both colour and texture from the red-brown sandy soil
over most of upland Thanet, which is also described as brickearth. The
site was examined by three sondages, see 25, 26, and 27 in Fig. 2.
These gave overburdens of between 1.50 and 2.50 m. of which roughly
the upper half (subsoil 1) was a yellow-brown fine silt, and the lower
half a bright ochre-coloured silt (subsoil 2). Beneath this is a very soft
friable discoloured chalk surface, possibly resulting from periglacial
action. Comparison with sites at Ebbsfleet and Minster (Perkins 1992)
suggests that subsoil 1 may be degraded Thanet Beds material, with
subsoil 2 in situ remnants of the Thanet Beds. Intense worm activity
can be seen in these measures right down to the chalk.
This overburden does not lend itself to environmental analysis.
Molluscan analysis is not viable, as there appears to be virtually no
spell survival. Samples from ditch sections yielded only a few shells
of the ubiquitous and un-informative C. acicula. These are probably
from modern animals. The site's present land surface is not inimical
to snails and the larger species are obvious. Non-survival of sub-fossil
shells must, therefore, be due to either worm action, or to an acidic
soil, or both factors. When tested, soil-samples gave pH readings of
5-6.
Site geology created difficulties of a fundamental nature with regard
to excavation. Based on the experience of the 1990 investigation of the
Monkton II hoard context, topsoil stripping was limited to 0.250.30 m., at which depth ancient horizons were exposed. The excavation
team had expected to see features defined clearly by colour changes.
This was only the case with Features 10, 11, 12, 13, 17 and 18, these
having dark humic or burnt fills. A l l other features were located by
their either exhibiting a grouping of sherds, flints, etc., or by giving a
magnetic anomaly. They had no definable vertical or horizontal
boundaries and their limits were only approximated at the points where
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archaeological materials were no longer found. Exceptions to this were
ditches, features 7 and 8. Their lower fills composed of subsoil 1
contrasted with subsoil 2 into which they were cut. Higher in subsoil 1,
flow-lines of burnt flints and sherds served to demonstrate the sections,
see Fig. 3.
Regarding the non-definable nature of most features, after a field
visit M r Matthew Conti, o f the Ancient Monuments Laboratory
commented: 'Essentially, the features found at Monkton Court exist
discretely and without discernible stratigraphic links. This seems to
have been caused by a mixture of the following processes:
(1) Routine ploughing/subsoiling, with possible use of the very deep
Girotillers;
(2) A very high level of earthworm activity; and
(3) Constant erosion and deposition of the silty soils'.
A Girotiller was used on the site in the 1930s. According to
eyewitness reports, it disturbed the ground to a depth of between 0.40
and 0.90 m. As a result, tractors could not work the field next spring,
and the experiment was never repeated. That the machine passed over
the bronze hoards without disturbing them indicates a massive loss of
topsoil by wind and water erosion over the last fifty years.
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EVALUATION

Design and methods
As a first step a general site area was decided, based on previous data
and a planned programme of field walking and metal detecting. This
area (see broken-line box in Fig. 2), was 70,180 square metres in
extent. Within this box evaluation was carried out by trenching and
small-scale area excavation. As shown in Fig. 2, topsoil was stripped in
three excavation boxes, A, B, and C, and fifteen sections. Of these E to
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POSSIBLE B O U N D A RY
OF SETTLEMENT

MONKTON VILLAGE
Fig. 2. The Monkton Court Farm site, trenches and features.

H, J to N, and R, were 50 m. long, S and T were 30 m. long, X was
335 m. long, and Y was 200 m. All were 2 m. wide. The total area of
boxes and trenches was 3670 square metres, a 5 per cent sample.
Evaluation results suggest that the designated site area completely
contained the site's ancient remains, other than possibly to the south of
trench M. An additional and fortuitous check was provided to the
south-west by the cutting of a pipeline trench close to the St. Nicholas
road. This was monitored, but revealed nothing.
The section system was developed from the cutting of trenches X
and Y which intersected at the Monkton 11 (1990) hoard find-spot. It
will be noted from Fig. 2 that trench X was not aligned parallel to the
footpath, but obliquely, following the usual line of ploughing in that
field. This was to investigate the possibility that disturbed components
of the Monkton II hoard might be found scattered along the plough line
(as they had been in 1990), see Fig. 6. The agency capable of so
carrying and re-depositing bronzes for up to 100 m. from their point of
origin seems to be the potato harvesting machine.
After topsoil had been removed throughout the system of trenches to
a depth of 0.25-0.30 m., all exposed surfaces were explored, visually,
by metal detector, and by magnetometer (Dr A.J. Clark). A number of
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features were evident as groups of pot-sherds, daub, and burnt flints.
All of these and three others were detected as magnetic anomalies. In
all, 24 features were identified, and since time and the work force
allowed, all were investigated by full excavation or sectioning.
Initial survey
The general site area (broken line box in Fig. 2) was surveyed by metal
detector and field walking. In both cases a 10 m. section system was
used as outlined in Brown (Brown 1985). No bronzes were found, and
the surface scatter consisted o f worn Romano-British and postmedieval material. When the exposed subsoil surface was examined
within the trench system, a general scatter of flint-tempered prehistoric
sherds and calcined flints was observed. This had well-defined
boundaries, being contained within the area shown in bold broken line
in Fig. 2. A l l features, and all but one of the bronze find-spots fall
within the area which, where it meets the A253, corresponds with the
features sectioned by the 1987 pipeline.
Three sondages were cut along the line of trench Y, see Fig. 2, 25,
26, and 27. Each measured 3 x 3 m., and was excavated to the natural
surface of the Upper Chalk, which is here covered to a depth of 0.50 m.
by what appears to be periglacial material.
The footpath (a raised way or 'lynch' of the kind common in Thanet)
was sectioned where it was crossed by trench Y. Beneath a disturbed
layer about 0.40 m. in depth and containing mixed sixteenth-century —
modern material, and at roughly the level of the surrounding field
surface, was antiquity of the path, it appears to have been reduced in
level to correspond with the general loss of topsoil through erosion.
Investigation of the archaeological features
The features are described below, and are numbered as shown in Fig. 2.
Most must be assumed to have been truncated by plough attrition to an
unknown degree. A l l depths given are from the interface of modern
plough-disturbed topsoil with subsoil. Ceramic material mentioned is
Late Bronze Age unless otherwise stated.
Trench Y
Feature 1: Apparently the f i l l o f a small pit, perhaps 0.70 m. in
diameter, and no more than 0.25 m. deep. About 20 small sherds and a
few calcined flint nodules.
Feature 2: A sub-circular area of subsoil rich in midden material and
finds. Sections revealed its size as roughly 6.00 m. by 4.50 m. with a
depth of 0.20 m. As well as bone fragments, it yielded fragments of a
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perforated ceramic plaque, see Fig. 4, 1, part of a spindle-whorl in flint
tempered fabric, see Fig. 4, 2, fragments of burnt daub with wattle
impressions, and about 100 sherds. Possibly a sunken hut floor and its
infill.
Feature 3a: A small pit or large post-hole, round with vertical sides and
a flat bottom, diameter 0.70 m., depth 0.80 m. It was filled with flint
pebbles and contained a few small sherds and a number of animal teeth
(Ovis/Capra). Adjoining this, 3b: an area about 1.20 m. across by about
0.50 m. deep containing a few sherds and a piece of slag. The fill of a
pit?
Feature 4: An area of subsoil 3.00 m. long by at least the width of the
trench, and 0.25 m. in depth. It contained about 60 sherds, calcined
flints, and fragments of burnt daub with wattle impressions. A t about
the centre for 0.80 m., sherds could be followed down to 0.45 m. A
sunken hut floor infill, cut by a later pit?
Feature 5: An area of subsoil 2.50 m. long by at least the width of the
trench and 0.65 m. in depth. Several days after excavation, selective
weathering of the longitudinal sections revealed a bowl-shaped profile.
Stratigraphy in terms of pottery and bones (Bos.)1 was discernible. The
fill down to 0.25 m. was rich in midden material, with about 150
sherds, calcined flints, and slag. Below, sherds were fewer and with a
different wear pattern. This was apparently a pit which after a period of
slow infilling, suddenly attracted dumping.
Feature 6a: An area of subsoil containing sherds, burnt daub, slag,
bones and shells. Its plan could not be determined, but its maximum
extent found by section was 4.00 x 4.50 m., with a depth of 0.38 m.
Central in this was Feature 6b, consisting of a 'violin-shaped' patch of
burnt soil and ashes of about 3.00 x 2.00 m., and 0.20 m. in depth. It
yielded about 250 shbrds, of which most probably belonged to a single
badly fragmented vessel, a large storage jar. Presumably these remains
represent a sunken hut floor with central hearth.
Feature 7: A ditch of truncated-V profile, running north-west to southeast, see Figs. 3 and 5. Section l a gave the width as 2.30 m. with a
depth of 1.30 m. It had been cut down through subsoils 1 and 2, and
just into the surface of periglacial deposited chalk. Stratigraphy as
shown and numbered in Fig. 3, la, was as follows:
(4) The plough truncated remains of rammed chalk foundations;
(5) A layer of soil darkened by ashes or organic material. It contained

' A number of features yielded animal bone fragments generally in poor condition.
The species present were Bos, Sus, and Ovis/Capra, with pig bones slightly predominant.
Bearing in mind the number and condition of these remains a specialist report was not
considered worthwhile.
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Fig. 3. (a) (Upper) Section la of Feature 7; (b) (Lower) Section lb of Feature 8; both to
same scale as shown.

many flint nodules, these being concentrated at the base of the layer;
and
(6) Very similar to subsoil 1 except for the presence of a few sherds,
flints, and chalk nodules. A t the bottom and just above the primary
silting was the complete skull of an ox.
Feature 8: A ditch of open-U profile, running roughly north-west to
south-east, see Figs. 3 and 5. Section lb gave the width as 4.20 m. and
depth as 2.00 m. It had been cut down through subsoils 1 and 2, and for
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about 0.10 m. into the periglacial deposited chalk. The stratigraphy as
shown and numbered in Fig. 3, lb, was as follows:
(4) Yellow-grey silty soil with many small chalk nodules, a few flints,
and yielding a piece of Roman tile and several medieval and postmedieval brick and tile fragments;
(5) As (4) but slightly more yellow in colour with calcined flint nodules
and prehistoric sherds;
(6) As (5) but separated by a dark silty layer 0.05 m. thick; and
(7) As (6) but again separated by a similar dark silty layer and
becoming chalky for the last 0.10 m.
An attempt was made to follow the two ditches, features 7 and 8, and
to investigate their possible intersection by cutting sections 2, 3, and 4.
This is dealt with in discussion.
Feature 9a: Two shallow plough-truncated foundations o f rammed
chalk running north—south, and possibly related to (4) in Feature 7.
Between and beside them, the subsoil held peg-tile, fragmented
ironwork, and post-Tudor sherds. Feature 9b: Beneath 9a the
subsoil contained prehistoric sherds. The feature was not further
investigated.
The following features, 10-13, were closely grouped. They were not
seen at the topsoil removal stage, but during the operation to section
and reinstate the footpath, soil was removed to 0.55 m. from ground
level, at which depth the dark fills of the features were observed.
Feature 10: A pit of sub-rectangular plan, 0.43 x 0.35 m. and 0.20 m.
deep. Its sides sloped slightly inwards to a flat base. The fill consisted
of black ash-darkened soil with red burnt patches, and contained
sherds, calcined flints, charcoal, chalk nodules, and slag. Near the
bottom was found a bronze sickle blade, see Fig. 4, 4. Several small
fragments of copper alloy were found by wet sieving a fill sample.
Three being fused with silica.
Feature 11: A pit of roughly circular plan, diameter 0.60 m., depth 0.35
m., vertical sides with a flat bottom. The fill o f ash-darkened soil
contained more than a hundred calcined flint nodules, sherds, slag,
fragments of burnt bone, and a triangular stone object, presumably a
whetstone, see Fig. 4 , 6 . Small pieces o f copper alloy were
subsequently found by wet sieving a fill sample.
Feature 12: A pit of roughly circular plan, diameter 0.60 m., depth 0.30
m., the sides vertical with a bowl-shaped base. The fill of ash-darkened
soil contained about seventy calcined flint nodules, also sherds, slag,
and burnt bone. Small fragments of copper alloy were obtained from
the fill by wet sieving, two of them fused with silica.
Feature 13: A pit of oval plan, 1.60 x 0.70 m., bowl-shaped, with a
maximum depth of 0.25 m. The fill was of soil darkened perhaps by
organic material, it contained a few sherds and waste flakes.
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Fig. 4. Objects 1-6; finds from the Monkton Court Farm evaluation; objects 7 and 8, two
bronzes from the plough-disturbed Monkton III hoard. All to scale as shown.

Area Excavation Box A
Feature 14: An area of subsoil of oval plan measuring about 3 x 4 m.,
and at least 1 m. deep. Where sectioned, its fill held a few sherds and
bone fragments. Into this had been cut three smaller features detected
as magnetic anomalies. These were:
(14a): A pit or post-hole 0.70 m. in diameter and 0.50 m. deep
with vertical sides. Its fill was slightly darker than the surrounding
soil, and contained sherds, small calcined flint fragments, and waste
flakes.
Feature 15: A pit or post-hole 0.75 m. in diameter and 0.50 m. deep
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with vertical sides. Its slightly darker fill held sherds, small calcined
flint fragments, and daub.
Feature 16: A pit or post-hole 0.60 m. in diameter and 0.50 m. deep,
with vertical sides and a flat bottom. Finds as in 14 and 15.
Feature 17: A pit of oval plan, 2.50 x 3.00 m., its sides sloping inwards
at about 50° to a depth of about 0.80 m., then becoming vertical. The
feature could not be excavated to a depth greater than 1.50 m. for
reasons of safety and practicality. I t was detected as a magnetic
anomaly, but trowelling down a few centimetres revealed a dark fill
containing sherds, animal bones, daub and slag.
Feature 18: A pit of oval plan visible in the subsoil surface by its darker
fill. It was 0.80 m. x 0.50 m., and 0.10 m. deep with a flat bottom. Only
a small nodule of calcined flint found.
Feature 19: This was a dense patch of daub fragments, calcined flints
and sherds exposed i n the subsoil surface. N o shape could be
distinguished, but the total area was about 4 x 3 m. with a depth of
0.20 m. Presumably the plough-damaged remains of a hut floor.
Area Excavation Box C
Feature 20: An oval patch of closely packed calcined flint nodules
measuring about 1.80 x 1.50 m. with a maximum depth of 0.15 m.
Sherds were lying on and between the flints.
Feature 21: A bowl-shaped pit of oval plan, measuring 2.50 x 1.80 m.
with a maximum depth of 0.30 m. It was first detected as a magnetic
anomaly, and on trowelling down a slightly darker fill was observed.
This contained midden material in the form of animal bones and teeth,
and shells of oysters and whelks, also daub, slag, large stone fragments
(Lower Greensand), chalk, and about 200 sherds.
Area Excavation Box B
Feature 22: An area of subsoil exhibiting small sherds and calcined
flints. It was at least 3 x 2 m. in extent, and about 0.20 m. in depth.
Within this, (22a) was a dense mass of large flint nodules about 1.20 m.
across. Close to this was:
Feature 23: A mass of burnt daub fragments about 2.50 m. long, and
0.90 m. wide. A sample of this weighing about 54 kg. (120 lbs.), was
taken, and when processed, more than 60 fragments were found to bear
wattle impressions, mostly about 2 cm. in diameter.
Trench M
Feature 24: An area of subsoil rich in sherds, flints, animal bones, and
oyster shells. Cruciform sectioning revealed it to be at least 6 x 3 m. in
extent, with a depth of 0.42 m. Central in this were adjoining patches of
close-packed flint nodules about 1 m . across, and having the
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appearance of being deliberately laid as a floor or hearth. One patch
was cut by what can be best described as a 'fire pit'. This was bowlshaped, 0.50 m. in diameter, and 0.20 m. deep. It had been carefully
lined and bordered with flint nodules and fragments from a greensand
saddle quern. Central at the bottom was a quern fragment surrounded
by a ring of eight hammer-stones. Just above this in the fill of ashdarkened soil was a mass of large sherds, probably representing the
breakage in situ of a large coarseware jar.
Sondage B
Feature 26: A t 0.40 m. from the modern land surface an horizon
containing sherds was encountered. It appeared to be no more than
0.20 m. in depth.
D.R.J. PERKINS

THE POTTERY

N. Macpherson-Grant
Introduction and Assemblage Value
It is a truism, but worth re-stating here, that each assemblage
excavated/recovered is (relatively) unique, with its own contribution to
add to an emergent picture. It can be stated from the outset that this
particularly applies to the material from Monkton Court Farm. Its value
may well be superseded in the future, but it has arrived at a rather
crucial period in the study of Kentish first millennium B.C. ceramics —
until recently poorly served by academic study. When the postexcavation assessment for this site was submitted it was noted that
between 10-12 sites of roughly comparable date were known (as of
September 1992). The actual site/assemblage quantity is almost
certainly higher (under-studied museum/excavation collections or
under-represented site material). It has certainly grown: there are now
approximately 16-18 eastern Kentish sites o f broadly LBA/EIA
transition date, with the latest addition (June 1993) being recorded from
Chislet (Fig. 19, Site 17).1 With the exception of Monkton Court Farm
and to a lesser extent Highstead (Macpherson-Grant, forthcoming),
most of the known sites represent assemblages recovered during small-

Sampled during an evaluation in advance of construction work on the Herne
Bay—Stour Watermain (HBWB 93; Canterbury Museums code: 1993-45.)
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scale rescue, watching-brief or limited evaluation circumstances,
generally lacking i n modern recovery/recording techniques and
frequently from locations providing evidence f o r multi-period
occupation. With the further exceptions of Kingston Down (Cunliffe
1980), East Northdown (Smith 1987) and Canterbury,2 all are in urgent
need of re-assessment against the growing regional set of trends and
implications for this period.
The Highstead multi-period sequence is good, since it has provided
an initial badly needed ceramic/chronological framework for the period
c. 950/850-400 B.C. Its classic Period 2 assemblages come from a
relatively uncontaminated enclosure and contexts producing clear
evidence for bronze metallurgy and the dating proposed for these,
c. 850/750-600 B.C., can (with some discussion) be essentially applied
to the Monkton pottery. But, however good the Highstead sequence is,
or relatively pure some contexts are i n themselves, there are
qualifications: the site's earlier phases are entirely ceramically dated,
principally based on Continental, and a limited range of published
regional, parallels. Further, a key aspect of the site is its apparent
continuous occupation throughout its LBA-EIA phases; in addition, it
has few reliable stratified sequences. These two points together tend to
cloud clear comprehension of the transition from one ceramic phase to
the next. Whilst the chronological and associated ceramic-attribute
framework proposed for Highstead's sequence appears to be holding
together remarkably well, the framework needs to be tested against
good single-period assemblages and, particularly, linked into other nonceramic chronological schemes.
Ceramically, Monkton contains a n essentially single-period
assemblage. Quite apart from the attributes that link it unquestionably
into the Highstead Period 2-type ceramic package, even superficial
assessment confirmed many formal parallels with other contemporary
regional assemblages (e.g. Northdown 1971 and Canterbury). This
alone is invaluable, since Monkton's relative purity will considerably
crystallise the known/likely formal range associated with Highstead
Period 2.
In addition there is unexpected confirmation of a minor Highstead
trend: the presence of a small quantity of probably non-local wares.
One or two red-finished (haematite-coated) fine wares are present and
there are some new forms. However, the site's main contribution is the
evidence for metallurgy: metalworking slag, copper alloy sickle in situ

2 A Canterbury Archaeological Trust Archive Report: ' A Re-Appraisal of the
Prehistoric Pottery from 10-11 Castle Street, Canterbury', N. Macpherson-Grant 1991.
Copies available on request; see note 3 below.
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in a contemporary context, and parts of 3 bronze hoards in close
topographic association to the settlement. There can be no doubt of
inter-relationships here. A l l the metalwork falls within the bracket
c. 900/800-600 B.C. Though future more detailed study/information
may modify this slightly — the broad dating is precisely that
independently proposed for Highstead's Period 2 ceramic phase. The
linkage here is excellent and unavoidable, and precisely what was
required in the first instance to begin stabilising the initial ceramic
dating for Highstead Period 2. Much more important this dating can
now be extended to all those sites sharing the ceramic attributes
detailed below.
Whilst there are the usual provisos of potting conservatism and style
longevity to remember, the attributes mentioned reflect a remarkable
degree of manufacturing/qualitative consistency over a wide regional
area. There are variations, but underlying these is a strongly unified
sense of ability and skill which has far wider implications than ceramic
studies alone. In the interim, we now have a clearly identified,
consistently occurring, artefactual package with mutually re-inforcing
dating.
Presentation
This section is followed by an overview o f all-period ceramics
recovered during the excavation, together with any comments pertinent
to site interpretation. The remainder of the report is confined entirely to
the LBA/EIA assemblage which, for the moment, is best treated as a
single-period entity. Comprehensive context-based presentation would
obscure the main assemblage trends; this is contained within the
archive report.3 Here, only the pottery from Ditch F8 is treated in this
manner; t h e remainder f r o m a l l other contexts, i s presented
synthetically, by ware type and vessel type. However, a figured pottery
and context concordance is provided in Appendix II (p. 288).
The graphic treatment of figured pottery is self-explanatory with the
proviso that the line treatment for plain undecorated fine wares is
essentially technical: line orientation indicates the angle of burnish
recorded (e.g., Fig. 5, 5; Fig. 2, 53). Similarly pots exhibiting profuse
basal gritting are provided with a bar key to emphasise this trait.
Though Section 2 (p. 260) is specifically a discussion of regional
parallels, these are too numerous to quote comprehensively. Again a
synthetic list of figured pottery and inter-assemblage parallels is
3Available on request from the author: Canterbury Archaeological Trust, 92A Broad
Street, Canterbury, Kent, CT! 2LV, or D. Perkins, Trust for Thanet Archaeology,
Crampton Tower Yard, High Street, Broadstairs, Kent, CT10 2AB.
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presented in Appendix I (p. 287) to be used in conjunction with the
distribution map Fig. 19. For reasons of clarity the latter is basically
confined to north-east Kent where the majority of the sites occur. Three
sections highlighting non-regional parallels, chronology and regional
trends follow the above, with specific reference to the broader issues
than can now (or should) be raised.
Ceramic quantities
The excavation produced an overall total of 2651 sherds (weighing:
25 kg. 2 gr.). The following tabulation simplistically divides this total
into the period groups present:
1. Late Bronze/Iron Age transition fabrics:
Total count: 2644 sherds
Total weight: 24 kg. 935 gr.
2. 'Belgic' fabrics:
Total count: 4 sherds
Total weight: 49 gr.
3. Medieval fabrics:
Total count: 2 sherds
Total weight: 16 gr.
4. Post-medieval fabrics:
Total count: 1 sherd
Total weight: 2 gr.
It should be noted that during initial assessment the possibility was
raised that small quantities of Beaker and Late Bronze Age DeverelRimbury-type wares might be present as residual elements. The
possible Beaker base is illustrated (Fig. 18) but is now considered an
understandable but probably erroneous attribution. Its base diameter,
firing, f i l l e r characteristics and degree o f wear would not be
inappropriate; but it came from the lower fill of Ditch F7 accompanied
by recognisable LBA/EIA transition elements and, since its fabric is
similar to a minority ware of the latter date a non-Beaker allocation is
more likely.
The same minority ware, together with a small very coarse-gritted
element, accounted for the earlier possibility o f LBA DeverelRimbury-type material. All the sherds are small, and the minority ware
in particular is more sparsely gritted and does not survive well. Again a
later LBA/EIA transition date is now preferred — but with caution.
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Fig. 18 also illustrates a putative Late Iron Age/'Belgic' grog-and-flinttempered bead-rim type jar. Though markedly different in its context,
form, fabric and wear characteristics could occur i n LBA/EIA
assemblages. A n L B A / E I A attribution i s reasonable b u t with
reservations.
'Belgic' pottery is present from Floor F2 and Ditch F7 and a jar base is
illustrated (Fig. 18). The material is variably worn and indicates a
settlement of broadly first-century A.D. date in the vicinity; most of the
material should represent field-manuring scatters.
Roman ceramics are represented solely by tile fragments (quite large,
but worn). They indicate occupation with continued agricultural usage
of the site area (though no other Roman pottery was recorded). One
'Belgic' sherd and at least one piece of Roman tile from the upper fill
of Ditch F8 have interpretative implications for the landscape during
the Late Iron Age/Roman periods; their presence and position should
also indirectly affect landscape interpretation in the intervening period
following cessation of the LBA/EIA settlement.
Medieval pottery suggests renewed field-manuring from the later
thirteenth century (if not earlier).
The Post-medieval pottery from the excavation is probably derived
from the occupation/activity associated with the chalk foundations in
Ditch F7. Observed material of mostly sixteenth- to later eighteenthcentury date was recorded elsewhere on the site (p. 245).
The above tabulation and notes make it abundantly clear that in the
area of the excavation the only significant phase of occupation took
place during the earlier first millennium B.C. How long this occupation
lasted is discussed in Section 4a, (p. 276), but the presence of two,
possibly intercutting, ditches (F7 and F8,) means that whilst the
broader ceramic dating indicates a single-period settlement, the latter
itself may be of at least two-phase duration.
THE LBA/EIA TRANSITION ASSEMBLAGE

1. Summary of assemblage trends
Here, comparative quantitative statements are confined to the fabrics
only; comments derived from the statistical analysis of categories, as
(b)—(d) below, are qualified by the sample nature of the excavation —
and ultimately only meaningful via inter-assemblage studies. For the
same reason spatial distribution studies of fabric, vessel and decoration
types have not been undertaken though obvious examples will be
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mentioned below. Wear distribution patterns and useful vessel
frequency patterns are similarly qualified; the latter in particular are
further compromised since they reflect interesting technological/
survival characteristics ((e) below).
(a) Fabric types.
A total of 15 fabric types have been identified macroscopically (backedup by low-power x 20 magnification). Some, with varying frequencies of
deliberately added fillers or naturally occurring inclusions such as quartz
sand and vegetal matter, are likely to represent points along the same
spectrum. This total condenses into five broad classes: moderate to
(normally) heavily flint-tempered, grogged/essentially grogged with
sparse flint, purely organic-tempered/filled, sandy/essentially sandy with
sparse flint or grog, and fine sandy. The flint-tempered wares are
numerically and visually dominant: 2558 sherds within the overall
recovered total of 2651. There are no purely flint-tempered fabrics (i.e.,
without visually detectable natural or accidentally/deliberately occurring
inclusions). The last four classes are minority wares represented by only
93 sherds of which 73 come from a single purely sandy ware jar (Ditch
F7, Fig. 8A). For these minority wares no more than 3-4 (mostly fewer)
individual vessels per fabric type are involved and are likely to represent
'one-offs' reflecting sporadic selection of alternative (? local) clay
sources. But some may not, and the sandy ware jar appears to be a
genuine outsider in a dominantly flint-tempered assemblage. This jar and
possibly the fine sandy class are fabric types worth noting for the future.
Within the main flint-tempered group, there are a further four subdivisions: flint and moderate-profusely grog-tempered, flint-tempered
with a moderate-profuse organic content, and two types (which may be
internally related) with only sparse-moderate flint — one containing
sparse angular ironstone inclusions. None of these are major fabric
types: only 308 sherds overall. Those with visually obvious quantities
of grog or organic inclusions represent deliberately produced mixedtemper wares. Some of the sherds with only a fairly sparse coarse flint
content are the cause of the putative LBA Deverel-Rimbury element
originally suggested.
(b) Manufacturing attributes.
Most of the specifically productional attributes that epitomize regional
Highstead Period 2-type assemblages are present:
(i) B o t h fine and coarse ware bowls and jars with (underside) a
visually obvious basal 'skin' o f profuse flint grits from being
made on beds of burnt and crushed flint temper (Plates I and II,
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PLATE I

Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery. Vessel bases with
profuse flint-temper `skin'; typical medium-fine grade examples. (Scale in centimetres).
(Photo.: A. Savage)

Figs. 5, 7, 12-13 17-18). The grits often, but not always correspond
with the temper grade used in an individual pot's construction;4
(ii) Thin-walled fine ware bowls generally typified by the fairly
profuse addition of finely-ground flint temper;
(iii) Very large, very thin-walled storage jars (as Fig. 16), some of
which exhibit remnant coil-pinch finger-presses only superficially
smoothed over (similar to Fig. 15, 90). This rather haphazard trait
is present on storage jar sherds within the assemblage and
frequently accompanies rim and base types similar to Figs. 16-17.
There are also one or two new features, isolated quirks probably,
rather than significant traits. The fine ware jar base 52 (Fig. 12) has its
body atypically loaded with flint filler. Technically this is a variant of
attribute (ii), but with most fine wares, though the grits are profuse,
they generally have room to 'breathe' — here the body is packed with
fine-medium grade temper. Usually the basal 'skin' of grits (attribute
4 A n alternative explanation for the presence of these basal 'skins' is that pots were
left to dry on beds of crushed flint (O'Connell 1986, 62).
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PLATE II

Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery. Storage jar base
with typical coarse-grade profuse flint-temper 'skin'. (Scale in centimetres).
(Photo.: A. Savage)

(i)) is confined neatly to the base underside, any overlap onto lower
body walls either rarely occurring or being subsequently smoothed off;
on bowl/jar base 114 (Fig. 18) the 'skin' overlaps, perhaps precisely
because the body wall is low-angled (or the vessel was pushed rather
firmly down into the bed of grits). The angular-shouldered coarse ware
jar (Fig. 13, 70) is a classic example of remnant coil-pinching —
unusual on a small vessel, though there is an isolated Period 3A
example from Highstead.
(c) Form types.
The assemblage is characterised by generally high-shouldered fine and
coarse wares with simple mostly curving upright or everted rims,
typically flaring on fine wares, often stiffer, but not always, on coarse
wares. Even technically closed forms such as 8 (Fig. 5) and 95-97
(Fig. 16) have this flared finish. For coarse ware rims alone, simplicity
predominates both these and a wide range of finishes: flat-topped (69),
internally cupped and beaded (65, 94), neatly flat-topped or internally
smoothed and bevelled (often as a surface ready for decoration —
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PLATE III

Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery. Fine ware jar 8—
detail of fine irregular combed decoration. (Scale in centimetres).
(Photo.: A. Savage)

81-82, 95, 97), thickened and rounded/beaked finishes (88, 91). Some
shoulders are topped with short straight-angled eversions (96) —
essentially bevelled; these are a consistent but generally rather rare
component of larger regional assemblages. Thickened, carefully moulded
rims with internal bevelling are mostly the province of fine ware or larger
sub-fine ware types: fortunately present here (on 28 — poorly; on 44 —
well) and by implication on 3 (see also Fig. 20). Very flaring graceful
rims/profiles are somewhat rarer (12 and 45); an extreme coarse ware
example is 86 which, at Highstead, would not be out of place on
Monlcton 90. Rounded lower-body, almost bowl-form, profiles on coarse
wares appear to be regionally rare. The standard fine ware/coarse ware
profile is for high-shouldered angular, mostly sub-angular/sub-rounded
forms, moulded to a fairly consistent 1:2, 1:3 shoulder-body ratio. Where
detectable, base diameters are again apparently constructed according to
a fairly standard ratio: approximately half the rim diameter. A rarer form
(but probably regionally more frequently occurring than the evidence has
allowed) is the almost biconical (or here, 8, bi-globular) jar form, with a
near 1:1 upper-lower body ratio. The major formal exception, but still
elegantly simple is the class of wide-mouthed bowls with neat incurved
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rims (Fig. 17) —and bowl 46 is a truly exceptional vessel; Nos. 47-9 are
much more typical.
There are one or two new forms: the perforated flaring-rimmed jar
45 (Fig. 10), the globular vessel 66, the small angular 70. Not new, but
better represented here, are the large essentially fine ware jars 50-51;
these two almost reach storage-jar proportions, at least in diameter.
(d) Decoration and surface treatment.
Decoration types simply and neatly divide into two classes: combed or
incised linear decoration on fine wares, finger-tip/thumb-pressed and
moulded-applied on coarse wares. Decoration on fine ware bowls and
jars is entirely above-shoulder, principally consisting of a single band
of incised lines, mostly 3-4 (Nos. 25-27), or a single band of combing
(Nos. 1, 8-9) at or generally just above the shoulder. Two bands of
incised or combed lines occur less frequently (No. 24 and (probably),
10) placed between shoulder and base of the neck flare. Groups of
single spaced incised lines are also fairly rare (e.g., 4). Rarer still but
diagnostically important, are above-shoulder combed (No. 3) or incised
(No. 28) chevrons, generally bordered above and below by horizontal
lines. A much rarer type is 36 with single diagonal spaced lines in
association with horizontal lines. A new type is the diagonal spaced
combed decoration on 8. Quality of execution varies enormously: neat
on 24 (and probably 4), roughly efficient short combed strokes on 1,
crude irregular light combing on 8 (see also Plate III). The difference in
quality may be due to the tools employed: incised lines seem generally
better executed than combed examples, which consistently (at least at
Monkton) give the impression of a rough-and-ready approach, in part
possibly due to differential comb-tooth lengths.
Another regionally rare type but consistently occurring in single/low
quantities are red-finished (haematite-coated) bowls (No. 33); a second
was recorded from the same context (Floor F2). No. 33 is highly
unusual in having traces of red-finish on both surfaces (external
application is the recorded norm). Plastic decoration on fine ware
vessels is also fairly rare (34), and the rim position here, rarer still. The
finish of 12 is essentially of sub-coarse ware standard, but the form and
neatly moulded, incised and impressed combination of decorative
elements are really that accorded to fine wares.
At Monkton applied and decorated cordons, principally on large
storage jars, occur fairly frequently, with impressed decoration the
commonest technique employed (20, 93-94); some (92, 95) are incised
decorated. Plain cordons are rare. Application quality varies: neat on
93, crude on 94-95. The clumsy angled application on 94 is epitomised
elsewhere, e.g. Highstead 188 (inset Fig. 16). Here, as with jars, the
decoration is entirely above-shoulder, which in the latter is commonest
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on rim sides, tops and inner-rim bevels (Figs. 14-16), fairly frequent on
shoulders (89-90), less frequently in neck hollows (88). Again quality
varies, mostly fairly rough, but occasionally very neat, as with the
'cable' impressed rim of 81. There is nothing new here: the types are
regionally standard for the period.
Surface treatment categories are fairly standard: burnishing,
tooled/finger smoothing, rougher scoriated wiping. There is again an
above-shoulder emphasis, whatever the technique: less apparent on the
fine wares but apparent all the same. For these, a smoothed surface is
then burnished, mostly horizontally, but occasionally vertically (5, 62),
sometimes multi-directional (e.g., jar base 3). The degree of burnish
varies considerably. At Monkton it is rather poor, but this may be due
to wear/soil factors. Even so, LBA/EIA fine ware burnishes rarely
achieve the sometimes highly glossy finish apparent on some Iron Age
bowls. Some Monkton fine ware burnishes are extremely superficial:
on no. 10 treatment has barely suppressed formative finger-work along
the rim overhang. Conversely, the large bowl 46, though only quite
moderately burnished is an excellent and evenly-finished product. On
coarse wares there is a generally consistent tendency for 'better'
horizontal above-shoulder smoothing, with variably rough-crude
vertical or diagonal finishes below the shoulder. The rim treatment on
jar 13 i s extremely minimal; the lower body finish o f 90 i s
exceptionally coarse and the vertical grit-drag scoriation on 76, 98-100
essentially standard. Not unexpectedly internal finishes on most coarse
wares are better, but sometimes only marginally. Conversely, the
internal finishes of some storage jars are considerably better, with often
quite high quality horizontal tooled burnishing almost down to the
base. The almost fluted finger-pulls on 76, 79 and behind the cordon of
94 are very marked and regionally quite common. Cruder base finishes
are epitomised by 21, but some smaller diameter jar bases are
consistently neatly formed and finished, e.g., nos. 111 and 116.
A new category, noted at Highstead but not initially considered to be
a likely regional characteristic, is the occurrence on some storage jars
of a wet slurried finish. I t is most marked on Monkton 95 and its
Highstead equivalent 188. On the latter the slurried appearance
coincides with the condition of the applied cordon which has definitely
slumped downward from its intended position. The impression received
is o f a roughly applied rather wet, fairly thick almost creamconsistency slip, followed by minimal smoothing. Interestingly both
Monkton 95 and Highstead 188 have the same pale buff-pink oxidised
firing colours. Sherds from another similar vessel at Monkton have the
same firing tones and a ? 'slipped' external finish. In this instance the
surface 'slip' or skin is rich in bright red iron oxide grains, which are
not apparent in the fabric. I t is tempting to see this as not only
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indicative of slip application but, possibly, using one that is deliberately
iron rich. It may be coincidence, but it remains a little odd that there
should be at least three similar vessels, with a similar likely function,
two of which are topographically distinctly separate, all with similar
firing colours and exhibiting the appearance of being slipped, of which
one does appear to have a perhaps deliberately selected clay type,
apparently different from that used for the vessel itself.
(e) Assemblage condition.
Any implications arising from wear-pattern studies are important
particularly where potentially intercutting features such as Ditches F7
and F8 are concerned (Fig. 31, p. 307), and from the deeper pits. There
are several qualifications that apply in this instance which are discussed
in relation t o t h e pottery f r o m these ditches i n Section 4 a
(p. 276). Here it is sufficient to note that the material from Ditch F8,
Section 3 and the adjacent portion of ditch in Trench YY, containing
the large dump of pottery published here as Key Group LBA/EIA 16,
shows clear evidence of fairly long-term static exposure and partial
burial, with a number of sherds exhibiting either unifacial wear or
basically fresh sherds with only one edge markedly worn round.
For the rest of the site many features show evidence of disturbance
due to agricultural or other factors (pp. 239-40), so that wear-pattern
data is rather qualified. However, a number of these do contain small
quantities of markedly more worn sherds. Whilst these are mostly in
the fabric type mentioned above that might abrade more quickly
because of its reduced flint content, interestingly a similar sherd
accompanies much fresher material from Layer 2 of Ditch F8. The
wear pattern is very different from the bulk of pottery from both
ditches, with all edges and faces worn, suggesting movement and
relatively long-term exposure. More-or-less the same pattern of wear is
shared by all these sherds — so that whilst interpretation is marginally
qualified by the fabric type, i t is possible that they are genuine
indicators of fairly long-term occupation.
LBA/EIA material tends to fragment and abrade in a particular way
which is primarily a technological factor, with the production of
principally thin-walled vessels. The resultant higher fragmentation rate
coupled with variable rim profiles can make vessel frequency estimates
difficult in mostly heavily flint-loaded fabrics together with either,
firing temperatures that result in an extremely thin skin of surface
coloration or possibly slipped finishes for some vessels, resulting in a
highly distinctive wear appearance. The Monkton material is no
exception, and when the first handful of body sherds were recovered in
1990, allowed f o r the confident period attribution given then
(irrespective of the associated hoard material).
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2. Inter-assemblage parallels
As noted in the Introduction parallels within the region are too
numerous to quote at length. It is important to note that, quite apart
from those listed in Appendix I, there is a whole range of minor
characteristics and variations as well, that firmly link Monkton to
Highstead and other assemblages. Here only some key examples are
highlighted.
(a) The pottery from Ditch F8 (Figs. 5-8).
No. 1 is a variation of a simple bow type present in the Period 2
assemblage from Enclosure A24 at Highstead (Fig. 20) and in most
regional assemblages. No. 3 is only the second example from the
region known to the author, the combination of likely vessel size and
combed decoration links it firmly to Highstead 33 (Fig. 20) from
Enclosure B70. The Highstead context is slightly difficult, but there is a
similar type of decoration on a smaller bowl from a Highstead Period 2
key pit group (B317, no. 231). The decorated fine ware jar 8 is,
superficially, a new type, but is related to a class of large fine ware
jars/bowls that occur elsewhere: Hacklinge 11 (Parfitt, forthcoming)
and less closely at Highstead (Enclosure A24, No. 214). Monkton 10
should be from the same class of vessel and the type of decoration is
closer to the parallels quoted. The elegant no. 12 is again superficially
new but its decoration and quality of finish are a combination of
elements found on Highstead 180, 189 and the bowl form is equivalent
to a plain version, Hacklinge 13.
(b) Pottery from other contexts (Figs. 9-18).
The style of decoration on Monkton 24, but less closely the form, is
paralleled across the region at Hacklinge and Folkestone (Fig. 20), and
also from the Mill Hill enclosure, Deal (Champion 1980, Fig. 6, 8).
Again from Mill Hill a rather larger fine ware jar figured by Champion
has a similar profile to Monkton 8. Monkton 28 is another second-only,
and nicely linked by a combination of decoration and form to two
vessels in the Highstead pit group B317 (nos. 230, 231). For the plain
fine ware bowls some parallels are given in Fig. 20, but Monkton 44 is
important: its markedly bevelled rim links it to a number of bevelledrim jars from Period 2 contexts at Highstead, but here specifically is
akin to decorated Monkton 28 and thus to Highstead 230 and 33. If the
perforated jar 45 is equivalent to East Northdown P31 (Smith 1987,
Fig. 11), then the pottery from this site is slightly less isolated from the
range of Highstead Period 2-type assemblages in the region. The coarse
ware jar 76 can be linked to Canterbury (see footnote 1) and to
Hacklinge 16. Monkton 86 is an extreme form paralleled well from
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MONKTON COURT FARM 1992 (MCF.92) : DITCH 8
KEY GROUP LBA/EIA 1 6 :

3

CMS

1

Fig. 5. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—Key
Group (A).
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MCF. 92: PITCH 8. KEY GROUP LBA/EIA 16:

9
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Fig. 6. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—Key
Group (A).
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Fig. 7. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—Key
Group N .

Highstead Enclosure B70 (no. 118 — but the precise contextual
evidence is rather weak). Amongst the storage jars, 95 is much closer
to Highstead 188 than the drawing suggests, particularly in terms of
finish —and there is a close variant at Eddington Farm. Highstead 205
is an identical undecorated version of Monkton 96.
Returning briefly to East Northdown — the pottery from this site is
essentially different (albeit a small assemblage). Pot P31 could possibly
equal Monkton 45, but otherwise there are no genuine linkages unless
internally bevelled forms like Monkton 28 and Highstead 230 are
decorated fine ware equivalents of East Northdown P10 and possibly,
P11. The assemblage of this site is essentially closer to Kingston Down,
particularly with reference to the last two vessels (e.g., MacphersonGrant 1980, Fig. 11, 58). For Monkton, the bevelled rim of Kingston 93
could be equated with Monkton 96; Kingston 66 is close to Monkton
47 and Monkton 17 is identical to Kingston Down 56. This site also
had several red-finished fine ware bowl sherds and Monkton 33 is
shouldered, as is red-finished Highstead 32 (though the profile
evidence is limited in each instance).
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•

MCF.92 : DITCH 8
KEY GROUP
LBA/EIA 16

?NON—LOCAL
SANDY WARE

Fig. 8. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—Key
Group, ? non-local coarse ware (A).

3. Non-regional parallels
This is not a comprehensive survey, but is limited to a few key Thames
Valley sites, principally to provide some formal and chronological
parameters for the dating proposed for Monkton. A full survey coupled
with a search of Continental parallels is crucial but beyond the scope of
the present project, and also aspects that better serve a more synthetic
overview of regional assemblages.
Parallels with the first millennium B.C. `plainware' assemblage at
Runnymede are relatively few and not very close, but some elements
find echoes at Monkton. For instance the sharp-shouldered concave
neck of Monkton 41 could be equated with some fine ware bowl/jar
forms, etc., Runnymede 48-50. Also the use of specifically combed
decoration (rather than incised) in wavy lines or chevrons as on
Runnymede 376-378 is broadly similar to Highstead 230 and thus
indirectly Monkton, but technically the style is more curvilinear and
body position different. In addition the Monkton storage jars 96-97
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MCF.921 OTHER CONTEXTS : DECORATED FINEWARES
SMALL and MEDIUM DIAMETER
BOWLS and JARS
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Fig. 9. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—fine
wares (A).
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS :
FINE WARES
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Fig. 10. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery— fine
wares (A).
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Fig. 11. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—fine wares (A).
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS: FINEWARES
As No.50
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Fig. 12. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—fine
wares (A).
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS : COARSE WARES ;
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Fig. 13. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—coarse
wares (Y4).
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS:
RIMDECORATED as
Nos.78 and 81

COARSE WARES
MEDIUM DIAMETER
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Fig. 14. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery - coarse
wares N .
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS:
COARSE WARES :
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Fig. 15. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—coarse
wares N .
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Fig. 16. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery — coarse wares. Monkton 95 and Highstead 188 (inset) with
similar finishes ( i ) .
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Fig. 17. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—coarse wares (Y4).
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MCF.92 : OTHER CONTEXTS I
COARSEWARES : JAR BASE TYPES
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Fig. 18. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery—coarse
wares; and ? residual or intrusive material of various dates (%).

274

MONKTON COURT FARM EVALUATION 1992

could be seen as echoes of Runnymede 51 and 216 — in a less angular
way; but apart from broader similarities between some coarse ware
types and decoration, which are more likely to be conservative
elements anyway, likenesses generally end (Longley 1980, Figs. 21,29,
36).
Interestingly, from another early essentially `plainware' assemblage
at Queen Mary's Hospital, Carshalton, formal similarities, though still
broad, are rather closer. In view of the relatively large group of handled
jars at this site, and with the handled Mill Hill 1 (Champion op. cit.,
Fig. 6) and a possible linkage between Mill Hill 2 and Monkton 8 in
mind, it is tempting to see Carshalton 216 as ancestral to the Monkton
vessel. Carshalton 7 is probably from a large storage jar and again
linkage to Highstead Period 2-type jars from the region is not
unrealistic. More specifically perhaps forms like Carshalton 86 could
find reasonable parallels in Monkton 39 and the shoulder of Carshalton
215, in Monkton 41. Again Carshalton 215 is a rather lower-shouldered
variant of Highstead 200 (Fig. 20) (Adkins and Needham 1985, Figs. 4,
7,8).
Some vessels from both Runnymede and Carshalton have bases with
profuse basal grits, and this is a trait also present at Mucking South
Rings (Jones and Bond 1980). A t this site (and using this specific
published reference, op. cit., Fig. 3) Mucking 3 is almost a decorated
version of Monkton 39. Mucking 14-15 are probably storage jars
broadly similar to Monkton 94-95,97 and other similar regional forms.
Monkton 24 is loosely akin to Mucking 6 and Monkton 5 could find a
reasonably close companion in Mucking 4.
Towards the middle of the first millennium, Petters Sports Field,
Egham, provides a useful later reference point. Again allowing for a
possible degree o f coarse w a r e f o r m a l a n d decorational
conservatism, it is interesting that there are no genuine relationships
between Petters and Monkton — despite the presence at Petters of
perforated slabs. Monkton 34 could be a distant relative of some
undecorated fine ware bowl types e.g., Petters 117 or a smaller
version of Petters 108. Monkton 39 could be seen as a distant more
distinctly shouldered version of Petters 76. Beyond these though, the
similarities tend to cease and Petters bowls have less flaring necks
and a distinct tendency for slightly everted beaded rims which,
within the Highstead sequence does not appear until Period 3B.
There is also a general absence of plain incurved-rim bowls such as
46-49 and indeed Petters bowls have more i n common w i t h
Highstead Period 3B types and other Iron Age types in general
(O'Connell 1986, Figs. 47-49).
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4. Chronology
(a) Internal archaeological sequence
Due to bad ground conditions during the excavation, there are
difficulties in determining the original relationship between Ditches
F7 and F8. As noted above they could represent two separate phases
of activity/occupation, and certainly their converging alignments
would initially imply this. Within the key pottery group from Trench
YY there are inter-context joins, principally with Section 3, but there
are also sherds from a large storage jar in the upper fills of Ditch F8,
from YY, Section 3 and Section l b , suggesting that whilst the
epicentre of the pottery deposit was in Y Y and Section 3, some
material was dumped/scattered at the same time along the length of
Ditch 8 between Sections 3 and lb. This much is clear-cut. The
uncertainty arises with the interpretation of Ditch F7. T h e large
dump of pottery in YY was accompanied by soil darkened by either
charcoal or decayed organic matter. This darker layer does not appear
to extend along Ditch F8, but does occur in Ditch F7 (Layer 5,
Section la, Fig. 3), but as Fig. 31 indicates no trace of F7 was
encountered in Section 3 or Trench YY. Either F7 terminated short of
F8, in which case the dark soil associated with the ceramic dump in
YY represents a different infill event, or F7 did continue, was
partially contemporary with Ditch F8 in some way and that both, at a
joint late stage of infill, received significant quantities of ceramic and
other rubbish. Contemporaneity of some sort is borne out by the small
quantities of pottery from Sections l a (Ditch F7) and l b (Ditch F8),
i.e. no detectable difference in wear condition or date (with the
exception of one sherd from F8, below).
The original story remains unresolved. On balance the orientation
of the ditches could favour two phases o f activity, but with one
potential exception, this is not borne out by the bulk of the ceramic
record. An important qualification here is that despite the significant
advances of recent years, we still do not have enough comparative
regional data to fine-tune material that is chronologically close,
particularly when, as probably here, i t is within a 50-100 year (or
less) span. The exception is the more heavily worn small sherd from
Ditch F8 and others of similar nature from the rest of the site. If these
sherds are genuine indicators of events rather than differences in
wear-rates stemming from variations in fabric type, then the author
would propose:
(i) A possible pre-Ditch F7 light-weight phase of occupation, for
which no feature traces have survived. This could make F7
broadly contemporary with F8 in some way or preferably:
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(ii) That the more worn sherds are associated with F7 and any related
occupation. That Ditch F7 did not continue as far as Section 3 and
Trench YY and that this sub-phase was of relatively short duration
followed by:
(iii) A main second phase associated with the larger, probably outer,
Ditch F8 and more substantial occupation represented by the bulk
of the ceramics.
(iv) That the pottery dump from high in the fill of Ditch F8 represents
cessation of occupation. This clearance or? leave-taking' deposit
seems to be a regularly occurring feature of Late Bronze Age
settlements in the south-east (Dr Champion, pers. comm.) for
which an act-essence other than simple rubbish disposal may be
implied.
(v) D i t c h F8 was left open to infill naturally. Despite the nature of the
soil and erosional/depositional character of the area inferred from
soil analyses (p. 000), the presence of 'Belgic' and Roman
ceramics from the final fills o f Ditch F8 does suggest that it
remained undisturbed as a gradually in-filling feature of the
landscape until this period, if not later.
(b) Ceramics
For the moment simplistic temporal parameters need to be applied to
Monkton and those sites most closely linked to it. Of the non-regional
assemblages referred to above for parallels, the earliest, Runnymede
and Carshalton are basically of `plainware' type (Barrett 1980, 307-8),
characterised by a limited range of decorated types and arguably
placable between c. 1000-850/800 B.C. O'Connor's scheme of dating
(O'Connor 1980, 272, Table 13) has been applied to Runnymede and
will be used in the following discussion.
At Runnymede both the metalwork and the pottery have been placed
into LBA2-3, that is between c. 1000/900-700 B.C., but with the
strong proviso that the material may be principally LBA2 (Longley
1980, 74; Needham in, 27), closer to the beginning of the Ewart Park
phase of LBA metalwork and therefore between c. 1000/900-800 B.C.
At Carshalton the pottery and metalwork has been placed into the
tenth-eighth centuries B.C., i.e., between c. 1000-700 B.C. and
spanning LBA2-3 — that is rather later within the Ewart Park
metalwork tradition than at Runnymede, a possibility perhaps
emphasised by some of the metalwork at Carshalton which can be
dated rather more specifically to LBA 3 i.e., c. 900-700 B.C. (Adkins
and Needham 1985, 32 and 45-6). Modified, Carshalton could be
placed c. 1000/900-700 B.C.
At Petters Sports Field, Egham, a metalwork hoard is considered to
have been deposited late in the Ewart Park phase, in the seventh
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century (O'Connor's LBA4). Late ditch fill material over the hoard
provided C14 dates suggesting deposition in the seventh or sixth century
B.C. (O'Connell 1986, 71-2). Egham therefore could be placed
spanning LBA4/EIA1 and thus c. 700-600/500 B.C.
The dating from the admittedly limited range o f non-regional
parallels can now be brought to bear. A number of vessel bases at
Egham have profusely flint-gritted bases, an essentially Highstead
Period 2-type phenomenon with earlier ancestry (as noted above). At
Highstead this trait is still present i n Period 3 A assemblages,
c. 600-550/500 B.C., but wanes in prevalence so that (for Highstead at
least and generally elsewhere within the region) it is dying or gone by
Highstead Period 3B, c. 550/500-400 B.C. A t Egham there is a
particular type of angle-shouldered fine ware bowl with slightly beaded
rims; this type is not present in Highstead Period 2 assemblages, is not
present at Monkton, but is present (albeit limitedly) in Highstead
Period 3B (Couldrey, forthcoming, Fig. 108, Highstead 399). Within
the region this bowl form is specifically Iron Age in character; it might
emerge/arrive marginally earlier, i.e., within Period 3A, but it is not a
characteristic of classic Period 2-type assemblages. Associated with it
is the Continental trait of rustication on coarse ware vessels — a
hallmark of Highstead Period 3B-type assemblages and widespread in
eastern Kent. This trait appears to arrive gradually at Highstead, first
significantly appearing in modest quantities in Period 3A assemblages.
Whilst its chronological arrival band needs to be plotted rather more
tightly, i t is not a mainline Period 2-type attribute and is rarely
recognised in regional assemblages of this type. Rustication is not
present in any way at Monkton (despite a thorough search). This and
the absence of Highstead 399 (Egham)-type bowls provide an initial
upper limit for Monkton of c, 600/550 BC.
At the other end of the chronological scale there are few genuine
links into this region from the earlyish `plainware' assemblage at
Runnymede, with the exception of Highstead Period 1. This is a
difficult phase with very little pottery that can be associated with the
construction and occupation of Enclosure B70. However, a large plain
bowl profile from its primary ditch fill finds an excellent parallel with
Runnymede Type 17 bowls (Longley 1980, Fig. 45). Period 1 at
Highstead has arguably been placed between c. 950-850/750 B.C.
which certainly embraces most of the preferred Runnymede bracket.
Links from Carshalton are rather more specific, particularly the
2-handled jars, with an essentially identical example from Mill Hill.
Carshalton 327 is a horizontally incised bowl, which is a further link to
Mill Hill, and, as noted above, its fine ware bowls can be broadly
related to regional forms; but even allowing for regional/localised
variations in form and quality, the Carshalton bowls do look marginally
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ancestral to Period 2-type material. Despite this the formal and
decorative links between Carshalton and east Kent are distinctly closer
than Runnymede and this should accord with its more specifically
LBA2-3 dating, which takes it into the date-bracket supplied for
Highstead Period 2.
Further assessment of inter-regional/assemblage parallels and
qualifications is essential, but if coupled with differing metalwork and
ceramic chronological schemes and (as preferred) using date-brackets,
detailed discussion will become tortuous. An attempt to begin any even
initial fine-tuning, which is now becoming possible, w i l l involve
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searching the cauldron for similar ingredients to a degree that will
become a textual nightmare. It is necessary but requires a different
study-area and different methods of presentation.
All the sites mapped in Fig. 19 (and at least 4 off the map, including
Folkestone Sand Quarry —Fig. 20, F1-2) can, on the available attribute
ranges exhibited be placed into the first half of the first millennium
B.C. Some may, like Highstead, have continuous (or topographically
adjacent) occupation into the Early Iron Age (equivalent to Highstead
Periods 3A-3B) — this is dealt with more fully in the forthcoming
Highstead report. The initial problem here centres around how many of
Fig. 19's sites can be attributed to Barrett-type 'plain-ware' o r
'decorated-ware' assemblages. The chronological divide between these
seems t o b e t h e ninth century, w i t h a n arguable emphasis
c. 900-850/800 B.C. Of the 17-18 sites plotted only Highstead Period
1is a likely candidate as a 'plain-ware' assemblage, but the evidence is
difficult, hence its compromise dating of c. 950-850/750 B.C. With
further analysis some sites may contain 'plain-ware' elements, but it
can be said with some confidence that no purely 'plain-ware'
assemblages have been recognised to date. Most of the Fig. 19 sites,
therefore, represent essentially 'decorated'-type assemblages, placeable
within the bracket c. 850/800-600/550 B.C. This means that the
construction and variable short/long-term occupation o f these
settlements mostly took place within a 200 or at most 300 year span,
though clearly not all are likely to be contemporary.
To summarise:
1. Monkton is a 'decorated'-type assemblage; i t post-dates the
watershed between this type and 'plain-ware' traditions so that its main
assemblage should not be earlier than c. 850-800 B.C.
2. It has no formal types that epitomize the Early Iron Age in this
region and this coupled with a total (recovered) absence of rusticated
pottery suggests that the main assemblage does not post-date c. 550
B.C. and need not be dated later than c. 600 B.C.
3. It can therefore be placed between c. 850/800-600 B.C.
This dating is based, partly, on ceramic typology; to this can be
added the date of the hoards and the in situ sickle (Fig. 4. 4) from
Pit F10. The hoards belong in the Ewart Park phase of the Late Bronze
Age metalwork (p. 293), equivalent to O'Connor's LBA3, and this
deposition should have occurred between c. 900-700 B.C. The sickle is
an unusual variant of the more normal 'crook-socketed' type with few
reliable parallels, but the available evidence again indicates an LBA3
date (D. Perkins pers. comm.). Since the ceramic assemblage is of
`decorated'-type hoard deposition should be after c. 850/800 B.C. This
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in turn could imply that the main ceramic assemblage from Monkton
need not be as late as c. 600 B.C. (the end of Highstead Period 2) and
could be placed earlier i.e., c. 850/800-700 B.C. with cessation of
occupation around or shortly after c. 700 B.C. This, however, is
qualified by the likely reasons for hoard deposition: founder's caches
during the settlement's life?, propitiation? or more realistically perhaps,
the changes associated with the onset of iron metallurgy, a scenario
generally coupled with LBA4 and EIA1, around c. 600 B.C. and with
the Highstead sequence towards the end of Period 2 and the onset of
Period 3A. The in situ nature of the sickle could add rather more
weight t o i t s attached dating possibly reflecting a degree o f
contemporaneity, rather than any dating accompanying the hoards since
(however they are internally dated) they might indicate deposition as
much as 25-50 years after cessation of occupation.
For the moment, the combined data indicates that the whole
Monkton 'event': main occupation, abandonment and hoard deposition
took place between c. 850/800-600 B.C. with the slight proviso that, if
the earlier pre-700 emphasis is applicable for the ceramics and hoard
deposition is indeed stimulated by the onset of iron metallurgy, then
abandonment and hoard burial could have occurred around c. 700 B.C.
or shortly after.
5. Regional inter-assemblage trends
(a) Similarities and differences: chronological, topographic or social?
Some of the traits noted above appear to have occurred, at least in the
Thames Valley region and eastern Kent, over nearly half a millennium.
The traits that collectively epitomize Highstead Period 2 -type
assemblages are for the moment confined to east Kent and appear to
have a shorter currency of c. 300-350 years, though some attributes
may have earlier roots. Most of these attributes are technological,
technically minor manufacturing traits which, coupled with more
superficial formal and decorative styles collectively represent Period 2type material, a n essentially m i d -ninth t o seventh century
'phenomenon' to which most of Fig. 19's sites belong. I t is the
recurring consistency of this inter-assemblage attribute range that
allows for this statement; but 300—odd years is a long period; so how
consistently produced and how contemporary are these assemblages?
Assemblage consistency still requires statistical surveys and
tabulated presentation, but it is sufficient to say that some attributes,
e.g., profuse-gritted bases, temper characteristics, etc., will literally, in
the field from across the region, Thanet to Folkestone, automatically
ensure an initial c. 850-600 B.C. spot-date. This has implications of its
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own, but basically means no more than the wide-spread currency of
proven p o t t i n g methods. R a t h e r m o r e startling a r e some
temper/firing/weathering patterns from sites i n north-east Kent.
Material from Canterbury, Sturry, Highstead and Monkton is so
identical, amongst a similar range of forms, that they could be products
from the same potter or workshop. In some instances this might be the
case; finishing/firing similarities between the Highstead 188 storage jar
and Monkton 95 are very striking (and as settlements they are within
sight of each other, only 6 km. apart).
Alternatively, close comparison between the Monkton and
Highstead assemblages suggests that there are too many superficial
formal/decorative-technique variations, and that settlement potting
self-sufficiency is more likely. Despite this, for sites along the lower
Stour Valley and the western Wantsum seaway, the similarities are
very strong, perhaps partly due to similar clay types used, but more
certainly due to a sub-regional shared potting technology. Certainly
there are considerable variations i n skill/quality. Technically,
according to vessel class Monkton 8 ought to be carefully finished,
but its burnish is poor and the fine combing crude (Fig. 5, Plate III);
by comparison the bowl 12 is graceful and precisely decorated.
Compare the Monkton bowls 1, 5, 24, 39 — all basically competent,
but with definite variation in formal/decorative finishes. The same
trend for internal settlement variation is apparent at Highstead, where
some bowls from Enclosure A24 are quite lumpy and amateurish
compared to others. Between Monkton and Highstead in particular,
superficially and broadly contemporary by virtue of shared attribute
range, there are differences in fine ware bowl style. Fig. 20 shows
their general similarities, but the Monkton bowls are rather squatter
and slightly thicker-walled, whereas the Highstead equivalents are
either wider-mouthed (H211) or tend to have more closed-form
profiles. Potential trends in variations like these need more statistical
back-up; they may be no more than localised variations. On the other
hand the Monkton bowls Ml, M39 are much closer in character to the
Carshalton equivalents than Highstead's examples. Is this fortuitous
or a genuine chronological similarity?
One of the latter may be reflected by decorated fine ware bowls from
elsewhere in the region: Folkestone Fl, Hacklinge 4 and Mill Hill
(Champion, op. cit., 236, Fig. 6, 8), all with twin incised horizontal
bands set high on rather closed-form profiles. These are distinctly
different from similar examples in north-east Kent proper—Monkton 24
being a typical example with more flaring profile and lower decorative
setting. Similarities between Hacklinge a n d M i l l H i l l a r e
understandable (they are topographically close), but the similar
example from Folkestone suggests something else: certainly a sub284
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regional trend but possibly, with the Urnfield elements at Mill Hill in
mind, chronological. Another possibly chronological trend may lie in
early identical storage jar forms at Kingston Down (op. cit., 148,
Fig. 10, 55) and Eddington Farm. They both share very high-set applied
cordons, atypical of the 'mid' shoulder-neck norm elsewhere. The
Eddington example is on an unusually large-diameter vessel, hard-fired
with excessively thin walls. This settlement has barely been sampled,
but appears, like Monkton, to be of unusual size: up to 100 m. across
compared to Highstead's A24 enclosure of only 40 m. Some of the fine
ware bowls from Eddington are very fine with 'star dust'-like temper
and walls barely 1 mm. thick. The apparent size of Eddington Farm
does raise the issue of sub-regional foci and the whole question of
social hierarchies. Certainly the exceptional bowl, Monkton 46 (plain
though i t i s ) , indicates something m o r e t h a n personalised
gruel/drinking-bowls.
(b) Ceramic 'families'
Figure 21 synthetically presents the Monkton 'family group'.
Incomplete profiles are represented by a diagonal hatch; reconstructed
portions are based on standard or likely parallels. Not all the members
are present: nos. 5, 9 and 16. Nos. 5 and 9 are present in the original
assemblage but there is not enough comparative or extant sherd data to
complete likely profiles. No. 16 is not obviously present in the
Monkton assemblage though cups must have been produced: one is in
the small Hacklinge assemblage and there are several from the
Highstead Enclosure, A24.
There is a 'guest' at Monkton, the sandy ware jar A (Fig. 8) and
equivalent to no. 3 i n the 'family' group. Like its host, i t has
a profusely-gritted base, i n the same quartz sand as the jar's
tempering agent. Highstead Enclosure A24 also has a 'guest', a fine
ware decorated cup (Highstead 192) in a glauconitic sandy ware. This
ware is present in the Period 2-type assemblage from Aylesford 55
and it is distinctly possible that Highstead 192 arrived as a 'guest'
from the Medway area. Monkton A is not glauconitic, but its fairly
coarse quartz sand suggests either the Folkestone area or the Blean
Forest.
Presentation of ceramic 'family' groups is inevitably biased. Partial
assemblage retrieval guarantees that the full family grouping may not

5 British Museum 1888, Boxes 3K and 3K2. Includes sherds in glauconitic sandy
ware and a fine ware bowl profile decorated in a style virtually identical to Highstead
192.
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be fully recoverable nor honestly portrayed. For instance, Enclosure
A24 at Highstead has a type of large and medium diameter straightwalled coarse ware tub. This may be individual to Highstead; it is not
obviously present in the Monkton assemblage and so is excluded as a
missing member of the family group.
In a regional 'collective-family' sense, Monkton has introduced 3
new members: No. 6 — the large diameter fine ware bowl, the 'absent'
perforated fine ware jar (Fig. 10, 45), and the very large diameter bowl
no. 10. This and no. 8 give a sense of cultural 'tone' to the group as do
the range of smaller plain and decorated bowls. No. 15 is essentially a
bowl with a cup-class profile and height-diameter ratio. Another new

Fig. 22. Monkton Court Farm: Transitional Late Bronze/Early Iron Age pottery.
Reconstruction of some key coarse and fine ware vessels.
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member, but not portrayed because o f uncertain vessel class, is
represented by the coarse ware handle Fig. 18, 117. It may be from a
handled bowl. An additional new member not portrayed for obvious
reasons is Monkton 3; if it is similar to Highstead 33 (Fig. 20), it ought
to be, as a reconstructed form, similar to family member 8.
Summary
The site has been dated to c. 850/800-600 B.C. There is a little regional
evidence suggesting that the settlement was founded and occupied
during the eighth century with abandonment and hoard deposition
around c. 700 B.C. or a little after. However, i f the argumentation for
specifically eighth-century occupation is ultimately unacceptable, and a
seventh-century one preferred, the available data suggests that the main
phase of occupation was pre-600 B.C. Any occupational activity after
c. 600 B.C. seems unlikely.
The available ceramic evidence suggests that Monkton represents a
2-phase occupation. There are no indications that the first phase was of
any significant duration, and both phases are best placed within the
date-bracket supplied.
APPENDIX I

Figured pottery and regional inter-assemblage parallels.
Note: for location of site/assemblage numbers quoted, see Fig. 19.
Unqualified site numbers indicate identical/close formal or decorative
parallels. Parallels quoted are not comprehensive, and generally refer to
assemblages that, to date, have received detailed post-1987 reviews.
Parallels with:
Eddington Farm (Site 2): Nos. 10 and 77.
Highstead Periods 1, 2 and 3A assemblages (Site 3); Nos. 12, 3, 8, 21,
25, 28-31, 33, 44, 47-9, 60, 63, 69, 71-2, 77-8, 81, 83, 90, and 116.
Northdown (Site 6): 5, 11, 15, 57, 74 and 77.
Canterbury (Site 12): 4, 31-2, 74 and 76.
Hacklinge (Site 15): 24-5, 31, 57, 76 and 88.
Qualified parallels:
No. 8: Form and horizontal incised decoration: similar examples from
Sites 6 and 15.
No. 10: Decoration: similar examples from Highstead.
No. 12: Form is similar to a plain bowl from Hacklinge; general quality
and some decorative elements, at Highstead.
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No. 25: Form only at Eddington Farm.
No. 45: Rim at Highstead; also there is a bodysherd from ? similarly
perforated vessel at East Northdown (Smith 1987, Fig. 11, P31).
No. 76: Finish: heavy vertical scoriation from grit-drag occurs on a
more globular Highstead Period 2 form (Highstead 248).
No. 82: Rim and decoration: at Northdown on a much larger diameter
storage jar.
No. 88: General form parallel with Site 3.
No. 95: Form paralleled at Eddington Farm, and the decoration at
Northdown.
APPENDIX II

Figured pottery and site source concordance
Nos. 1-23: Key Pottery Group LBA/EIA 16: Ditch F8.
Nos. 24, 26, 53, 55, 58, 60-2, 68, 74, 90, 92, 99, 102, 104, 112-3, 115
and 117: Floor F24 with hearth and 'fire-pit'.
Nos. 25, 34, 50, 54, 57, 63, 82, 87, 93, 95, 101, 107 and 110 (and
intrusive 'Belgic' jar base, Fig. 18): Floor F6 with hearth.
Nos. 27 and 29: Pit/post-hole F14.
Nos. 28, 33, 37,72, 86, 89, 103 and 116: ? Floor F2.
Nos. 30, 78, 100 and 105: ? Floor F19 - plough-damaged.
Nos. 31-2, 56, 73, 85, 106 and 114: Large oval pit F21. NB. No. 32 has
joining sherds from Features F14 and F22.
Nos. 36, 66 and 80: Daub spread F22.
Nos. 38-40, 43, 46, 48-9, 51, 59, 65, 70-1, 75, 81, 84, 88, 108 and 111:
Pit F4.
Nos. 42, 44, 47, 69, 83, 94: Small pit F13.
No. 41: Small pit F11.
No. 52: Small pit Fl.
Nos. 64, 77, 91 and 97 (? Beaker jar base and ? LIA/B jar, Fig. 18)
Ditch F25.
No. 67: ? Floor F2.
No. 79: Unstratified Box A: topsoil/subsoil interface.
No. 90: Small pit F12.
No. 98: Ditch F26.
No. 109: Small pit F3.
Nos. 45, 76 and 96: various site locations - as no. 79.
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BRONZE HOARDS, SINGLE FINDS AND METALLIC EVIDENCE

The distribution of the Monkton hoards and single finds
As stated in the introduction, this evaluation was motivated by the
successive discovery of the Monkton I and II hoards in 1981 and 1990.
Both hoards have been described and illustrated in Arch. Cant. (Perkins
1984, 1991), and their find-spots are herein shown in Fig. 23. During
fieldwork in 1992, detectorists of the Thanet and Wantsum Relic
Association, who had been present when the Monkton I hoard was
discovered, pin-pointed a find-spot different to that indicated by the
finder in 1983. Since they were collectively adamant, and agreed a
nearby power pole and landscape sightings as points of reference, the
writer accepts this new location which is approximated in Fig. 23. The
effect of this is to discount any possibility that the Monkton I bronzes
derive from the Monkton II hoard as plough scatter, as the hoards are
separated by the raised farm track, a feature extant long before modern
plough erosion had reached the hoard horizon. As shown in Fig. 23 the
customary direction of ploughing west of the track is slightly oblique to
it. Two single bronzes and three fragments found in 1990, were all more

150 in.

—7

BRONZE HOARD •
SINGLE BRONZE •
SLAG FINDS
0
POSSIBLE HOARD 6
POSSIBLE BOUNDARY
OF SETTLEMENT

Fig. 23, Monkton Court Farm: The distribution of hoards, single bronzes and finds of slag.
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or less on the line of ploughing that coincides with the Monkton II
hoard, reinforcing the original theory that they were carried from the
disturbed hoard by potato harvesting machines.
During the period of preparation for the evaluation in 1991/2,
T.W.R.A. members carried out further detector sweeps of the site, and
six finds were made in two tight groups, see Fig. 23. The customary
direction of ploughing in the field makes it unlikely that the groups
are associated with one another or with Monkton I, so i t seems
possible that this is the emergence of Monkton hoards III and IV. The
finds are described below, although only two bronzes have so far been
in the hands of the writer for long enough to allow illustration and
discussion.
?Monkton III: two socketed axes and two ?ingot fragments. They
were found close to the base of an electricity pylon, raising the
possibility that a hoard was disturbed when slots for the pylon's
concrete footings were cut. Of the axes:
1. Socketed axe, looped, with collar and rib-moulding, squarish mouth,
rectangular body, and crescentic cutting edge, see Fig. 4, 7.
2. Socketed axe, looped, with collar and vestigial rib-moulding,
squarish mouth, rectangular body, and crescentic cutting edge. Two
deep scores across one side are probably recent plough abrasions, see
Fig. 4, 8.
?Monkton IV: At least two bronze fragments, one of them part of a
sword blade about 15 cm. in length. It appears to derive from a weapon
in the Ewart Park tradition.
Bronzes discovered during the evaluation
Two bronzes were found during the evaluation. The first of these was a
fragment of socketed axe, the (crescentic) cutting edge and about onethird of the body, see Fig. 4, 3. This was found by metal detector after
Box A had been cleared of topsoil. It was located about 2 m. north-west
of the Monkton II find-spot and 2-3 cm. below the topsoil-subsoil
interface. This fragment does not match any of the three upper-body
fragments from the Monkton II hoard.
The second bronze was a vertically-socketed sickle with elliptical
socket having two rivet holes, see Fig. 4, 4. This was found in the basefill o f a small pit, Feature 10 in Trench Y. The pit fill stratum was
staged in content, texture and colour, and contained burnt red-orange
soil, tiny copper fragments, many small charcoal fragments, and 50 or
so nodules of calcined flint. This seems indicative of burning within the
pit rather than the dumping of ashes, as there were no unburnt or
weathered layers. Whatever the function of this 'fire-pit', i t seems
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likely that the sickle blade was placed therein to burn out fragments
from a broken handle, or perhaps to anneal it before reworking or
sharpening. Some small patches of red discoloration in the green patina
of the socket would seem to indicate the latter.
Possible evidence for metal casting or working on site
This is limited to:
(i) The small fragments of copper alloy mentioned above;
(ii) Slags. Thirty fragments of slag were recovered from 13 features,
see Table 2.
Small bronze fragments and nodules.
A number of these were found during the trowelling down of the fills
of Features 10, 11, and 12, and in the microscope search of wet-sieved
samples from these features. Most are less than 3 mm. long. Some are
angular and plate-like and appear to be fragments. Others are globular
or pear-shaped and one consists of a group of tiny radiating arms with
globular ends. The latter forms are not unlike what might be expected
from the sudden cooling of splash droplets of molten metal.
The nodules were examined by broad-beam X-ray fluorescence. This
and the analysis of slags from the site was carried out at the University
of East London, Department of Archaeological Sciences, by Dr L.R.
Day assisted by the writer. Estimates of composition are as given in
Table 1 below:
TABLE 1. Estimated compositions of alloy nodules from Features 10, 11, and 12
Sample From
Mass
No.
Feature: (g.)
1
2
3
4
5
6

10
11
12
12
12
12

0.037
0.472
0.231
0.900
0.122
0.024

Copper Tin
%
%

Lead
%

Iron
%

Silicon

56.7
79.5
77.7
56.0
25.4
53.3

—
2.2
14.0
10.6
36.2
27.6

10.4
3.7
2.6
0.8
2.0
1.4

present but unquantified
none detected
present but unquantified
do.
do.
none detected

22.9
14.5
5.5
32.0
36.2
17.5

These results were obtained from objects that were surfaced with, or
more o r less entirely composed o f corrosion products. T h e i r
composition bears little relation to that of the metals from which they
derived, and the iron and silica are from their soil context. Analysis at
least demonstrates their metallic nature, however, and, allowing for
depletion by corrosion of the less electropositive elements, an alloy
similar to that in general use in the Late Bronze Age is indicated.
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Slag nodules
These were found distributed on the site as shown in Table 2 below:
TABLE 2. The Distribution of slag finds on the site
Feature No.

Layer No.

Number of
nodules

Total mass Sample Nos.
nodules (g.)

3
5
6
7 (Section 1)
7-8
7-8
10
19
21
22
24
Trench Y
Box A

2
3
3
6
2
3
2
2
2
2
1-2
1-2

1
I
1
1
5
4
1
1
3
8
2
1
1

5
140
5
90
155
70
10
20
140
101
35
25
10

6
1
7
5
25, 26, 27, 28, 29
11, 12, 13, 14
23
2
8, 9, 10
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,22
3,30
24
4

PLATE I V

C 1 i j ! r i m 21C1
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A typical slag fragment, note fused surfaces.
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The slag finds have been subjected to analysis by broad-beam X-ray
fluorescence. Freshly broken surfaces o f each slag nodule were
scanned, and the estimates obtained in terms of means and standard
deviation are given below in Table 3. The nodules are extensively
vitrified and filled with entrapped gas bubbles (see Plate 4) and are
grey-green in colour, with occasional 'rusty' patches. Similar material
has been found in the nearby Highstead site (N. Macpherson-Grant
pers. comm.) and at Fengate, (Dr. Stuart Needham pers. comm.). The
possible origin of the material is dealt with in discussion.
TABLE 3. Estimates of slag contents (main constituent elements) by XRF

Means:
±l:

Aluminium
%

Silicon
%

Potassium
%

Calcium
%

12.8

61.9

6.3

8.2

1.3

0.5

8.5

1.6

4.2

1.2

3.1

0.2

0.1

1.5

Titanium Manganese Iron
%
%
%

DISCUSSION

The Monkton hoards and their affinities
The bronzes from Monkton belong in the main stream of the Ewart
Park phase, Late Bronze Age 3, with the addition of Carp's Tongue
sword elements. Four of the Monkton socketed axes are faceted, an
insular form that may have originated in East Anglia (O'Connor 1980,
i, 135). Others, with their ribbed-wing and pellet motifs are typical of
Butler's 'south-eastern type' (Butler 1963). Hoards containing the type
are confined to the coasts of Sussex and Kent, the Thames Estuary, the
lower Thames Valley, and coastal areas o f Essex and Suffolk
(O'Connor, ii, 823/4).
While the Carp's Tongue material would appear to derive from northwest France, Butler considered the south-eastern type characteristic of
north-eastern France and Belgium (Butler 1963, 84). There are certainly
obvious affinities between Monkton II axes 13, 18, 21 and 31 (Perkins
1991, Fig. 3), and axes 8, and 6 and 8 in the Plainseau and Dreuil hoards
(O'Connor ii, Figs. 64, 65B, 66). Such evidence emphasises the strong
cultural and commercial links that must have existed during the later
Bronze Age between south-eastern England and north-eastern France —
Belgium. Links which, the bronze hoards seem to testify, were stronger
than those with northern and western England.
With the advent of the metal detector, so many hoards and single
finds are coming to light that distribution maps are likely to be obsolete
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•

•

•
MIDDLE BRONZE AGE HOARDS •
MIDDLE BRONZE AGE SINGLE FINDS •
( L AT E BRONZE AGE HOARDS 0
LATE BRONZE AGE SINGLE FINDS •
\
P E R F O R A T E D CLAY PLAQUES 0
25 Ian,

Fig. 24. The distribution of Middle and Late Bronze Age hoards, single finds, and
perforated clay plaques in Kent and the south-east.

before they get into print. Fig. 24 shows the situation in the south-east
at the time of writing. The hoard clusters can be interpreted as showing
the locations of wealthy communities, situated on and exploiting the
major cross-Channel trading highway. I f so, Thanet would seem to be
far from least amongst such influential areas, with the Wantsum seachannel perhaps constituting a vital link by reason of contemporary
limitations in ship design and down-wind only sailing.
An up to the moment listing of Thanet's bronze hoards and single
finds is given below in Table 4, and their locations together with
associated settlements are shown in the overall discussion section of
this report, see Fig. 32.
Bronzes 17 and 18 in the preceding table are illustrated as nos. 1 and
2 in Fig. 25. The socketed axe, no. 17, has a squarish, indented mouth
in a round deep collar and rib-moulding. The body is square, with a
slightly curved cutting edge. It was picked up by a ploughman in a field
north-west of the village o f Acol. A subsequent search by metal
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TABLE 4. Thanet Bronze Hoards and Single Bronzes
Nature of
hoard/find:

References

Settlement
remains present:

palstaves,
bracelet
palstaves
palstaves
'Picardy' pins

Perkins 1992

MBA, EIA

Perkins 1988
Lewis 1736
Hawkes 193

MBA, LBA
no excavation
no excavation

14
14
15

South Dumpton Down,
Broadstairs
St. Mildred's Bay, Westgate
Mutrix Farm, Westgate
St. Lawrence College,
Ramsgate
Hollicondane, Ramsgate
Ellington, Ramsgate
Quex Park, Birchington

bracelets
(sf) flanged axe
palstaves

Piggott 1949

no excavation
no excavation
site destroyed

16
21
22

Epple Bay, Birchington
St. Lawrence, Ramsgate
Gore End, Birchington

(sf) palstave
palstaves
palstave, flat axe

No.in
Fig. 32

Bronze Hoards and
single finds (sf):
Middle Bronze Age:

1_
8
814

Powell-Cotton
1924

no excavation
no excavation
no excavation

Late Bronze Age:
5-

Monkton Court Farm,
Monkton, Hoards I, II, ?III,
?IV

6
6

Ebbsfleet, Minster, Hoard I
do. Hoard II

6

do. Hoard III

7

Minnis Bay, Birchington

9
17
18

Shuart, St. Nicholas
Somali Farm, Birchington
Chilton, Ramsgate

19

Kingsgate Bay, ?hoard, one
item examined, but others
mentioned
Abbey Farm, Minster,
possible widely
scattered hoard

23

Ewart Park-Carp's
Tongue, axes,
sword
fragments etc.
do.
axes, razor,
buttons
hammer, ingot,
sword fragment
Ewart Park-Carp's
Tongue hoard
Bun ingots
(sf) socketed axe
(sf) spearhead
spearhead (looped)
fragments of
Carp's Tongue
sword blade and
winged axe

Perkins 1990

Perkins 1992

Powell-Cotton
1939
Perkins 1988

LBA remains
only
LBA, EIA
do.
do.
LBA
MBA
no excavation
enclosure
crop-mark
no excavation
RB villa site

detector found nothing. The spearhead, no. 18, is pristine, its edges and
the rivet hole burr are still sharp, and it exhibits fine file marks from
finishing. Such condition would be in keeping with its having been
contained in some way, as in a pot, or at the centre of an undisturbed
hoard. I t was found by metal detector, after ploughing on a chalk
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I

Fig. 25. Two recent metal detector finds from Thanet; 1, a socketed axe from Acol; 2, a
spearhead from Little Cliffsend Farm, both at scale shown.
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downland hilltop at Little Cliffsend Farm, Chilton, Ramsgate. The findspot is close to or within a feature manifest by a sub-circular crop-mark
some 50 m. in diameter.
Metal working evidence
In 1990, the discovery of ash slag nodules apparently buried with the
Monkton II hoard raised the possibility that bronze casting/working had
been carried out on the site, and this was not least among reasons for
the 1992 evaluation work. In the event, excavation yielded no positive
evidence such as moulds or crucibles. Neither the slag nodules or the
bronze droplets constitute such evidence. Ash slag can be produced by
localised hot-spots within a large fire such as when a hut burns down,
and bronze droplets could be derived from the accidental melting of an
artefact.
D.R.J. PERKINS

THE LITHIC ARTEFACTS

Elizabeth Healey
INTRODUCTION

The lithic artefacts (summarised by class in Table 5) were found in
most contexts excavated, and they were also found during field walking
(details of context are held in the archive). The flint artefacts are
presumed to be contemporary with the Late Bronze Age pottery and
hoard. Standard analytical methods have been applied to the flint,
despite its apparent ad hoc nature, in the hope that differences from
earlier assemblages would be revealed.
The raw material used includes glauconitic flint and a good quality
brown or brown-grey flint with fresh cortex and some flint with an
abraded cortex (?pebble flint). Most of the raw material occurs as large
nodules. The most probable source of most of the raw material is the
brickearth, but the different condition of the cortex on some pieces
suggests another origin as well. The re-use of previously corticated
material suggests that little effort was put into obtaining flint. Its
condition is generally fresh, though some trampling or plough damage
was noted.
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TABLE 5: Monkton Court Farm - Flint quantities by class, excluding burnt and thermal
material.
Core

Flake

Chip

Retouched

11

357

3

16

Hammerstones Unclassifiable
10(?1)

5

Total
430

Retouched class includes 5 ? 6 scrapers, 1 point, 1 denticulated, 1 edge-retouched
Recovery method

:

Excavated: 331 Field-walked: 99

TECHNOLOGY

Much of the flint gives the impression of having been smashed up at
random, but there are a few regular cores and some flakes which
resulted from a pre-determined reduction strategy. On several occasions
pieces appeared to have come from the same nodule, but time did not
permit a search for conjoins.
TABLE 6: Attributes of Flakes
Dimensions (Sample size: 217)

Range
Mean
Standard deviation

Length

Breadth

Thickness

14-86mm
34.2mm
12.8

10-80mm
22.1mm
11.8

2-33mm
8.65mm.
4.6

Striking platform types (Sample : 226 flakes)
Cortex
:
Corticated
:
Cortex and scar :
Uncertain
:

2.2% P l a i n
2.2% D i h e d r a l / f a c e t t e d
4.4% S h a t t e r e d
4.4%

: 52.2%
: 4.8%
: 21%

Distal termination (Sample: 232 flakes)
Normal
:
Cortex
:
Not observed
:

46% T h i c k
0 . 9 % R e l i c t margin
2.6%

Cortex (Sample: 227 flakes)
No cortex
:
Unweathered cortex:
Rolled cortex
:
Uncertain
:

40.6%
36.7%
22.3%
1.3%

Re-used flakes (flaked through cortication) : 15.9%
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The cores are relatively small (Fig. 29) compared to much of the
flakes and 'waste' material lying around and were not particularly
systematically reduced. The dimensions o f all the pieces were
ascertained and are summarised in Table 6. Amongst the retouched
pieces (of which a full catalogue is held in the archive), scrapers are the
most frequent form; three are of the classic/standard shape and typical
of most later Neolithic/Early Bronze Age scrapers (Fig. 27, nos. 1-2,
6); the others (Fig. 27, nos. 3-4) are perhaps of greater interest. Both
have flattened contours; no. 3 is made on the ventral face of a flake and

4

Fig. 26. Monkton Court Farm, lithic artefacts. Knives: 1, 2; Piercers: 3, 4; Bifacial: 5,
scale 'A). Contexts: 1 and 3 from F. 5; 2 and 4 from F. 6; 5 from F. 14.
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Fig. 27. Monkton Court Farm, lithic artefacts. Scrapers: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 (scale X).
Contexts: 1 and 2 from exposed horizon in Box A; 4 from F. 15; 7 from F. 14.
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I
4
5

Fig. 28. Monkton Court Farm, lithic artefacts. Scrapers and misc. retouched: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
and 6 (scale 'A). Contexts: 1 from F. 7; 2, 3, 6, from F. 5; 4 from F. 9; 5 from field
walking.
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2

3

Fig. 29, Monkton Court Farm, lithic artefacts. Cores: 1, 2, 3 (scale 'A). Contexts: 1 from F.
7; 2 from F. 24; 3 from F. 22.
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has denticulated retouch, whereas no. 4 is on a flake, and has worn
areas on its edges. The bifacially-flaked knife (Fig. 26, no. 1) can again
be paralleled in later Neolithic assemblages but the other pieces with
lateral retouch (e.g., Fig. 26, no. 2) are less diagnostic; several of these
have denticulated retouch which appears to be a feature o f the
assemblage. There is also a fragment of a bifacially-flaked piece
(Fig. 26, no. 5). The piercers in Fig. 26, nos. 3-4 (and possibly Fig. 28,
no. 1) are not diagnostic. Calcined flint nodules were found throughout
the site in the exposed subsoil surface and in most of the excavated
features. Of particular interest is the group of hammerstones from a
hearth in Trench M (Fig. 2). They are of a similar size and shape and
appear to have been deliberately deposited together with burnt flint.
DATE

The collection appears to represent at least two and possibly three flintworking traditions. T h e earlier and most tentative group i s
hypothesised from the re-use of corticated struck flint, although no
completely corticated artefacts were found.
The second group is probably later Neolithic/Early Bronze Age in
date. It is difficult to attribute with any degree of certainty anything
other than some of the scrapers and the knife to this period, though it is
likely that the more regularly worked cores and flakes are part of this
industry too.
The third group of artefacts is distinctive because of its lack of
standardisation. It is difficult to tell whether the pieces with retouch
have been deliberately worked or are the result of spontaneous retouch
or other post-production factors. Even allowing for residuality, the
probability that much of the flint is later Bronze Age in date must be
considered, especially as contextually it is closely associated with the
pottery. However, definition of later Bronze Age industries is difficult
and few discrete assemblages have been recognised. They seem to be
'characterised' by unsystematic or haphazard core reduction techniques
(Pryor 1980; Bown 1986, 63; Bond 1988, 25), with no specific blank
types in mind (Richards 1990, 194), leading to expedient selection of
blanks for tool manufacture. Ford (1987) has shown that in central
southern England at least, flint flakes become cruder (broader and
thicker) towards the end of the Bronze Age and that there is a higher
incidence of hinge terminations and associated edge recessions on
cores (this results from continued percussion when the flaking angle
has become too steep to detach flakes — Harding 1990, 218). There is
also alleged to be a paucity of distinctive implements or at least formal
tools (Ford et al. 1984; but see Herne 1991, 72) and a restricted range
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of tools; scrapers from later Bronze Age sites tend to be of expedient or
unclassifiable classes (Riley 1990, 226).
Burnt flint nodules and querns are often found with later Bronze Age
pottery, for example at Fargo Wood W34 and Robin Hood's Ball
(Richards 1990, 232). Of particular interest is a midden at Runnymede,
Area 16, where pottery, burnt daub and clay were found with
concentrations of crushed burnt flint, lower `quernstones', pebble
hammers and flint tools. The burnt flint and hammerstones in F24 here,
also seem to be a regular association in other later Bronze Age
contexts, for example at Fargo Wood. It has been suggested that the
hammers and the querns were used to break up the burnt flint for use as
temper in pottery (Needham and Sorensen 1988, 124).
The assemblage from Monkton Court Farm seems to fit into the
general milieu of later Bronze Age assemblages, when flint is used in
an increasingly ad hoc and varied manner, perhaps related to the
availability of metal and flint (Herne 1991, 72-5); indeed, most of the
later Bronze Age lithic industries seem to occur where raw material is
immediately available. It is likely, therefore, that such assemblages will
differ from assemblages in which lithics are an essential part of the tool
kit and may enter archaeological deposits in a different way from that
by which flint is presumed to have been deposited in earlier periods
(Bowden et al. 1991), so that a different approach to its recovery,
analysis and interpretation may be necessary.
QUERNS AND WHETSTONES

Fragments of sandstone were found at the intersection of ditches 7 and
8, and in the hearth of Feature 24. They have worked surfaces and are
probably pieces of broken saddle querns. A l l are hard, coarse, and
glauconitic. While there is some variation in colour and grain size from
piece to piece, they probably all originate in the greensand of the
Wealden District, of which there is an exploited outcrop in the cliff-line
at Folkestone. None of the fragments is of a size large enough to
suggest overall dimensions.
Sandstone of another kind was present in terms of a large number of
fragments turning up in almost all features investigated. These were
derived from 'doggers', large boulders found as a discrete layer in the
lower measures of the Thanet Beds. This stone is tabular, very friable,
and while normally of little use to man, many of the fragments found
were seen to be burnt. The slabs were perhaps used in hearths. The
depth of overburden on the site suggests that by the Late Bronze Age
occupation, the dogger layer had been long exposed by erosion, so that
remnant boulders may have then been a feature of the landscape.
The fragmentary and presumably complete objects illustrated as
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Fig. 4, 5 and 6, would appear to be whetstones. The smaller example
(Fig. 4, 6) exhibits a hollow patch of striations that seem to indicate
that it was reserved for a particular task. Both are composed of a very
hard fine grained grey-green stone. On microscopic examination
(confirmed by XRF analysis), this material was found to be a homfels,
metamorphosed clay-rocks occurring in the metamorphic aureole
surrounding an igneous intrusion. This is an interesting context, in that
it is also the source of copper, tin, and lead ores, and the whetstones
would be likely to keep trading company with ingots of those metals.
The two obvious geological sources for the whetstones are around
the great granitic outcrops of Cornwall and southern Devon, and in
France the northern area of the Massif Central. It might be possible to
establish a provenance by thin section comparison, although with
considerable effort.
D.R.J. PERKINS
DISCUSSION
The extent and nature of the site
The full extent of the Monkton Court Farm Late Bronze Age settlement
remains unknown. There is no reason to suppose that it does not extend
under the A253 towards Monkton village. It would be difficult to
establish this, however, because of medieval and modern development.
The only remaining open ground on that side of the road is an allotment
garden from which flint tools have been obtained in the past. On the
south-eastern boundary of the field, where the chalk rises to within
0.50 m. of the surface, four features (see Fig. 30, E, F, G, H), were
sectioned by a pipeline trench in 1987 (Perkins 1989, 272). They
consisted of a down-cutting in the chalk of at least 2 m. depth and
15 m. wide, a ditch, two pits, and a buried horizon, all but the first
yielding pot-sherds, exclusively in Late Bronze Age fabric.
From surface scatter and the occurrence of features and bronze finds,
the settlement remains north-west of the road appear to occupy an area
of 275 m. by 150 m., approximately 3.25 ha. Within this boundary, the
area of evaluation trenches was 0.31 ha, a 9.5 per cent sample. The
trenches encountered 24 features, which can be grouped and interpreted
as follows:
Features 2, 4, 6, 19, 22/23, and 25. The obvious interpretation of
these is as hut remains, in particular, sunken or subsequently buried hut
floors. In area, all would fit within the average diameter of central roof
support post circles as recorded elsewhere (Drewett, Rudling and
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HUT FLOORS - 0
PITS & SECTIONS
OF FEATURES - • lig
BRONZE HOARDS 6
SINGLE BRONZES 4 .

Fig. 30. Monkton Court Farm: The settlement area with features and bronze finds.

Gardiner 1988, 96). A l l yielded burnt daub fragments with wattle
impressions, concentrations of sherds with marked unifacial wear, and
small bone fragments and shells in the quantities one might expect to
become trodden into a floor. Features 6 and 24 had hearths, in the latter
made in part from quern fragments, and Feature 2 held a spindle whorl
and part of a 'perforated clay plaque' which may have had a domestic
function. Feature 20 could be a plough damaged remnant hut floor, or
possibly an open hearth.
Features 5, ?9, 14, 17, and 21. These were fairly large pits retaining
no clue to their original purpose. Their infilling process seems to have
been mostly natural, with staged dumping of midden material.
Features 1, 3, 14a, 15 and 16 could be interpreted as either small pits
or post-holes. If the former, they give no clue as to function.
Features 13 and 18 seem to be rather purposefully excavated pits,
they are again enigmatic.
Features 10, 11, and 12 were small pits with fills indicating either the
deposition of hot ashes and flints, or that fires were made up in them.
Their function could have been domestic (earth ovens), or, bearing in
mind the presence in each of copper alloy fragments and slag, they may
have been connected with the working of metal. The sickle found in
Feature 10 could have been placed there to burn out broken handle
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Fig. 31. Sections through ditches F. 7 and F. 8 with possible alternative courses.

fragments from the socket, or to anneal it prior to re-working by
hammering or whetting. Another possibility is that of symbolic ritual
deposition.
The ditches, Features 7 and 8: It was most unfortunate that these
were located late in the agricultural window of opportunity, at the close
of the funded programme, and during a bout of atrocious weather. This
prevented their being followed by sectioning beyond the 35 m. shown
in Fig. 31. The evidence from sections 1 - 4 i s open t o f o u r
interpretations, of which the writer favours A and C, see Fig. 31.
Option A has Ditch 7 curving slightly to intersect Ditch 8 and appear in
Section 4. This is supported by the similarity between Sections la and
4, material found in both and in the sections taken in ditch Y. Option C
has Ditch 8 running more or less straight through Sections 1, 2, and 3,
on a course that would coincide with the ditch of similar section and
dimensions observed in the 1987 pipeline trench, see Fig. 30, A—B.
To summarise, the evaluation has defined an area of domestic
settlement some 3.25 ha. in extent. Ceramic evidence suggests that the
huts and other features were contemporaneous, components of a single
occupation rather than, say, superimposed or successive adjoining
farmsteads. I f the sample provided by the evaluation trenches is
anything like representative, a site density of one feature per 130
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square metres could be expected, with one hut site per 520 square
metres. Even reducing these estimates b y 75 per cent gives an
expectation of 15 hut sites and 60 or so pits and other features.
At least part of the area is divided by lengths of ditch. Since upland
Thanet geology makes drainage ditches superfluous, and cattle could be
confined safely and with far less effort by fences, these features would
seem to be defensive. Their dimensions would certainly make them
formidable obstacles in combination with palisades.
It is difficult to find comparisons for the Monkton settlement. While
a number of Late Bronze Age sites have been excavated in the southeast during the last 10 to 15 years, their period o f occupation has
usually been fairly wide. Monkton is a specifically Late Bronze Age
narrow time-band site, its occupation limited to perhaps no more than a
generation, and without immediate previous or subsequent use. In this
respect it is uniquely valuable.
Monkton appears also to be large and complex by comparison with
most sites of roughly the same period. Two sites on the west bank of
the Wantsum, M i l l Hill, Deal (Stebbings 1934), subcircular and
0.20 ha. in area, and Highstead, Chislet (Champion 1980), sub-ovoid,
0.60 ha., are presumably defended farmsteads. The ditched enclosures
at Mucking, Essex, are smaller still, the north ring being 0.12 ha. and
the south rings 0.14 ha. in area (Jones and Bond 1983). Highdown Hill,
West Sussex, one o f Ann Ellison's 'major redistribution centres'
(Ellison 1980), with an area of 1.25 ha., and Runnymede Bridge,
Surrey, (Needham and Longley 1980), at least 0.50 ha., are obviously
something more, but Monkton with an occupation area of at least
3.25 ha., is of comparable size to Iron Age hill-forts. A recently
published example, univallate, 3.20 ha. in extent, and with occupation
commencing i n the Late Bronze Age, i s L l w y n Bryn-dinas,
Llangedwyn, Clwyd (Musson et al. 1992). Unfortunately, as so often
the case with hill-forts, excavations were confined to sampling ahead of
a development, so that little was revealed as t o the density o f
occupation.
What can be said o f Monkton is that its dimensions appear
impressive by south-east standards, although not uniquely so. A Late
Bronze Age enclosure at least 100 m. across has recently been
encountered during a watching brief at Eddington Farm, Herne Bay,
Kent (N. Macpherson-Grant, pers. comm.). At Ebbsfleet, Thanet, Late
Bronze Age pottery, some in direct association with hut remains, occurs
so as to bound an area roughly 200 x 400 m. in extent (Perkins 1992
and pending). In addition to the two published Ebbsfleet bronze hoards,
a small hoard, Ebbsfleet I I I , was discovered during the final
preparation of this report in the course of a watching brief directed by
the writer. Bearing in mind that Ebbsfleet had almost certainly become
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a narrow sea-girt peninsula by the Late Bronze Age, these remains
could belong to a single large settlement.
The context of the site
The regional and local distribution of Late Bronze Age hoards and
settlements is given in Figs. 24 and 32. Fig. 24 also records the occurrence
of the thus far enigmatic 'perforated clay plaques'. The Thanet
sites shown in Fig. 32 are listed in Table 7. From the latter and Table 4
(see Bronzes Section), it can be seen that: (i) Some of the sites have
been established by some degree of excavation as multi-phase, evidence
of Middle—Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age being superimposed;
(ii) Anachronistic bronze finds indicate that further excavation o f
some sites would reveal multi-phase occupation; (iii) Over 50 per cent of
hoard or single bronze find-spots have not been investigated in any way.
It has been pointed out that examination of such spots often provides
occupation evidence (Needham and Burgess 1980).
The foregoing suggests that in later prehistory, Thanet's shoreline
may have been ringed with villages, some of them perhaps functioning
as havens and entrepots, with large multivallate enclosures, such as that
at North Foreland (11.3 ha.), as the administrative focus.

1 1 7 21

9 3 j 0 311 3 1 2 3 1 3 3 1 4

5

36

3 7 3!8 3 9 4

• SETTLEMENTS
0

DEFENDED ENCLOSURES

19 7 1

• BRONZE H O A R D S A N D
SINGLE F I N D S
7

- 702

- 69- 68- 67-66- 65-64MILES

-63-

Fig. 32. Prehistoric settlement sites in Thanet, Middle Bronze Age—Early Iron Age, with
bronze hoards and single finds.
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TABLE 7. Middle Bronze Age —Early Iron Age settlements in Thanet and associated
bronze hoards.
No. in Settlement Sites and Periods:
Fig.

References

Bronze Hoards:
Middle Late
Bronze Bronze
Age
Age

Middle Bronze Age:
1
8
9
9

South Dumpton Down, Broadstairs
St. Mildred's Bay, Westgate
Shuart Farm, St. Nicholas
Netherhale Farm, Birchington

Perkins 1992
Perkins 1988
Jenkins
Perkins 1981

**

Late Bronze Age:
5
6
7
8
20

Monkton Court Farm, Monkton
Ebbsfleet Farm, Minster
Minnis Bay, Birchington
St. Mildred's Bay, Westgate
Northdown Primary School, Margate

Perkins 1991
Perkins 1992
Worsfold 1943
Perkins 1988
Macpherson-Grant

* * ?* ?*
***
*

Early Iron Age:
1
2
4
6
10
11
12
13

South Dumpton Down, Broadstairs
North Foreland, Broadstairs
Sane, St. Nicholas
Ebbsfleet Farm, Minster
Potten Street, St. Nicholas
Fort Hill, Margate
Palm Bay, Margate
Thorne Farm, Ramsgate

Perkins 1992
Perkins 1981
T.F.T.A Archives
Perkins 1992
T.F.T.A. Archives
?K.A.R.U.
T.F.T.A. Archives
Perkins 1985

**

?*

Probably prehistoric, Late Bronze—Early Iron Age:
3

Salmestone-Half Mile Ride, Margate, Large multivallate hilltop site encloses
complex cropmarks, round barrows, and Roman and Jutish remains

Such a concentration would seem out of keeping with the then island
Thanet's land area and natural resources. Not so though, f o r a
community controlling the passage and pilotage of a vital sea channel
link in the north-east France —Thames trading highway. Limitations in
Bronze Age ship design (rowing and at best down-wind only sailing)
would have made a wide rounding o f the North Foreland, with
prevailing winds blowing craft into the unknown expanse of the North
Sea, an unpopular option. It has been pointed out (L. Jay, pers. comm.),
that Middle Bronze Age hoards and finds favour Thanet's northern and
eastern coasts, while Late Bronze Age material is scattered along the
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south-western shore. This perhaps illustrates the growing importance of
the Wantsum Channel settlements during the Later Bronze Age.
Ceramic evidence suggests that occupation of the Monkton site was
of short duration. A possible explanation for a sudden arrival and
abandonment might lie in the community having moved inland and
uphill in response to rising sea-level on the nearby Wantsum shoreline.
Once re-settled, the difficulty of setting posts or making dry storage
pits in the deep Thanet Beds subsoil would be evident. A light-soiled
dry site on the chalk exists some 800 m. to the east, and it is interesting
that long-term intensive occupation appears to have commenced there
in the Late Bronze—Early Iron Age.
The deposition of the Monkton bronze hoards and the 'perforated clay
plaque'
When discussing the Monkton II hoard (Perkins 1992), the writer posed
the question: smith's stock, treasure, or votive deposit? That it could be
firmly answered seemed at the time unlikely. However, the emerging
picture at Monkton does look rather that of scrap caches. The Monkton
site has yielded a 'perforated clay plaque', and Fig. 24 shows the
distribution o f these objects with hoards, and in all cases with
settlements. The plaque was found in association with a spindle-whorl,
among midden material, and in a context (Feature 2) interpreted as a
hut floor. This seems to indicate a domestic function until one
considers that most o f the 'plaque sites' so far encountered have
yielded evidence of 'cottage industry' activities, the casting of bronze
among them. Roles tentatively suggested for the plaques have been 'in
connection with the cooking process' (Needham and Longley 1980),
and in salt production (Jones 1977). However, no strong associating
evidence has emerged to the time of writing and the plaques remain
enigmatic.
However, what might well be parallel technology can be seen in the
Late Bronze Age pottery kiln found preserved in inundated village
remains at Lake Annecy, Haute-Savoie, (Audouze and Btichsenschiit
1991, 138). It was assembled over a hearth pit and consisted of a twopart heating chamber with a base component perforated so as to
conduct heat. While four times larger, this kiln floor is not unlike the
perforated plaques.
One wonders, therefore, i f the plaques may not have performed a
similar function in bronze melting furnaces, perhaps to stop consumed
fuel-ash slag nodules from blocking the air blast from the tuyere
nozzle. A tentative layout showing how the plaques might have been
employed in a furnace is given as Fig. 33.
Objections so far expressed to the drawing are that:
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Fig. 33. A possible employment of perforated clay plaques in a bronze melting furnace.

(i) Plaques so far found have been fired but not vitrified, and the very high
temperature generated by combustion would vitrify them. Would it
though? The centre of heat would be above the plaque, generated by the
air blast in the burning fuel about the crucible. Would not the passage of
air through the plaque tend to cool it? While not the best analogy, the jets
of welding and brazing torches remain cool relative to the flames they
emit. On the other hand, it is possible that existing plaques are unused,
discarded or mislaid examples. (ii) That casting furnace remains are
usually found to be above-ground assemblies. Not invariably though. To
cite some recently published examples, small hearth-pits were
encountered at Llwyn Bryn-dinas hillfort, one with a crucible in situ
(Musson et al. 1992, 269). Below-ground hearths make sense, as above
ground layouts must suffer considerable wastage of fuel through radiation.
Having discussed the pros and cons of the Fig. 33 layout, it must be
stressed that it is purely hypothetical. It is to be hoped that sooner or
later a plaque will be excavated from an unequivocal context.
D.R.J. PERKINS
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