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Abstract

This thesis examines metalwork deposition, distribution and association in the British Early
Iron Age (800-600BC) through the medium of the socketed axe. Out of 1412 known Early
Iron Age axes, 954 specimens were analysed in detail for this thesis: 680 associated finds
and 274 single finds. The methodology was governed by two main objectives: firstly, to
propose a reworked and more comprehensive typology of Early Iron Age cast copper-alloy
and wrought iron socketed axes in conjunction with their metallurgy, distribution and
deposition, and secondly, to discuss their place within Early Iron Age society and what part
they may have played in the people’s life, work, trade and exchange, ritual and death. As a
result, this thesis introduces, defines and discusses 12 new types of transitional and Early
Iron Age socketed axes. While the transitional type can be dated to the Late Bronze Age-
Early Iron Age transition (c. 850-750BC), the remaining 11 types can be dated to the fully
developed Early Iron Age (800-600BC). The 11 types of bronze Early Iron Age socketed
axes display a great variety of decoration, shape, size, weight and colour. While Late Bronze
Age axes are plain or simply ribbed, almost all Early Iron Age socketed axes are decorated
with ribs-and-pellets, ribs-and-circlets or a more elaborate version thereof. Some axe have
a shiny silver surface colour (Portland, Blandford, East Rudham and Hindon types). More
than three quarters of Early Iron Age socketed axes were found in association with other
metalwork. These hoards can be divided into two main groups: axe hoards and mixed
hoards.

The eight geographical regions outlined in this thesis are defined by different contexts,
associations and the predominance of different Early Iron Age axe types, and in terms of
depositional contexts this research suggests that the depositional contexts of Early Iron Age
hoards containing socketed axes was different from the deposition of single finds: while
hoards were often found in retrievable places, single finds were not. The survival of a large
number of complete and almost undamaged bronze axes suggests that in the British Early
Iron Age socketed axes were not just commonplace tools that were in use until they reached
the end of their life. The changes in looks and shape, and consequently the adaption of a
new and improved typology of socketed axes in the British Early Iron Age were
accompanied by a change in conceptualisation and the overall meaning of socketed axes.

Even when used in a different context their basic, very recognisable socketed-axe-shape
was always maintained, that is a wedge of different dimensions with a socket and a small
side loop for suspension or possible attachment of other items of metalwork. Throughout
British prehistory axes were one of the most familiar objects in daily use: as a tool, socketed
axes were omnipresent and thus an established part of British Late Bronze Age life — a life
that appeared to be foremost practical rather than ritual, with the majority of Late Bronze
Age socketed axes showing clear signs of use and resharpening. In the Early Iron Age
socketed axes adopted a previously unseen duality in function and meaning (that is
materialistic and symbolic). Thus, while Late Bronze Age axe may have been regarded as
common woodworking tool, types of Early Iron Age axes were understood as ingots,
weapons, or objects needed for certain displays or performances, with their unique
ornaments communicating their role in both display and society as well as perhaps their
users regional identity and status.
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CHAPTER 1

EARLY IRON AGE SOCKETED AXES IN BRITAIN:
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This study examines typology, depositional contexts, association, metallurgy
and regional distribution of Early Iron Age socketed axes, both bronze and iron.
The catalogue comprises 1408 specimens (associated and unassociated finds),
both antiquarian and modern finds, including very recent discoveries made by

metal detectorists and reported via the Portable Antiquities Scheme.

1.2. Aims of the project
This project’s aims are threefold:
1. Present a detailed and suitable typology of British Early Iron Age
socketed axes
2. Investigate region-specific object associations in Early Iron Age hoards
with socketed axes
3. Discuss hoard contexts and look at the depositional behaviour of Early

Iron Age people in the different regions of Britain

1.3. Socketed axes

Looking at the entire corpus of Early Iron Age metalwork dating from c. 800-
600BC, the predominant artefact type is without doubt the socketed axe. This
predominance of axes directly links Early Iron Age hoards to Late Bronze Age
hoards from Wales, Eastern and South Eastern England where a prevalence of
socketed axes has been recorded in hoards such as from Manor Farm
(Wymington, Bedforshire), Somerleyton, Bramford (both Suffolk), Beeston
Regis, Aylsham (both Norfolk) and St Mellons (Vale of Glamorgan) (Pendleton
1999; 30; O’'Connor 2007a, 64; Turner 2010, 61; Roberts et al 2015). This
dominance of socketed axes makes them the ideal focus for a study of the

Earliest Iron Age in Britain: furthermore, they are the only artefact type that
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occurs in all parts of Britain and they were found unassociated as well as in
association with other metalwork.

Socketed axes are the only copper-alloy objects which are predominantly found
in association with early iron objects. However, the iron versions were always
discovered singly, either within or near known settlement sites or in wet
contexts, for example no. 665 (Sheepen Farm, Essex), nos. 674+678 (from the
Thames) and no. 1403 (Traprain Law, East Lothian) (Rainbow 1928; Manning
and Saunders 1972) (see Appendix).

Compared with the number of other metal artefacts this corpus of 1408
socketed axes must be regarded as substantial and exceptional within the field
of British Early Iron Age object studies. Other Early Iron Age artefact types such
as swords, spearheads, sickles or cauldrons were never deposited in large
numbers in one-artefact-type hoards like socketed axes were, for example nos.
226-598 (Langton Matravers, Dorset) and nos. 845-886 (East Rudham,
Norfolk).

Even though most Early Iron Age socketed axes were found in hoards, 273 of
1408 specimens were found unassociated with any other metalwork, ceramic,
stone or bone and are thus classed as ‘single finds’ or ‘unassociated finds'.
1135 socketed axes came from hoard contexts. This means that Early Iron Age
socketed axes from hoard contexts outnumber single finds by more than 4:1
(fig. 1.1.).

Socketed axes: Associations

M Single Finds

M Hoards

Figure 1.1: Comparative analysis of single finds and hoards
containing socketed axes (N=1408)
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Of those 1408 specimens,
1389 were made from cast

copper-alloy, one from lead-

alloy (Mam Tor, Derbyshire,

no. 1398) and 24 were made
from wrought iron. The final

number of 1403 socketed

axes excludes five moulds:

three were made from

steatite or soapstone that is

&

no. 640 (Melcombe Horsey,
Dorset), no. 1251
(Ardrossan, Ayrshire), no.
1280 (Rosskeen, Ross and
Cromarty) and no. 1408

(Ham Hill, Somerset). One

|
lIII‘IIH‘IIII|IIII’IIII||III|IIII’IIII’[III|IIII|II[IIIIII|III\‘IIII‘IIII‘IIII’IIII|IIII’IIII|IIII|IIII‘IIII|IHI‘IIII mould was made from
o 17 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 10 1M 1

Figure 1.2: Fragment of a ceramic mould for ceramic: no. 1253 from Little
socketed axes from Little Dunagoil (Bute, no.

1253) Dunagoil (Isle of Bute, fig.

1.2). Only the two moulds
from Rosskeen and Ardrossan were complete, meaning that both halves
survive.

The small corpus of wrought iron axes, the lead-alloy axe and the moulds were
single finds, mostly from settlement contexts. Only copper-alloy socketed axes

were found in association with other artefacts.

1.4. Size, shape and decoration

Early Iron Age socketed axes differ from the corpus of Late Bronze Age
socketed axes on the basis of their individual size, shape and decoration
(Burgess 1971, 267-8). They are either much larger or much smaller than the
average Late Bronze Age socketed axe; furthermore, they are either much
heavier or much lighter. Their morphology, metallurgy and surface finish had

changed drastically during the Late Bronze Age- Early Iron Age transition period
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(c. 800-750BC; Needham et al 1997), but few studies have acknowledged and
attempted an interpretation of these changes (Roberts et al 2015).

Past research into socketed axes largely looked at their typology, distribution
and dating — but none of them in great detail (Burgess 1971; O’Connor 1980;
Schmidt and Burgess 1981; O’Connor 2007a). These studies either looked at
Early Iron Age socketed axes in conjunction with contemporary Early Iron Age
metalwork (O’Connor 1980; O’Connor 2007a) or on a very limited regional scale
(Burgess 1971; Schmidt and Burgess 1981).

This research will examine size, shape and decoration of all British Early Iron
Age socketed axes and suggest reasons for the drastic changes from the large

homogenous corpus of Late Bronze Age socketed axes.

1.5. Contexts

Well-dated contexts are
virtually unknown and the
dating of the axes has mainly
been performed using
typological analysis
extrapolated from the few well-
associated hoards and by
comparisons with  artefacts
from Britain and continental
Europe. Very few of the axes
were found with remains of a
haft still inside the socket and
there are no radiocarbon dates
available for any of the axes.
We have sufficient contextual

evidence from 252 single finds  Figure 1.3: The Danebury Hoard (Hampshire,
and 52 hoards to suggest that "S- 686-689)

metalwork was very rarely deposited within a settlement context even though
there are examples of hoards deposited very close to known Late Bronze

Age/Early Iron Age settlements, for example Danebury (Hampshire, nos. 686-
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689), Salisbury (Wiltshire, nos. 1061-1202) and Langton Matravers (Dorset,
nos. 226-598). There are no known British Early Iron Age graves, but some of
the socketed axes were deposited not far away from ancient monuments such
as the hoards from Tillicoultry (Clackmannanshire, nos. 1254-1255) and
Sompting (West Sussex, nos. 1009-1025). Chapters 7 and 10 will look at this

contextual evidence in detail.

1.6. Thesis structure

This thesis comprises of eight chapters. The first five chapters (1-5) introduce
the data and the research and ways of dealing with a large amount of
archaeological material, while the second part of the thesis (Chapters 6-8)

discusses the findings and presents the results.

Chapters 2 and 3 review the older literature and more recent publications: while
Chapter 2 provides a more general background and an introduction to Early Iron
Age studies in Britain and on the Continent, Chapter 3 gives a brief overview of
past research into typology, metallurgy and interpretation of British Early Iron
Age socketed axes. The Continental background is significant to include
because it provides the backdrop for a number of finds that are associated with
socketed axes in British Early Iron Age hoards.

Chapter 4 outlines the methodology that was used to compile and research the
axes listed in the catalogue while Chapter 5 presents the results of the
typological study, discussing each Early Iron Age socketed axe type in turn.
Chapter 6 discusses the different contexts that the axes were discovered in and
associations with other metalwork types within the Early Iron Age hoards. The
results of Chapters 5 and 6 are reviewed in Chapter 7 which looks at the
socketed axes from each British region individually. Herein, typological
distributions and regional preference for certain locations are discussed.

The final chapter reviews the initial research questions and the aim of the thesis

in light of the results obtained with this study.

Appendices: Additional information and plates are included in four separate

volumes, as Appendices A-D (on CD-ROM).
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CHAPTER 2

SETTING THE SCENE: THE LATE BRONZE - EARLY IRON AGE
TRANSITION IN BRITAIN AND EUROPE:
HISTORY OF RESEARCH

2.1. Introduction

Throughout the twentieth century Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age studies
were independent and the transition was rarely the focus of academic research.
Being firmly rooted in the traditions of Late Bronze Age metalwork, cast copper
alloy Transitional metalwork (e.g. the Llyn Fawr metalwork assemblage) was
always considered to belong to the Late Bronze Age rather than the Early Iron
Age — which in turn was characterised by a distinct lack of bronze metalwork.
Researchers were reluctant to accept that artefacts belonging to the Llyn Fawr
metalwork assemblage (O’Connor’s transitional period ‘LBA4/EIA1’; O’Connor
1980) were in fact, of Early Iron Age date (Burgess and Coombs 1979;
O’Connor 1980; Huth 1997).

The first decade of the 215t century saw a shift in these views, however. The
more wide-spread availability of radiocarbon dates and Continental
dendrochological dates for metalwork from Early Iron Age Hallstatt C graves
dated metalwork earlier than previously thought (Rohl and Needham 1998;
Hennig 1998; Watson 1999). Even though independent radiocarbon dates
confirmed the relative chronology and validity of British traditional metalwork
typologies it was now understood that items of the Llyn Fawr metalwork
assemblage were the first metalwork assemblage of the Iron Age and not the

last metalwork assemblage of the Bronze Age (O’Connor 2007a; Gerloff 2010).

2.2. British transitional metalwork: a review

The study of metalwork hoards has not been straight-forward. Hoard studies in
general sat, rather uncomfortably, between factual typology, classification,
distribution and metallurgy of the individual types of metalwork on one side (for

example Burgess and Coombs 1979, Burgess 1974, Pendleton 1999, Northover
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2004) and studies that favoured the discussion of deposition practices and
interpretation on the other (for example Bradley 1990, Brick 2001). The reason
for these two very different approaches is understandable: for a number of older
finds, information about their depositional context is irretrievably lost and studies
of typology and classification seemed to be the only meaningful way out of this
circumstance.

The first systematic account that looked at the Bronze Age metalwork of the
British Isles in detail was John Evans’ (1881). In his account, Evans offers an in-
depth discussion of bronze metal types favouring a three-period system for the
British Bronze Age, wherein the stage that concerns us most is his the third
which, Evans argued, was characterised by palstaves and socketed axes
(Evans 1881, 473).

Another early yet thorough and very formal approach towards the periodisation
of the British Bronze Age was undertaken by Montelius who, in 1908, applied a
system to the British Bronze Age that is comparable to the one which he had
successfully applied to the Nordic Bronze Age suggesting five Bronze Age
periods for Britain, with Periods IV and V being characterised among other
objects by socketed axes (Montelius 1908, 58-66).

Montelius’ periodisation was questioned by Fox (1923) who considered all
socketed axes part of Period V (Fox 1923, 16-19, 57-62). Another critic of
Montelius’ system was Childe (1930) who put forward the idea that the British
Late Bronze Age could be correlated with the Central European Urnfield
Culture. According to Childe’s chronology, the Late Bronze Age was followed by
La Tene (Childe 1930, 153-55). In the same year, Hawkes reintroduced the idea
that small bands of ‘Celtic people’ migrated to Britain, a movement of groups of
people who in the archaeological record were characterised by pottery of
Hallstatt character (Eastbourne, Sussex; Budgen 1922, 354-360). On his work
on St Catherine’s Hill, Hawkes introduced the term ‘Iron Age A’ for the earliest
period of the British Iron Age which was supposedly represented by this
immigrant Hallstatt culture (Hawkes 1931a, 64). According to Hawkes, the Iron
Age in Britain was characterised by three successive waves of immigrants from
the Continent: Iron Age A: Hallstatt, Iron Age B: La Téne, lron Age C: Belgic

(Hawkes 1931b); a scheme that was later challenged because it relied on a
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particular historical supposition, that is that the British Iron Age was the product
of successive waves of invasions from the Continent (Hodson 1964, 99-110).
While the first half of the 20" century saw these first attempts to tackle the
British Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age transition, it also saw the first detailed
artefact studies which would become more important for establishing a relative
chronology later, e.g. accounts on spearheads (Greenwell and Parker-Brewis
1909, 1-16), swords (Parker-Brewis 1923, 253-265), swan’s neck pins (Dunning
1934, 269-95), socketed sickles (Fox 1939a, 222-248), razors (Piggott 1946,
121-141) and bronze vessels (Hawkes and Smith 1957, 131-98). It was
Dunning’s work, as well as the excavation of the Early Iron Age settlement at
West Harling (Norfolk), published by Clarke and Fell in 1953, that aided Childe
in defining pottery and metalwork of the Earliest British Iron Age (Childe 1940,
194-207; Clarke and Fell 1953, 1-39). However, it is noteworthy here that
amongst this rich corpus of artefacts studies, there was none about socketed
axes, even though there would have been enough material to study.
Unsurprisingly, it was these early artefacts studies which formed the basis for
the later 20™ century research on relative chronology and typology of the British
Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages.

British Early Iron Age metalwork was never truly detached from its Continental
background and Continental research into relative chronology of Central Europe
usually had an impact on British archaeology, too. This is evidenced by the
Central European terminology introduced to explain the origin of British contexts
and describe the British Early Iron Age material (Hawkes 1931b; Hodson 1964).
In 1959, the most significant Continental approach towards the relative
chronology of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages in the Alpine region was
published by Muller-Karpe, in which he tentatively proposed three Late Bronze
Age phases (c. 100 years for each Hallstatt B1, B2 and B3); these were
confirmed by dendro-chronological dates in 1995 (Muller-Karpe 1959; Rychner
1995, 484).

Hawkes’ (1959) approach to the Early Iron Age in Britain, published in the same
year as Muller-Karpe’s work on the Continental Urnfield Culture, was somewhat
less structured but his phases subsequently shaped our understanding of the

British Iron Age. Hawkes argued that the great number of regional approaches
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published in the earlier part of the century demanded a review of a common

scheme of terminology (Hawkes 1959, 171).

In 1960, Hawkes gave an unpublished lecture in which he proposed the

adoption of a threefold system for the British Bronze Age similar to that used for

the Iron Age, a scheme that achieved general
approval and was also used by Burgess in his
definition of Later Bronze Age metalwork
(Hawkes 1960; Burgess 1968a, 1-45).

After the development of a new programme of
metallurgical analysis for separating unleaded
Middle Bronze Age and leaded Late Bronze Age
bronzes which was valid, at least, for South-
Eastern Britain (Burgess 1962, 23), published by
Brown and Blin-Stoyle in 1959 it became clear
that Late Bronze Age metalwork typology was in
dire need of revision (Brown and Blin-Stoyle
1959, 188-209; Smith 1959, 144-59; Butler
1963, 37-48; Burgess 1969, 22-24). In particular
Burgess argued that research published in the
1960s demonstrated the enormous gaps in our
knowledge of Bronze Age chronology (Burgess
1969, 22-23).

Burgess (1968a) presented an approach in
which he looked at all significant metalwork
types occurring in the Later Bronze Age of the
British Isles and Northern France; he described
the contexts of finds and assigned them to four
stages, the last one (IV) being transitional to the
Early Iron Age on the Continent, that means a
British Late Bronze Age stage which included
metalwork that showed Continental Hallstatt C

influences (Burgess 1968a, 26-28). According to

8
E

Figure 2.1: The iron
Mindelheim type sword from
Llyn Fawr (Glamorgan)

Burgess, these influences could be seen in the hoards from Llyn Fawr and
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Cardiff 1l (Glamorgan, nos. 1292-1293+1294-1299, fig. 2.1) and the hoard from
Sompting (Sussex, nos. 1009-1025).

Burgess (1968a, 28) argued that the metalwork in his transitional hoards
suggested that large, heavy socketed axes with pronounced collars and often
displaying a distinctive decoration of ribs ending in pellets and roundels were

EIDB S CHE a3 mevem:

o characteristic  for the

transitional period. With
Burgess’ analysis, a new
basis for finding and
describing the  most
characteristic type of
Early Iron Age metalwork
was established.
However, at that point
Burgess still referred to
the transition period and
was not referring to these
hoards as ‘Early Iron

H

Age’. Instead, while
describing the metalwork
of his Phase IV, Burgess
(1968a, 26) conceded

that in order to further our

understanding of  this

Figure 2.2: The Ferring Hoard (Sussex, nos. 999- ]
1008; image courtesy of Worthing Museum) period, much more

groundwork needed to be
done on the British Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age metalwork itself, especially
socketed axes and Gindlingen swords (e.g. fig. 2.2; Burgess 1969, 22).
In 1971, Burgess coined the type name ‘Sompting’ for the large, heavy axes
which he considered were characteristic for the transition period. In his 1971
study he argued that they derived their back-to-front mouths from the shape of
Armorican axes and because of that he considered them to be contemporary
with this French axe type.

10
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In the same study Burgess also suggested that most of British Carp’s Tongue
metalwork may have been consigned to the ground during a period of Hallstatt
C influence (Burgess 1971, 267-272). This observation turned out to be of
importance for the relative chronology of the British Late Bronze Age/Early Iron
Age transition period. In 1974, Burgess coined the term ‘Ewart Park’ as the type
name for the bulk of British Late Bronze Age metalwork that precedes the
Hallstatt-influenced metalwork of the Early Iron Age (Burgess 1974, 165-233).
More detailed studies of Early Iron Age metalwork and pottery followed in the
1970s. Harding furthered Hawkes’ work of the late 1950s, suggesting that the
material of the earliest Iron Age in Britain could be equated with the Continental
Hallstatt C cultures (Harding 1974, 129-30), and in his Cambridge thesis,
Cunliffe defined a number of Iron Age ceramic styles zones in Southern Britain,
suggesting the crystallisation of tribes or groupings in the Early Iron Age
(Cunliffe 1974, 49-56). Cunliffe argued that in Southern Britain, the Deverel-
Rimbury Culture was followed by the Early All Cannings Cross group (Cunliffe
1978, 34).

Generally speaking, the 1970s saw a developing understanding of which
metalwork and ceramic types characterised the British Late Bronze Age/Early
Iron Age transition. In 1976, Burgess named the metalwork assemblage of the
latest phase of the British Bronze Age ‘Llyn Fawr’, after the transitional hoard
from Glamorgan (Wales) and at the end of the decade it was no longer only
hoards and single finds that were seemingly characteristic of the transition
period, but also settlement sites like Staple Howe (Yorkshire) and All Cannings
Cross (Wiltshire) (Burgess 1976, 51-79; Collis 1977, 6-7).

Although a general picture of the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition
period was emerging at the time, Burgess still criticised the state of research
and called for more detailed studies of the British Late Bronze Age/Early Iron
Age metalwork types, since Late Bronze Age ‘Ewart Park/Carp’s Tongue’
metalwork types and transitional ‘Hallstatt/Llyn Fawr’ metalwork types were still
kept strictly apart without much evidence for a geographical or chronological
overlap (Burgess 1979, 269). Burgess himself argued that the small hoard from
Boyton (Suffolk) strongly suggested simultaneity of Ewart Park and Hallstatt
metalwork to some extent at least (the hoard included the fragment of a

11
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Gundlingen sword wedged into the socket of a South Eastern socketed axe).
However, since it was still unclear how exactly the overlap presented itself,
Burgess argued further that there remained an urgent need for further research
to be done on the large corpus of transitional metalwork as well as a revision of
the relative chronology of the transition period (Burgess 1979, 269-270). In the
same volume Burgess and Coombs criticise 20" century artefact studies which
had become increasingly unfashionable (Burgess and Coombs 1979, 1).

In the 1980s however, three influential theses were published (O’Connor 1980;
Schmidt and Burgess 1981 and Pearce 1983). According to O’Connor (1980,
158) Late Bronze Age 3, the latest stage of the British Late Bronze Age, was

represented by the Ewart Park metalwork assemblage which correlates with
Central European Hallstatt B3 and Montelius V of the Nordic Circle, but is most
closely connected with the French Bronze Final 1ll, a connection which is clearly
mirrored in the unique metalwork of the Carp’s Tongue Complex that is found
both in Northern France and South-Eastern Britain (O’Connor 1980, 158).
O’Connor’s transitional phase is Late Bronze Age 4/Early Iron Age 1’ which is
characterised by Hallstatt C and D imports and the development of purely native
as well as Hallstatt-influenced native metalwork is named after the largest and
most diverse hoard from Glamorgan (South Wales), ‘Llyn Fawr phase’
(O’Connor 1980, 15-16; 306-7; Needham 1996, Needham et al 1997). Both
Pearce and O’Connor argue that the change from bronze- to iron-using
communities was a most significant one, leaving their mark on society as well
as economy even though evidence for this is difficult to establish (O’Connor
1980, 15; Pearce 1983, 183). At the same time, it was still unclear whether or
not some artefact types of the corpus of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age
transitional metalwork were part of the indigenous metalwork assemblage or
imports from the Continent, for example certain types of swords, razors and
daggers (Jope 1961, 307-343; Cowen 1967, 377-453; Schauer 1972b, Meyer
1984/85, 78-84).

In all these theses there was never any doubt that decorated socketed axes
were a native product. Even though they seemed quite different in appearance
from British Late Bronze Age socketed looped axes, they did not seem worth

including in Meyer’s study on Hallstatt imports because they did not have any
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direct forerunners on the Continent either. Nevertheless, Meyer argued that not
all of the ‘Hallstatt objects’ found in Britain were imports, but the majority of
them were possibly of local manufacture instead — a view that was later
confirmed by Warmenbol and O’Connor (Meyer 1984/85, 79; Warmenbol 1988,
244-245, O’Connor 2007, 71-74). However, the exact origin and development of
certain artefact types remained unknown, especially swords and chapes
although several accounts on the origin and development of Hallstatt swords
had been published in the preceding decades (Cowen 1967, 377-453: Schauer
1972a, 103-114; Schauer 1972b, 261-270; Warmenbol 1988, 240-277; Burgess
and Colquhoun 1988; Hein 1989, 301-326). Recently Gerloff found a plausible
solution to the problem, suggesting that many Continental metalwork types
(including Gundlingen swords and associated chapes) find their immediate
predecessors in Atlantic rather than Central Europe (Gerloff 2004, 124-154).

Figure 2.3: The Mylor Hoard (Cornwall, nos. 147-179; image courtesy of Anna
Tyacke, FLO for Cornwall)

The late 1980s and 1990s did not see much development in artefact studies — a

trend contrasted to the massive increase in Late Bronze and Early Iron Age
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hoards discovered in the past 20 years, especially from Eastern and South East
England. It seems that the large amount of metalwork discouraged most
prehistorians from taking a closer look at individual artefact types. Instead of
individual artefact studies, there was an increase in studies on economy,
society and religious beliefs of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages (e.g.
Thomas 1989, 263; Bradley 1990; Cunliffe 1991, 54, 524-25; Collis 1996, 1).
Furthermore, dendro-chronology and radio-carbon dates helped to further our
understanding of the absolute chronology of the transition period (Needham
1996, 121-40; Needham et al. 1997, 55-107) and metallurgical analysis
suggested a different understanding and treatment of metalwork during the
transition period (Northover 1988, 75-85; Northover 2004).

Discoveries of Early Iron Age hoards of bronze metalwork remain, however,
rare and O’Connor’s recent brief discussion of the material (2007, 64ff) includes
all new finds except the hoards from Mylor (Cornwall, nos. 147-179, fig. 2.3),
Langton Matravers (Dorset, nos. 226-598, fig. 2.4), Wardour, Hindon and
Tisbury area (Wiltshire, nos. 1354-1387, fig. 2.5; 1388-1392; 1410-1412).

Figure 2.4: The Langton Matravers hoard(s) (Dorset, nos. 226-598, image
courtesy of PAS/BM)

O’Connor (2007, 64) acknowledged that for the various hoards belonging to the
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Llyn Fawr phase of the British Bronze Age many scholars now prefer the term
‘Earliest Iron Age’. Even though both Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age
hoards contain, to a great extent, socketed axes, the individual axe types are
very different and are rarely found associated with one another (O’Connor 2007,
68). O’Connor showed that the Llyn Fawr phase stretched nearly 200 years (c.
800-600BC) with the hoard from Ferring (Sussex, nos. 999-1008) dating from c.
800-750BC, the Llyn Fawr and Cardiff (Glamorgan, nos. 1294-1299+1292-
1293) hoards dating from c. 750-675BC and the Sompting (Sussex, nos. 1009-
1025) hoard dating from c. 650-600BC (O’Connor 2007, 73-74, fig. 7; Milcent
2012, 155+165).

Figure 2.5: Part of the Vale of Wardour hoard (Wiltshire, nos. 1388-1392)

Only a few metalwork types have been researched in detail in the past decades,
mainly because artefact studies had become deeply unfashionable. The amount
of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age metalwork that has been identified since the
1980s has now become so diverse and numerous with artefact types and
contexts to contemplate that it is often considered too overwhelming.
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2.3. A peaceful transition? Interpreting the difficult relations between
transitional metalwork hoards and contemporary settlements

For most of the latter half of the 20" century, Late Bronze Age research in
Britain focussed on the study of metalwork while research into Early Iron Age
matters was, de facto, the study of settlements and especially hillforts. There
has been little overlap between the two fields because metalwork hoards are
not generally found in settlement contexts and settlements do not normally
produce large amounts of metalwork or metalworking debris. Recently
researchers have started to look at both hoards and settlements together in the
search for common ground (e.g. Barber 2001, 2003, 18; Pendleton 2001,
O’Connor 2007b and Sharples 2010).

Metalwork was looked at without
considering the immediate and
wider contexts surrounding the
discoveries and metalwork
studies were governed by
classification and typology which
does not say anything about their
original  significance (Bradley
2007, 179). Detached from
contextual evidence (which in the
past was often not recorded as
considered insignificant), the
study of hoard deposition was

solely concentrated on answering

the ‘what’ and the ‘why’ rather

than the ‘where’ and ‘how’.

Figure 2.6: Examples of Late Bronze Age

metalwork from the Breiddin (Powys) Since Evans® 1881 pioneering

work on British Bronze Age
metalwork and his introduction of the three categories ‘founders’ hoards’,
‘personal hoards’ and ‘merchants’ hoards’ (Evans 1881, 457) scholars have
tried to fit new hoards into one of these categories. According to Evans, most

hoards were buried for safe-keeping, and the contents of each hoard should
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give us a clue as to who may have buried it. ‘Personal hoards’ were generally
smaller, with more diverse, ‘personalised’ contents and possible heirlooms.
According to Evans (1881, 457-459), larger hoards should be viewed as more
impersonal collections, i.e. the stock-in-trade of a merchant or possibly a
metalworker’s toolkit. Evans’ third category, ‘merchants’ hoards’ included mainly
unworked, unbroken artefacts. However, most hoards are so diverse and the
regional as well as contextual differences so great that it would be very unwise
to categorise them using such a rigid and outdated system (Bradley 1990).

The pre-dominant interpretation for hoard deposition has always been ‘safe-
keeping’, that is depositions made with the intention to recover. However, “today
we have clear and unambiguous [...] evidence that deposition in the Bronze
Age could be non-random, selective and purposeful, with no intention to
recover” (Barber 2001, 164), even though not every researcher agrees with this
(Pendleton 1999; 2001, 170-178).

If the transition from the Late Bronze Age to the Early Iron Age had been an era
of aggression, uncertainty, tension and conflicts we might see why so many
hoards have not been recovered, but there is no supporting evidence for this
from settlement and burial contexts (Darvill 2010, 244). Late Bronze Age hoards
are often seen as both evidence and reaction to these so-called ‘difficult times’
for which we have otherwise no evidence at all. Some significant settlement
evidence suggests that sites first built in the Late Bronze Age carried on through
the Early, Middle and possibly Late Iron Age without any major interruption, for
example Danebury (Hampshire), the Breiddin (Montgomeryshire/Powys, fig.
2.6) and Staple Howe (Yorkshire) to name a few (Brewster 1963; Cunliffe 1984;
Musson 1991). Settlements were becoming more diverse and they were
occupied more intensively and for a longer time (Bradley 2007, 210).
Furthermore, the building types within the settlements seemed to be more
diverse and built for a specific, possibly communal purpose, i.e. granaries, pits
or storehouses. Generally speaking, it seems that within the individual
communities, efforts were directed towards land clearance, land division, food
storage and possibly work specialisation, but not necessarily conflict,

aggression and fighting.
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One example and significant indication of conflict may be the long linear
earthworks which may define smaller and larger territories, mainly attested for
on the Wessex chalk uplands (Bradley at al 1994). These linear earthworks
usually run from the river valleys towards the uplands and along the hill crests
(Bradley 2007, 211). These land divisions were once interpreted as possible
boundaries for cattle (Cunliffe 2004) or sheep grazing (McOmish 1996, 68-76)
but both Bell (2007, 212) and Bradley (2001, 6-7) suggest that they may have
had a more universal purpose for land division in general, i.e. demarcating
territories which would have contained a variety of different resources, such as
grazing land, arable land, access to fresh water and summer pasture (Bradley
2007, 212; Bell 2001, 6-7). Even though these boundaries are usually assigned
to the Iron Age, radiocarbon dates suggest that some of their development was
already started in the period 1000-800BC, meaning that by the Early Iron Age
they were established and needed to be curated and reinforced, probably
literally as well as spiritually.

This  corresponds  with  the
establishment of hilltop fortifications
or hilltop  enclosures, more
commonly known as hillforts.
Recent research and radiocarbon
dates suggest that a great number
of the formerly Iron Age hilltop
settlements were established in the
Late Bronze Age, but continued to
be reinforced and inhabited during
the Iron Age (Bradley 2007, 222).

31 Late Bronze Age metalwork was

found in the settlement debris on

TrarrAW Lau Herawuore (6VvB) the Breiddin (Powys, flg 26) and

e e oy e S . Traprain Law (East Lothian, fig.

_ 2.7+2.8) and a hoard of Bronze
Figure 2.7: Late Bronze Age metalwork

from Traprain Law (East Lothian) Age and Early Iron Age metalwork

was associated with the hillfort of
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Danebury (Hampshire, nos. 686-689).
This intensification of land-use, and the establishment and reinforcement of
territorial boundaries and large hilltop settlements may have been the results of
a drastic climatic deterioration at the beginning of the first millennium BC which
lasted throughout the British Late Bronze Age and the Earliest Iron Age (Bell
2001, 5). The economic effects of this will have varied from region to region with
a marked distinction in the reaction of the inhabitants of both the British Lowland
and Highland Zones (as established by Fox, 1932). Bell (2001, 7) suggested
that in the Highland Zones of north and western Britain agriculture would have
become less feasible, whilst the new wetter climate would have facilitated the
expansion of agriculture in East Anglia. The change in climate in this part of
England may be been the cause for freshwater flooding in the 7" century BC.
The intensification of agriculture
that we see in the centuries
between 800-600BC amount to the
‘creation of man-made agricultural
landscapes’ (Bell 2001, 12; Jones
2001, 29), that is large areas
cleared of trees and shrubs and
made available for agriculture.

The intensification of agriculture
during the Late Bronze Age — Early
Iron Age transition was

accompanied by the gradual

appearance of metals (bronze and
iron) within the sphere of agriculture
(Jones 2001, 30). In addition to the
appearance and increase of the

number of iron tools such as

socketed iron axes and iron

harvesting sickles, Jones suggests  Figure 2.8: Late Bronze Age metalwork

that a metal tip attached to the ard  from Traprain Law (East Lothian):
socketed axes

plough would have made it easier
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to pull the implement through wet and sticky soils (Jones 2001, 30).

This evidence for an increase in land clearance and agricultural intensification
as well as the changing artefact composition of Late Bronze Age and Early Iron
Age hoards suggest a change in which artefact types were considered more
essential and ‘more exceptional’ that others. Socketed axes outnumbered all
other artefact types found in Late Bronze Age and especially Early Iron Age
hoards. As we will see in this thesis, hoard contents and deposition practices
change drastically in the favour of socketed axes and, to a lesser extent,
socketed sickles, reflecting perhaps the increase in the importance of tools such
as sickles and socketed axes over swords and spearheads which were
deposited in much the same way throughout the Late Bronze and Early Iron
Ages. Agricultural tools made from bronze or iron must have been considered
indispensable at times of increased land clearance and intensified agriculture. It
was everyday tools such as socketed axes and socketed and tanged sickles
that were the first objects to be copied plentiful in iron, not weapons like swords,

daggers and spearheads.

2.4. The arrival of iron

There is only sparse evidence for
iron-working in these islands
before the beginning of the Llyn
Fawr period in c. 750BC. In
1979, Burgess argued that

“...the spread of iron-working is
usually regarded as a long and
drawn out process...and, in most
— - - m—— areas, only sporadic use, let

alone manufacture down to c.

Figure 2.9: Part of the Balmashanner hoard 500BC...” (Burgess 1979, 273).
(Forfar/Angus): top part of a Late Bronze In the last 30 years not much
Age socketed axe and an iron ring )

evidence has come up that
would challenge this view. Burgess argued further that, since “...iron corrodes

so quickly in the ground compared with bronze, and is visually uninspiring... it is
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hardly surprising that little
early iron has been
noticed.” (Burgess 1979,
273) However, this view
has changed and although
iron might still be
‘uninspiring’ to many non-

archaeological finders of

archaeological objects, it

{riw. . - . . certainly has become more

Figure 2.10: the iron sickle from the Llyn Fawr ‘inspiring’ for excavators of
hoard (Glamorgan, found with axes nos. 1294- Late Bronze Age
1299)

settlements and

researchers. Early iron objects are still very rare in Late Bronze Age
settlements, but so, too, are copper-alloy artefacts. Further, although iron may
corrode more readily than bronze, it still has good potential for survival, so
corrosion need not be the main cause of the low number of early iron artefacts.
The socketed iron sickle and iron sword plate from Llyn Fawr, for example, were
discovered in excellent condition (figs. 2.1+2.10).

The first iron objects
were not produced or
imported to these
islands in the Early
Iron Age. Iron artefacts
are known from the
Late Bronze Age hoard
from  Balmashanner,
(Forfar, Angus: an iron
ring, fig. 2.9) and the
settlement at Castle

Hill, Scarborough  Figure 2.11: Part of the Hindon hoard (Wiltshire):
very worn heeled iron sickle, just after excavation.

(piece of iron rod) Image courtesy of Katie Hinds, FLO (PAS)

(Burgess 1979, 273).
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However, recent investigations of an ironworking site near Hartshill, Berkshire,
which could be dated to c. 1000BC represents the earliest securely dated
evidence for iron in Britain (Collard et al 2006; Brett et al 2003, 20, 36-37). The
site at Hartshill is broadly contemporary with the earliest phase of iron use on
the near continent (Rovira 2001, Gomez de Soto et al 2006) and it certainly
predates the few iron objects found in British Early Iron Age hoards, that is the
hoards from Sompting (Sussex), LIyn Fawr (Glamorgan), Hindon and Melksham
(Wiltshire, fig. 9.11). Roberts suggests that the ironworking at Hartshill also
predates other evidence for ironworking from 7" century BC contexts such as
from Cooper's Farm, Berkshire and Potterne, Wiltshire (Fitzpatrick 1995;
Lawson and Allen 2000; Roberts et al 2015).

It is a generally accepted view that the first iron artefacts represent close copies
of their bronze forerunners. This makes sense because, by the time of the
transition from the Late Bronze to the Early Iron Age, bronze tools and weapons
had been developed and improved for over 2000 years and objects such as
socketed axes and sickles and smaller cutting tools had reached their optimal
design (socketed gouges, tanged chisels and awls are still used today and the
shapes of axes and hand-held sickles have not changed much, either).

The first bronze objects which
were copied in iron were H
socketed axes, sickles, smaller
tools and spearheads on the
one hand, and pins and
brooches on the other. While
the change of material in the
latter did not last (Middle and
Late Iron Age pins and
brooches were, again, made

from bronze), iron tools and

weapons quickly replaced their

IlHlllll‘H\lllHlllH‘\IIIIIHI'\H\‘IIII[HII‘HHll\l\‘\ll\[\Hll\ll\‘ll\ll\\llll\HP\H‘HIIIH\\‘III\‘IIIIP\Hllll\lIIIwHlII\]lllH‘HlllHJlllH\‘HH‘HHl
. o 17 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 89 10 1M 12 13 14 15 16 1T
bronze forerunners, a view _

Figure 2.12: Iron socketed axe from Rahoy

which stands in contrast to  (Morvern/Argylishire: no. 1403)
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Burgess’ suggestion that the introduction of iron was a ‘long and drawn-out
process’ (Burgess 1979, 273).

The speed with which iron replaced bronze has not left many traces in the
archaeological record of the Early Iron Age, but it is significant that early iron
artefacts seem to appear in different British contexts at approximately the same
time. Certainly, although some regions, e.g. the Thames Valley, will have
experienced the change a little sooner than others, not much time went by
before iron had reached the furthest corners of the British Isles. The distribution
of the earliest iron socketed axes in central areas of this country focussed on
the Thames Basin and South Wales, with most of them found in Essex, Greater
London, Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and the Vale of Glamorgan in South
Wales. The distribution of the earliest iron spearheads from London, Melksham
(Wiltshire) and Llyn Fawr (Glamorgan) mirrors the distribution of socketed axes.
Burgess has already suggested that, with the earliest iron sickle and sword
found at Llyn Fawr, the Bristol Channel region was probably a very early centre
for the production of iron artefacts. The recent discovery of at least three iron
socketed axes from Penllyn Moor (nos. 1328-1330) and the possible bronze
and iron metalworking and midden site of Llanmaes (nos. 1405-1407etc) in the
Vale of Glamorgan certainly underline the importance of the region (Burgess
1979, 273, A.Gwilt, pers. comm.). However, the speedy change from bronze to
iron working and production of iron artefacts was not limited to Southern Britain.
It seems that news of iron working travelled fast: early iron socketed axes were
discovered as far away as the settlements at Rahoy (Argylishire: no. 1403, fig.
2.12) and Culbin Sands (Morayshire: no. 1267) as well as in the Early Iron Age
layers of Traprain Law (Midlothian: no. 1404, fig. 2.13), all in Scotland. Soon, at
all these settlements, other tools were copied in iron, e.g. socketed gouges and

tanged awls and chisels.
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Even more impressive is the
spread of iron ring-headed
and swan’s neck pins. The
change from bronze to iron
and back to bronze pins
happened so quickly that by
the end of the Early Iron Age,
iron pins were no longer in
use and they were, again,

made from cast bronze

which is a much more ‘
suitable  material. These :
earliest iron pins seem to TQAPRA‘N LAW GV 473

have appeared almost _ - _
Figure 2.13: View inside the socket of the iron axe

simultaneously in several  from Traprain Law (Midlothian, no. 1404)
parts of Britain which are

quite a long distance away from each other, e.g. Wandlebury (Cambridgeshire),
Harlyn Bay (Cornwall), North Lodge (Northamptonshire), Ham Hill (Somerset),
All Cannings Cross and Cold Kitchen Hill (Wiltshire), Dunagoil (Bute),
Bonchester Hill (Roxburghshire), North Uist (Western Isles), Dinorben
(Denbighshire) and Llanmaes (Vale of Glamorgan).

However, while British Early Iron Age communities quickly went back to
producing bronze pins and brooches, the production of iron tools continued. The
new material could not be cast like bronze in moulds and needed to be
hammered and welded into shape. However, while it is more complex to shape
an iron object than to cast a bronze one, it also takes more effort to finish off the
bronze object that means that it is easier to hammer iron than bronze. The
entire corpus of early iron socketed axes were made from wrought iron. This
means that the iron piece was hammered into a strip plus wings on either side
which would then be welded together to form a socket; the loop was welded on
separately (Manning and Saunders 1972, 279). The practice of producing
socketed axes was eventually discontinued altogether and while later axes had

shaft holes, other tools like awls and sickles went back to easily welded ring-
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sockets or tangs (e.g. Hod Hill (Dorset), Potterne and All Cannings Cross
(Wiltshire)).

It could be argued that iron had more advantages than disadvantages over
bronze or the prehistoric communities would not have adopted this metal so
quickly and abandoned bronze as their main material for tools and weapons.
However, Northover argues that iron was probably not as advantageous in
performance as previously thought; he suggests that what would have made
iron attractive for daily use was its superior toughness and resistance to brittle
fracture. “Cast bronze”, he argues, “is brittle and fracture was a common mode
of failure in bronze tools” (Northover 1995, 287). Although iron superseded
bronze, it was not an easier material to produce.

The arrival of iron and its superseding of bronze has often been quoted as the
main reason for the deposition of metalwork in the South East. This practice of
wholesale dumping of surplus bronze appeared to coincide with the rapid
spread of iron working and given that these hoards were not recovered after
deposition but simply left where they were, this suggests that bronze was not
needed anymore. Needham and Burgess argue that “... with ironwork flooding
the market and bronze no longer in high demand for recycling, bronzes were
simply thrown away or placed in traditional hiding places and forgotten”
(Needham and Burgess 1980, 456). Pearce agreed, arguing that, “...the final
axe hoards may be the result of metal-caching by bronze smiths who were
seeing their trade made redundant as iron working spread” (Pearce 1983, 120).
Northover, however, does not see the spread of iron as the main reason for the
abandonment of bronze. He believes that this idea is ‘too simplistic’ stating that
the amount of metalwork that was deposited in the ground during Hallstatt D in
most part of Atlantic Europe was rapidly declining (Northover 1995, 258). He
claims that since there were only a few iron objects and almost no gold

artefacts, “...the impact of iron was not instant and dramatic and it occurred
during a time in which the existing metal industry was being greatly affected by

other social and economic changes” (Northover 1995, 258).
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2.5. The Late Bronze to Early Iron Age transition in Europe

The Early Iron Age metalwork and contexts of Ireland, Northern France, the
Netherlands and Belgium are relevant to the discussion of British Early Iron Age
metalwork. In this section they will be briefly discussed and set in context. A
brief overlook of the Central European Late Bronze Age — Early Iron Age

transition is necessary to set the scene.

2.5.1. Central Europe

The Late Bronze Age in Central Europe was characterised by the Urnfield
Culture, a phenomenon that dates from Reinecke's Bronze Age D to Hallstatt B
(Muller-Karpe 1959, 144-50, 182-6). As the name suggests, it is characterised
by its predominant burial rite: cremation burials in flat grave cemeteries. The
Late Bronze Age/Early lron Age transition period in Central Europe has
traditionally been looked at as a time when traditions of bronze production and
bronze working as well as the deposition of metalwork changed drastically.

The fundamental study for the relative chronology of the Late Bronze Age in
Central Europe is still Mller-Karpe's Die Urnenfelderzeit nérdlich und sidlich
der Alpen (1959). Therein, Miller-Karpe defined six chronological subdivisions,
based on Reinecke's system: Reinecke D, Hallstatt A1, A2, B1, B2 and B3
although the validity of the last two periods, Ha B2 and B3, was questioned later
by Miuller-Karpe himself (1966, 97) as well as others (Jacob-Friesen 1967, 67-
68; Schauer 1971, 15; Jockenhdvel 1971, 22-3; Eggert 1976, 93-105, O'Connor
1980, 30).

The Urnfield Cultures of Central Europe were followed by two Early Iron Age
Hallstatt periods, named Hallstatt C and Hallstatt D after Reinecke's
terminology. They are generally subdivided into five phases: Hallstatt C1, C2,
D1, D2 and D3 (Kossack 1959, 23-31; Taf. 15; 16; Zurn 1942, 116-124; 1952,
38-45). However, similar to the subdivisions of Hallstatt B, the validity of
Hallstatt D3 is questioned in some regions (Polenz 1973, 107-202; Spindler
1975, 223-228). The most comprehensive study is that of Kossack (1959) who
based his subdivisions of the Hallstatt periods on material from Southern

Bavaria and whose influential work was later also used for correlation with
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Mediterranean chronologies (Dehn and Frey 1962, 197-208; Peroni 1973, 48-
78).

During the later Bronze Age, there was a change in society towards a more
hierarchical structure and in Central Europe, this elite is reflected in the
archaeological record with high-status burials (wooden chambers under tumuli)
that included feasting (cauldrons, cups and basins) and riding (horse harness
and wagon fittings) equipment (Harke 1989, Hennig 1998; 2001). It is
noteworthy that socketed axes did not play an important part on any of the
Continental European sites at all, neither on hillforts nor in graves. However, in
Britain socketed axes were found associated with feasting and riding equipment
as well as, in some instances, on or near hilltop settlements, for example
Danebury (Hampshire, nos. 686-689).

Quoting Harke (1989, 186) on the rise of a local elite in Central Europe at the
time, the presence of feasting and riding equipment would point towards their
importance in a social context and the significant role they played defining
British Early Iron Age hierarchies. However, whilst the character of Continental
hilltop settlements remained mainly agrarian, evidence suggests that they were
also centres of craft production and that they were becoming increasingly
involved in long-distance trade (Harke 1989, 188). These contexts suggest the
beginning of urbanism in temperate Europe (Wells 1989, 13). They were built
with an emphasis on defence, sometimes at the expense of communication and
agricultural production (Harke 1989, 191).

In the Early Iron Age (Hallstatt D) we see a different kind of hillfort emerge from
this group of hillitop settlements: the so-called ‘Flrstensitze’. These elite
settlements took over the rdle of dominant sites in the area and are
characterised most of all by imports from the Mediterranean (Pare 1991, 183).
Based on Kimmig's model for Hallstatt society in Central Europe, Pare argued
that this Mediterranean stimulus effectively caused the formation of a new kind
of social organisation in the late Hallstatt period in the area North West of the
Alps, documented by the establishment of ‘princely settlements’ and the burial
of the elite in ‘princely graves’ (Pare 1991, 183-4; Kimmig 1969, 95-97).
However, Pare himself re-evaluated this model five years later and argued that

according to his own research, the intensification of trade between the West
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Hallstatt area and the Greek colonies in the

Mediterranean need not be dated

before ca. 525BC. This would indicate that trade with the Greek colonies did not

have as much impact on the emergence of
the Central European Hallstatt Culture as
was previously thought (Pare 1991, 184).

2.5.2.
Atlantic Fringe

Cross-Channel Relations and
Britain’s relations with the regions located
directly across Channel were strong in the
Early Iron Age. It is relevant to this thesis to
take a closer look at the Dutch and Belgian
Early Iron Age material while the French
material is less relevant to contemporary
British Early Iron age metalwork.

There is no independent system for the
relative chronology of Belgium and the
Netherlands and their Bronze and Iron Age

material is generally dated by reference to

Figure 2.15: Cheek pieces from the Llyn
Fawr hoard (Glamorgan, found with axes
nos. 1292+1293)
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Figure 2.14: Cheek piece from
Court-St-Etienne, Tombelle A
(Brabant, Belgium)

the relative chronologies of their

immediate neighbours, i.e. the

material is typologically dated
either according to the French
system, Reinecke’s chronology for
Central Europe (see above) or
Montelius’ periods for the Nordic
Circle (O’'Connor 1980, 31; Butler
1969, 75; de Laet 1974, 349-51,
Bourgeois,
Strydonck 1996, 143).

In Belgium and the South of the

Verlaeckt and van

Netherlands, the beginning of the

Early Iron Age can be equated
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with the beginning of Hallstatt C in Central Europe (Butler 1969, 86; de Laet
1974, 392-437). Generally, Hallstatt C burials in these regions can be divided
into two groups: richer barrow burials which are usually associated with Hallstatt
warriors and less well-equipped flat
graves in the local Late Bronze Age
tradition. The most significant case
study to date for both groups comes
from Marién’s analysis of the
cemeteries at Court-St-Etienne
(Brabant, Belgium) (Marién 1958).
Therein, Marién suggested that this site |
like others in its vicinity show that Late
Bronze Age cemeteries continued in

use alongside more ostentatious

Hallstatt C burials and that both grave

types are characterised by the

WAGSE ~WAVRE

traditional burial rite of cremation SCHOO NAARDE

Marién 1 193-95). | ms th
(Marién 1958, 193-95). It seems that Figure 2.16: Two razors from Basse-

here the social structure changed at the  Wavre and Schoonarde (Belgium):
Single finds, dredged from Schelde at

beginning of the Early Iron Age and &  g.noonarde and Basse-Wavre

local elite emerged that had strong

connections to Central Europe. This change in burial rite and treatment of grave
goods was studied in more detail by Warmenbol (1993). He argued that Court-
St-Etienne and the neighbouring sites of Gedinne ‘Chevaudos’, Louette-Saint-
Pierre ‘Fosse-au-Morts’ (Namur) and Limal (Morimoine, Brabant) belonged to
the group ‘Mosan’ which he identified as a sub-group of the ‘Westhallstattkreis’
(Warmenbol 1993, 83). This group in particular shows that in the Early Iron Age
bronze and iron swords were treated differently in the burial context: while
bronze swords were still burnt on the pyre and usually broken up prior to
deposition, iron swords were bent before being added to the grave (Warmenbol
1993, 101).
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Figure 2.17: Part of the Salisbury hoard (Wiltshire): three razors found with

socketed axes nos. 1061-1202

The archaeological evidence suggests that while the group ‘Mosan’ no longer

upheld strong affinities with Western France, the connections with Central

Europe as well as Britain had increased (Warmenbol 1993; figs. 2.14+2.15,

Milcent 2012). This is not only exemplified by the distribution of Thames and

Gundlingen swords in these areas (Gerloff 2004, fig. 17.8), but also the

distribution of Early Iron Age
razors (Jockenhovel 1980, figs.
2.15-2.17). Endingen type razors
which are known from Brailes
(Warwickshire: Portable
Antiquities Scheme database
Finds ID: WAW-FBOA73), the
Thames at Syon Reach (London:
O’Connor 1980, 607, List 264, no.
3) and Great Walsingham
(Norfolk:  Norfolk  Sites and
Monuments Record: 2024/c37)
have been found in graves at
Bruyére-St-Job (Belgium), while
razors of Havré type that were
found at Court-St-Etienne also

come from the Thames at Putney

Figure 2.18: Part of the Danebury hoard
(Hampshire): razor found with axes nos.
1286-1289.
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(London: Jockenhével 1980b, no. 477), Cornwall and the hoard found at
Leckwith (Cardiff 1l, Glamorgan, nos. 1292-1293) (Jockenhdvel 1980, 239).
Razors and swords were deposited in different contexts on the Continent and in
Britain: while British razors were found in both settlement and hoard contexts
and British swords were mainly deposited either broken up in hoards or
complete in rivers, in the Netherlands and Belgium, both artefact types were
predominantly found in graves while only a small number of razors and swords
were deposited in wet contexts.

In contrast to this, we have a slightly different picture in Northern and North
Eastern France. The relative chronology of the Bronze Age in this area is based
on Hatt’s review of Miiller-Karpe’s chronology for Central Europe (Miiller-Karpe
1959): while Ha B1 roughly equates with Bronze Final llla, Ha B2/3 correlates
with Bronze Final IlIb (Hatt 1961, fig. 4; Jockenhével 1972, 103-109).

Some of the transitional hoards studied by Briard (1959) contained British Late
Bronze Age material and can be used for the correlation of the metalwork
industries of Northern France and Southern Britain, for example, the hoard from
Gouesnach (Menez-Tosta) included, amongst a great number of French Carp’s
Tongue bronzes an Armorican axe, a three-ribbed axe of South
Welsh/Stogursey type (Briard 1959, no. 13 and 17, 21) and a linear-facetted
axe which relates to the socketed gouge from Adabrock (Isle of Lewis) and the
linear-facetted axes from the Butley (Suffolk) hoards (Briard 1959, no. 11).
However, except for French hoards made up solely of Armorican type socketed
axes (Briard 1965; Briard 2001), metalwork from Northern France is much less
relevant than the Early Iron Age metalwork discovered in burial contexts in the
Netherlands and Belgium. Recently Milcent attempted to separate the Early Iron
Age of North West France and Southern Britain (his ‘région medio-Atlantique’,
Milcent 2012, 11) into three parts: ler Fer 1, 2 and 3 (Milcent 2012, 142-143).
On the British side, Milcent’s first Early Iron Age stage is characterised by the
earlier Ferring (Sussex) and Llyn Fawr (Glamorgan) hoards, while the second
stage is characterised by the Sompting (Sussex) and Tower Hill (Oxfordshire)
hoards (Milcent 2012, 155+165). Milcent’s dating is based on the typology of
the associated finds, such as the iron spearhead and sword and the bronze

phalerae and razors from Llyn Fawr (Glamorgan) and the bracelets in Tower

31



Chapter 2

Hill, which find parallels in the above-mentioned Belgian finds from Court-St-
Etienne (Brabant), Rekem (Limbourg), Alsenborn (Kreis Kaiserslautern,
Germany) and Saulces-Champenoises (Ardennes) (Milcent 2012, 155+165;
Plates 65, 71-76).

2.5.3. Ireland

Analogous with Britain during the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition
period, we do no have any burial evidence and only very little material from
settlements in Ireland. The main corpus of Irish Bronze Age metalwork comes
from hoards and was studied in great detail by Eogan (1964); he also looked in
turn at individual types of metalwork, for example swords (1965), pins (1974)
and bronze metalwork hoards (1983). Eogan wrote a complete review of the
Irish axes in the Prahistorische Bronzefunde Series (Eogan 2000). However,
most of his c. 2200 axes date from the Early, Middle and earlier Late Bronze
Age and only about a quarter of Late Bronze Age hoards contain socketed
axes. There are only 40 depositions dating from the Irish Late Bronze Age that
is the Dowris phase: 39 of those deposits include less than 3 axes and only the
Dowris hoard contains 35 specimens (Eogan 1983, no. 119).

The general absence of socketed axes in Irish Late Bronze Age hoards is an
important contrast with contemporary metalwork deposition in Britain. While in
Ireland the number of deposited axes declines steadily, the deposition of
socketed axes in British metalwork hoards sees a steady increase that climaxes
in the huge British axe hoards of the Early Iron Age which on occasion include
more than a hundred specimens.

Generally, Ireland’s regional metalwork and the treatment of bronzes owed
much to the overall Atlantic bronze working traditions. Champion argued that
this pattern of regionalism with much more localised versions of tools and
personal ornaments than in weapons, is not unique to Ireland, but typical of
western Europe as a whole (Champion 1989, 288). It was the most
characteristic trait of Atlantic Europe that most of the metalwork was deposited
in hoards; burials are rare and the evidence of metalwork from settlements is
restricted to a small number of damaged bronze and iron objects. It is also

important to note that in most regions of the Atlantic facade metalwork
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deposition took place near or in wet contexts, e.g. bogs, lakes and rivers, but
hardly ever in close proximity to the oceans, i.e. the Atlantic or Irish Sea and the
Channel.

Another trait that Ireland shares with Britain and most of the rest of Atlantic
Europe is that whole swords were usually not part of Late Bronze Age
metalwork hoards. Like British finds of Ewart Park, Thames or Gindlingen
swords they were deposited in bog, river or lake contexts (Champion 1989,
289).

It is important to note, however, that unlike other regions of Atlantic Europe,
Ireland was not dependent on external sources or trade and exchange of scrap
metal to acquire raw materials for the production of metalwork (Northover
1982). It was largely self-sufficient, but it did not seem to supply significant
quantities to Britain during the Late Bronze Age (Northover 1982, 45-92). The
reason for this may possibly have been the large quantities of scrap bronze

available in Southern Britain.

2.6. Absolute Chronology

Conventionally, the absolute chronology of the Bronze Age in Europe is derived
from the Egyptian historical chronology via cross-dating of Egyptian objects in
Minoan and Mycenaean contexts and Minoan and Mycenaean material in
Egyptian contexts (Muller-Karpe 1959, 16-18). Miller-Karpe used Aegean
material from Southern Italy to establish a chronology which he then correlated
with finds from Northern Italy and the Alpine region, again by way of cross-
dating material from closed contexts (mainly grave contexts) (Muller-Karpe
1959, 226-227). After the foundation of the Greek colonies in Italy and Southern
France in the 8™ century BC, Central Europe’s absolute chronology could be
derived directly from Greek history using pottery as well as metal vessels
(Muller-Karpe 1959, 227-228).

However, since Mediterranean imports in Britain are rare, direct cross-dating
proved to be difficult. To achieve dates for the absolute chronology of the British
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition we will have to rely on scientific
dating methods, especially radio-carbon dating. There is no dendro-

chronological data available for Britain, but it may be possible to date British
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contexts which include Urnfield material using dendro-chronological dates from
Switzerland and France.

Dendro-chronology was used to date various Swiss lake-side settlements, for
example Auvernier-Nord (Switzerland), and Rychner and his colleagues were
able to gain absolute dates for Hallstatt B3 material like small vase-headed
pins, early iron pins, solid-hilted swords, decorated phalerae and Urnfield
knives: 878-850BC (Rychner et al. 1995, 477, Abb. 19). The most important
result is that in the region of the Swiss lake-side settlements Hallstatt B1, B2
and B3 were styles rather than chronological phases, as Mduller-Karpe had
initially believed. However, Rychner conceded that it would be difficult to
transfer his data to other regions in Europe (Rychner et al. 1995, 484, Abb. 24).
Needham argued that the main chronological basis for the Late Bronze/Early
Iron transition in Britain must remain relative chronology which could only be
supported by absolute dates since, as he explained further, defining the close of
the Bronze Age in radio-carbon terms is difficult, because it sits on the
calibration ‘plateau’ (800-400cal BC), leaving it uncertain as to how much after
800cal BC it continued (Needham 1996, 136).

Difficulties for radio-carbon dating British contexts which include metalwork also
arise from the nature of the material evidence in Britain. There is no burial
evidence and in most cases organic materials are absent from hoard contexts
or cannot be securely related to certain lake and river depositions. On the other
hand, while we may have several radio-carbon dates from transitional phases in
settlements, usually the metalwork evidence from these sites is typologically
insufficiently developed or of common, long-lived types so that the scientific
dates are less useful for a finer chronology.

Needham argued that radio-carbon dates from settlements (Stackpole Warren,
Glamorgan; Wallingford, Oxfordshire; Runnymede Bridge, Surrey and Potterne,
Wiltshire) generally suggested that 950-750calBC was the period when
developed and late Ewart Park pottery and metalwork was in circulation
(Needham 1996, 136-137; Lawson 2000, 257). This would complement
Rychner’'s Hallstatt B3 dates from the Swiss lake-side settlements. Continental
evidence also suggests that the beginning of Hallstatt C lay somewhere in the

8" century since some of the latest Hallstatt B3 Swiss lake-side settlements
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provided tree-ring dates reaching down to 814BC (Chindrieux-Chétillon) and the
dendro-chonological date from tumulus grave 8 at Wehringen ‘Hexenbergle’
that included a bronze Giindlingen sword was estimated at 778+/-5BC (Pare
1996, 103, Hennig 1995, 299).

For British Early Iron Age metalwork this would mean that it began to circulate
around the mid-8th century (Needham 1996, 137), while Thames type and early
Gundlingen swords, as part of the Late Ewart Park metalwork assemblage,
developed during ca. 800-750BC. These dates are supported by O’Connor’s
research (O’Connor 2007, 73). This ‘Gundlingen horizon’, as Pare coined it,
was the transition period between Urnfield and Hallstatt cultures on the
Continent (and in Britain). In Central Europe, the overlap becomes visible in
some of the early Ha C wagon-graves which included almost no iron grave
goods or iron vehicle fittings, but sometimes bronze Gundlingen swords and
usually an Urnfield type vehicle. Examples with dendro-chronological dates are
the above-mentioned tumulus 8 from Wehringen ‘Hexenbergle’, and also the
tumulus at La-Coéte-Saint-André with an approximate date of 745-735BC (Pare
1992, 136; Hennig 1995).

Traditionally, Ewart Park metalwork was not thought to have lasted into the 8%
century. However, a small number of radiocarbon dates suggest that some of
the British sites may have lasted into the 8™ century: Barrett argued that
radiocarbon dates for the second site at Runnymede lay within the mid- to late
8" century, while two dates from the first site at Runnymede yielded dates of
2620+/-70BP (HAR-1833: 927-540cal BC at 20) and 800+/-70bc (HAR-1834:
1075-798cal BC at 20) (Barrett 1980, 307). This ties in with O’Connor’s
research on Llyn Fawr metalwork published in 2007 (O’Connor 2007, 71-73).
Two dates from Ewart Park contexts in Wales are earlier, however: one date
range was derived from the handle of a gouge that was part of the Bodwrog
(Anglesey, Wales) hoard: 2729+/-45BP (OxA-4652) which calibrates to 976-
805calBC at 20, and the other date comes from the wooden haft of a Late
Bronze Age axe from The Breiddin hillfort: 2704+/-50BP (BM798) which
calibrates to 974-797cal BC at 20 (Musson 1991, 12-13, Fig. 6, Table 1).
Needham argued that the scientific data now suggests that the transition from

Ewart Park to Llyn Fawr metalwork assemblages was close to 800BC
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(Needham 1997, 98). Radiocarbon dates from Llyn Fawr sites are very rare, but
only recently the pyre or feasting site at Broom (Warwickshire: Watson 1999),
where fragments of Class B2 cauldrons were found yielded radiocarbon dates
of 2570+/-55BP (OxA-6282: 833-521cal BC at 20) and 2475+/-55BP (OxA-
6283: 773-416cal BC at 20). These dates lie in the late 8" and 7" century and
are complemented by radiocarbon dates derived from the haft of an early iron
axe found at Buscott Lock (Oxfordshire): (OxA-6216: 2480+/-50BP) which
calibrates to 776-416calBC at 2c (Needham 1997, 98), and a date derived from
charcoal that was found with a hoard of Armorican axes in Brittany which
calibrated to 559+/-130BC (926-263cal BC at 20) Coursaget, Giot and Le Run
1961, 148).

Even though we find that the British Bronze Age-lron Age transition lies on the
radiocarbon calibration plateau and is difficult to pinpoint, there are several
dates which strongly suggest that the transition period lay around 800-750BC
(Needham 1996, 136). Relative chronology from Central Europe and Britain
suggests that this was the phase of the transitional Gundlingen horizon, named

after its pre-dominant sword type (O’Connor 2007, 71-73).

2.7. Conclusion

Until just after the turn of the century the entire corpus of British cast copper —
alloy socketed axes was considered to date from the Late Bronze Age (LBA3:
Ewart Park metalwork assemblage) and the Transition period (LBA4/EIAL: Llyn
Fawr metalwork assemblage) (O’Connor 1980; Needham 1996), even though a
large number of the axes display a very different morphology and are found in
hoards of different character to those from the preceding Ewart Park metalwork
assemblage. In hoards of the Ewart Park metalwork assemblage socketed axes
were associated with weapons and tools, mostly damaged and broken up
(Taylor 1993; Huth 1997; Turner 2010) while hoards of the (then as Transitional
interpreted) Llyn Fawr period contained either a much larger number of
socketed axes — often in as-cast condition — or items relating to horse riding and
feasting. The metalwork was recognised as Llyn Fawr material but except for
basic data-gathering and discussion of typology and dating (O’Connor 1980;
Gerloff 2004; O’Connor 2007a), no further investigations specifically into Llyn
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Fawr metalwork and its context has been carried out until now. Llyn Fawr
metalwork features to some extent in both Cunliffe’s and Sharples’ work on
Prehistoric Wessex, but as regional studies they do not feature a comparative
analysis of other areas of Britain and the Continent (Barber 2001; Cunliffe 2005;
Sharples 2010). Metalwork studies on Late Bronze Age hoards have in the past
often included our Early Iron Age hoards simply because it was easier to just
include them than to leave them out (O’Connor 1980; Yates and Bradley 2010).
Compared to Late Bronze Age hoards, their number is small and most regional
studies on Late Bronze Age metalwork would not have to include more than five
or six. It took many decades before researchers made their mind up whether
hoards including decorated socketed axes should be considered Late Bronze
Age, Transitional or — finally — Early Iron Age in date (O’Connor 2007a; Gerloff
2010).

Recent British and Continental radio-carbon now firmly anchor the transition
period between c. 800-750BC with the British Early Iron Age continuing until c.
600BC (Needham 1996, 136; O’Connor 2007, 71-74; Gerloff 2010, Milcent
2012, 181).

The dating of Continental contexts supports this date as well as a clear break
between Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age burial traditions and settlement
structure. This break with the preceding Late Bronze Age period is visible in
other areas of Europe, too (albeit in graves and not hoard contexts), especially
in Belgium, the Netherlands and Central Europe (Pare 1987; Warmenbol
1988b; Warmenbol 1989; Pare 1991b; Hennig 1995, Milcent 2012, 155,
165+181f)).

The changes in metalwork deposition, a fresh influx of foreign bronzes and the
construction of larger hillfort settlements with substantial defences in Western
Central Europe and Belgium are mirrored in Britain, especially in the South
(Cunliffe 2004; Sharples 2010), where we also see a drastic change in

metalwork deposition at the time.
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CHAPTER 3

EARLY IRON AGE SOCKETED AXES:
HISTORY OF RESEARCH

3.1. Introduction

This thesis looks at socketed axes that were discovered in Early Iron Age
contexts (hoards and settlements) and single, unassociated finds that are
typologically related to these. This chapter will therefore will look briefly at each
axe type, introduce it and present a short summary of previous research. It will
also discuss previous research into the use and function of socketed axes and

provide an overall summary thereof.

3.2. The Sompting Problem

Sompting type axes are the
most characteristic Early Iron
Age axe type. Their group
stands in contrast to the other
types discussed below.

Socketed axes of Sompting

type are the largest and to our

modern eyes, most beautifully

crafted specimens of the entire

corpus. While socketed axes of
Blandford, Portland and East

Rudham types (see below) are

small, light, thinly cast and have

‘\I\I|\IH|HH|HH‘HII‘IHI‘IIHll\II‘IHI‘IHI‘\HI|HI\|H|\|I\|\‘|\II‘IHI‘IHI|IHI‘IHI‘II\IJ\I\I|\II\|HH|HH‘HII‘IIH‘IHI
a high tin-content, the axes 0 17 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 10 11 12 13

described as ‘Sompting’ are Figure 3.1: Socketed axe of Sompting type,
large and heavy. Kingston variant from Broughton (North

) Yorkshire: no. 1221)
It was this group of socketed

axes which had not previously been looked at and defined that caught Burgess’
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attention in 1971. In his
original  definition of the
‘Sompting’ type, Burgess
described them as having
fairly straight sides, which
diverge to an unexpanded, or
moderately expanded blade
which is often straight-edged
(Burgess 1971, 267). He
suggests further that their
profile is heavy and
pronounced, with a large
mouth moulding which is
generally biconical in profile
(Burgess 1971, 267).

The examples of socketed
axes discussed in his paper
include three single finds from
Yorkshire  (Seamer Carr,

Cayton Carr and Broughton:

l :

Figure 3.2: Part of the Sompting hoard
(Sussex): socketed axes of Sompting and
East Rudham/Linear-decorated types (nos.
1009-1025)

nos. 1236, 1223+1221, fig. 3.1; Plates 103+105) and the fifteen heavier axes
from the Sompting Hoard (East Sussex, nos. 1011-1025, fig. 3.2; Plates 75-

77), thus excluding the two linear-faceted axes that were also part of the hoard
(nos. 1009-1010; Curwen 1948, pl. XX, 5+6). Although Burgess includes a map

and a general description of Sompting type axes, he does not directly name any

other specimens apart from those 18 examples from Yorkshire (3) and the

Sompting Hoard (15) mentioned above.

In the decades following Burgess’ publication some confusion arose as to what

exactly Sompting type axes are. According to Burgess’ definition of the type

socketed axes of the Sompting Type should have,

“...loops [that] tend to be quite small but broad, and often have a

distinctive ‘spurred’ base which is peculiar to this socketed axe form.
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The socket is sometimes square, but is more often sub-rectangular

and disposed in a distinctive ‘back-to-front” plan, with the long axis at

right angles to the cutting edge, instead of parallel to it in normal

socketed axe fashion. This results from the axe being relatively

narrow of face and broad at the sides.

We can call this form of

socketed axe after the hoard from Sompting, Sussex, in which plain,

simple ribbed and decorated versions are well represented.”

(Burgess 1971, 268)

However, when looking back at the small number of socketed axes Burgess

included in his discussion, and the numerous examples in museum collections

and recent discoveries of Sompting axes may be more variable.

Even Burgess’ original account on Sompting type axes is problematic because

his definition only describes three examples from Yorkshire (nos. 1236,

|I|I!‘IIH|III\‘III\‘I[H||H\‘IIII|\|H|lIII’HII|HII|HII|HH}H|I|l|[I|]H|||I[I|IHI|IHI|IHI|HH|HH’IIII‘IIII‘
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Figure 3.3: Socketed axe of Transitional
type from Gembling (Yorkshire: no. 1226)

40

1223+1221) and axes nos.
1011-1014+1025 from the
Sompting hoard (Curwen 1948,
pl. XX, nos. 1-4,+7). However,
the remaining axes from
Sompting do not show the fairly
straight, almost parallel sides,
and in contrast to Burgess’
definition which requires that
Sompting type axes should
have an “unexpanded, or
moderately expanded blade
which is often straight-edged”,
their cutting edges are widely
splayed and curved.

This thesis presents a much
larger corpus of 125 single
finds and 123 associated finds

of so-called Sompting type
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axes and it is difficult to continue to take Burgess’ definition literally, especially
since the range of Sompting type axes now seems to include all Transitional
and Early Iron Age socketed axes which are not classed as Armorican or linear-
decorated/-ornamented (every plain or decorated socketed axe between 200-
500g and a length between 11-15cm and not of the South-Eastern English
socketed axe type).

In 1981, Burgess and Schmidt chose to study the axes of Northern England and
Scotland. Schmidt and Burgess’ corpus of over 1715 provenanced Bronze Age
axes included 70 specimens of Sompting type (Schmidt and Burgess 1981,
241f) which were subdivided into straight-forward Sompting type axes,
Sompting axes of Roseberry Topping variant and Sompting axes of Gembling
variant (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 244f; 246f). While their corpus of Sompting
type axes is fairly homogenous (expect for no. 1599 which is Transitional with
its short ribs and pellets), their Roseberry Topping and Gembling variants are
problematic. Even though some specimens are of Sompting type (for example
Schmidt and Burgess 1981, nos. 1621-4+1627-1629), many of their axes date
from the Late Bronze Age and are related to ribbed South Eastern axes (for
example Schmidt and Burgess 1981, nos. 1604+1612-1620). The three
socketed axes of Gembling variant (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 1643-1645)
appear much more closely related to Late Bronze Age facetted and linear-
facetted axes, and possibly Early Iron Age linear-decorated axes, but certainly
not Sompting type axes (fig. 3.3).

The root of the Sompting axe problem lay in the small corpus of Sompting axes
Burgess looked at in 1971 but also in the specific region that Schmidt and
Burgess chose for their study in 1981. Sompting type axes are much more
common in the Midlands, East Anglia and in the Thames Valley areas. These
are areas that Schmidt and Burgess did not consider for their 1981 catalogue.
Furthermore, for their typological approach Schmidt and Burgess concentrated
on decoration and size of the axes but were not quite strict enough, even
though Burgess himself had warned that there does not seem to be a clear-cut
definition of the various decorative styles and sub-styles (Burgess 1971, 267).
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The wealth of patterns both simple and more and less elaborate is striking and
cannot be matched on axes of the Ewart Park period. Most of the patterns are
unique so that it proves difficult to group them with others.

In addition to their decoration other criteria should be considered: weight and
shape, length, width of blade and their mouth shape which can then in turn be
correlated with form and decoration in order to see the relation between
shape/form and decoration which has hitherto been missed.

Over the past four decades the term Sompting axe has become so accepted
and integrated into Late Bronze/Early Iron Age archaeology that at the same
time it has also become inflexible and meaningless.

Taking into account both the general diversity of ‘Sompting axes’ described in
more detail in Chapter 6 and the deeply rooted ‘Sompting axe’ concept, it is
best applied to the large, heavy axes of the Early Iron Age. In order to clarify the
differences among Sompting axes, the use of four different ‘variants’ of the
Sompting axe will be suggested: variants Kingston, Tower Hill, Figheldean
Down and Cardiff Il (see Chapter 6).

3.3. Linear-decorated axes and axes of East Rudham, Portland and
Blandford types

The terms “Linear-
Ornamented” and “Linear-
Faceted” were introduced
in the 1960s and 1970s to
describe a transitional axe
type (Butler 1963; Moore
and Rowlands 1972). If
Sompting type axes were

found at one end of the

scale of size and weight,

then linear-ornamented or .IIII||||l’|II7I|IIII:|>I'I'II‘II-II|IIII‘II|I'|l>|IIIIIII‘IlII’IIH‘I||I’II|I|IIII|l|II}Iill.l‘lllII’III|IHII’III\|'IIII|IIII|IIII|IHI|III
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linear-faceted axes could _ _
Figure 3.4: Socketed axe of Linear-decorated
be found at the other. This type from the Fens near Ely (Cambridgeshire,

. no. 88
is because these axes are )
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small, thinly cast and very brittle.

Butler (1963), Moore and Rowlands (1972, 29, fig. 2) and O’Connor (1980, 231-
3) set them apart from Sompting axes and recognised that these were a
transitional type, but none of them felt that a sub-division was possible,
grouping material from East Anglia and Southern England together. Since much
new material has been recovered over the past two decades from Eastern and
Southern Britain this thesis will divide them into five separate groups (figs. 3.4
and 3.6). For instance, we can see now that linear-ornamented or linear-faceted
axes found in Norfolk can be subdivided into two local East Anglian types.
Firstly, there is the heavier and sturdier Linear-Decorated type, as identified by
Moore and Rowland (1972, 30). Secondly, a group of very similar-looking axes
can be defined because of the differences in weight, wall thickness and
metallurgy. The largest hoard of this subtype was found near East Rudham,
Norfolk (nos. 845-886), and there are also a few smaller hoards, also from
Norfolk (for example from
Cringleford, Watton and
Syderstone, nos. 842-844,
881-888 and 889-895).
However, the proposed type
name for this distinctive
subtype is East Rudham
type, after the biggest hoard
containing  these  axes
(Norfolk, nos. 845-886). It is

noteworthy that neither East

Rudham type nor the
heavier Linear-Decorated = ;

h b found | II|I|II||’IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|II|I|IIII||III‘||II|IIII‘IIII‘IIII|IIII‘IIII‘III
axes have been found in 0 1 2 ' 3'4a'5 & 7' 8 @9 1

Late Bronze Age hoards Figure 3.5: Socketed axe of East Rudham

associated with Ewart Park type from the Watton hoard (Norfolk, no. 895)
metalwork. Furthermore, it

must be noted that they were only found in East Anglia with East Rudham type
axes being a solely Norfolk-based type.
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Another new type is named after one of the smaller hoards from Dorset,
Portland type. Similar to axes of East Rudham type, Portland type axes form an
extremely homogenous group amongst the axe types of the Earliest Iron Age.
They are lighter and smaller than any of the other axes, but like East Rudham
axes, were made of a copper-alloy with a very high tin content. They were very
thinly cast, brittle and would not make very useful tools. Also very much like
East Rudham axes, they were found in larger hoards sometimes associated

with another subtype of linear-ornamented axes, Blandford type (e.g.

Salisbury/Netherhampton, Wiltshire: nos. 1061-1202; Langton Matravers,
Eggardon Hill, Portland, Dorset: nos. 226-598, 219-225+599-606; and
Blandford, Dorset: no. 211).

L SRS

Figure 3.6: Socketed axes of Portland, Blandford, Hindon and East Rudham
types (no. 444: Langton Matravers, Dorset; no. 211: Blandford, Dorset; no. 1361:
Hindon, Wiltshire; no. 842: Cringleford, Norfolk)

Some Portland axes are faceted, but these few examples are exceptions to the
rule and do not justify the name Linear-Faceted axes for the entire group. The
main characteristic is their uniform decoration with one, two or three (rarely
more) ribs terminating in small pellets which makes them unique and clearly
sets them apart from their East Anglian cousins, East-Rudham and Linear-
Decorated axes which are decorated with side ribs (see Chapter 6).

Axes of the last new type, Hindon, have so far only been discovered at Hindon
(Wiltshire, nos. 1354-1387). Hindon type axes are not faceted, either, but have

a square or rectangular cross-section and are undecorated.
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3.4. Armorican Axes

The group of Armorican axes
is well-known (fig. 3.7). It is a
homogenous group, which
probably originated in North-
Western France, thus being
called Armorican Axes or
Breton Axes. In 1965, Briard
described them and attempted
to define sub-types (Briard
1965, 247-50).  Although

predominantly found in North-

|||I|IHI|HII‘IIIJlIIHlIIII|IIII‘HII‘IIII|IIII|HII|IIII|HII|IIII|IIII|HH|HII|IIII‘IIH|II1||HII|HII|IIII‘1IH|IIH|IIII|HII|IIII’III
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hoards come from Northern Figure 3.7: Armorican axe from the New
France, Belgium, the Forest (Hampshire: no. 774)
Netherlands and Britain (e.g.
Tintern, Glamorgan: nos. 1333-1334; Nether Wallop and a hoard from near
Southampton, both Hampshire: nos. 690-702+705-772; O’Connor 1980, 235).
The numeral difference of axes in those axe hoards is remarkable: from Brittany
over 220 hoards with over 22,500 axes are known (O’Connor 1980, 235) while
hoards from outside of that area are much smaller.

Similar to East Rudham type and Portland type axes, Armorican axes are
extremely uniform in shape, even though they occur in varying sizes (from 5.0-
12.0cm, O’'Connor 1980, 235). However, unlike socketed axes of East Rudham
and Portland types which are made from a copper-alloy that is rich in tin,
Armorican Type axes were made from a leaded copper-alloy (Pearce 1983,
120-121, 253; Northover 1987, 36-37).

3.5. Iron socketed axes

So far, only 24 iron socketed axes have been discovered in England (12),
Scotland (5) and Wales (4). Three specimens are from the British Isles, but
unprovenanced. Iron socketed axes were first published and discussed by

Rainbow (1928, 170-175) and later reviewed and updated by Manning and
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Saunders (1972, 276-292). Manning and Saunders listed only 16 provenanced
iron axes, but one specimen that was recently discovered in the Thames at
Buscot, Oxfordshire, has been added (Barclay et al. 1994, 417-419) as well as
three very recent finds from a so far unpublished site at Penllyn Moor,
Glamorgan (A. Gwilt, pers. comm. and Gwilt 2004). Of these 24 axes, 22 are
looped and 2 unlooped.

Dating of these objects is problematic because many are unprovenanced
(O’Connor 1980, 237). However, it is known that some at least come from Late
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transitional settlements, for example from Cold
Kitchen Hill (Wiltshire, no. 1402) and Traprain Law (Midlothian: no. 1404).
Moreover, O’'Connor (1980, 237) suggests the context of iron axes from the
Thames may provide a clue to when they were made and deposited.

The 24 specimens (looped and unlooped) are similar and may therefore be
grouped together. All of them are sufficiently similar to Late Bronze Age
socketed axes in size and shape to suggest that they have been copied from
those. However, iron
could not be melted
down and cast like
bronze; instead, the iron
axes were probably
forged from  several
bands of wrought iron
(for example no. 1403:
Rahoy, Argyll; Manning |
and Saunders 1972,
279). The loop was most
probably made of an

extra strip of iron that
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body of the axe. None of Figure 3.8: Socketed iron axe from Traprain Law

(Midlothian: no. 1404)
the axes bears a

decoration perhaps indicating that at this early stage of iron-working, and

without the ability to cast in moulds, such decoration was impossible.
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3.6. A note on the use and function of socketed axes

3.6.1. Introduction

Early Iron Age socketed axes are very diverse in size, weight, material, surface
colour and blade finish. These differences suggest that the different types of
axes may have had different uses or functions. Socketed axes of different types
may therefore have been made for different purposes.

This is why this second part of the chapter will look into past research into the
use and function of objects in general and the use and function of socketed
axes specifically.

An object’s use and function describe why an object was made but there is a
subtle difference in the two physiognomies: whilst use describes something

active and practical, function often connotes an object’s purpose or meaning.

3.6.2. Use: Socketed axes as tools

The main purpose of a Late Bronze Age socketed axe seems to have been
chopping wood (Roberts and Ottaway 2003). A certain number of socketed
axes were most certainly used for woodwork as recent evidence found on
wooden boats from Must Farm (Cambridgeshire) and timber posts and
alignments at Flag Fen (Peterborough) shows (Gibson et al 2012, 12-19;
Bamforth 2010, 76-77). In both cases, tool mark analysis suggests that
socketed axes were used in their construction and possibly decoration. In case
of the Flag Fen post alignment Bamforth was even able to narrow down the
type of axe used to the Late Bronze Age Yorkshire type (Bamforth 2010, 77).
The majority of Early Iron Age socketed axes also showed ‘some signs of use’
or ‘light wear’ rather than ‘definite signs of use’ (see Chapter 4). However,
Armorican axes and most axes of East Rudham, Hindon, Blandford and
Portland types displayed no signs of wear at all. Furthermore, there was never
any evidence inside their sockets suggesting a haft or handle had ever been

inserted.
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In order to use a socketed axe
with some force a handle was
certainly needed. Older finds of
Early Iron Age socketed axes

sometimes retain calcified

fragments of wood in their

sockets (for example no. 91: Fen

Drayton, Cambridgeshire; no.
903: Hockwold, Norfolk, fig. 3.9,
Plate 46; no. 995: River Thames

at Richmond, Plate 71, and nos.

1275-1279: Poolewe, Ross and
Cromarty, Plates  113-115).
Normally, this is reconstructed as

a simple elbow haft as seen on

I‘IIIIIIIH‘HI

_ 000000 0O 0
the axe from Ely District, G gy g 1 g L

Cambridgeshire (no. 94, fig. 3.10, _ _
Figure 3.9: Socketed axe of Linear-

Plate 11). The axes’ small side decorated type with remains of wood
inside the socket from Hockwold (Norfolk:

loop is normally reconstructed as no. 903)

facing the haft serving as an

anchor for a piece of string or leather that would have secured the axehead to
the haft. However, a recent discovery from Surrey suggests that other methods
were used: At Shepperton Ranges a composite wooden two-part haft (haft and
cross member or haft head) were discovered which, in effect, created a shaft
hole axe (no. 1408; Needham 2012, 46-48).

Nevertheless, axeheads of certain types were never meant to be hafted. These
are Armorican axes and socketed axes of Sompting type, Figheldean Down
variant, Portland, East Rudham, Blandford and Hindon type axes. This is
evidenced by specimens that still retain their clay core inside their sockets, a
characteristic normally seen in Armorican axes. Examples for Armorican axes
with intact clay cores come from Tintern, Monmouthshire (nos. 1333-1334,
Plates 132-133), Carn Brea, Cornwall (no. 104, Plate 15) and from Magdalen

Bridge, Oxford (no. 959, Plate 62). Intact clay cores can also be found on one of
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Figure 3.10: Socketed axe of Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant with
reconstructed wooden hilt, from the Ely District (Cambridgeshire: no. 94)

the smaller, thinly cast Early Iron Age axe types, Hindon type (for example
nos.1358, 1366, 1373 and 1373). However, clay cores are not common in types
related to Hindon type that is Portland, Blandford and East Rudham types.

In a few rare cases axeheads were rendered useless by jamming smaller
pieces of broken-up metalwork inside their sockets, as evidenced on two axes
from the hoard found at Figheldean Down, Wiltshire (nos. 1030 and 1040, fig.
3.11, Plates 81+83) and another from the Portland Hoard, Dorset (no. 600,
Plate 27). This is a rare occurrence in Early Iron Age axes though especially
those that show any evidence of use and re-sharpening such as socketed axes
of Sompting type, Kingston and Cardiff Il variants.

There are cases where a miscast axehead was prepared for use (for example
no. 930: Shelford, Nottinghamshire). The most striking example is a lower half
of an axe that formed part of hoard from Poolewe, Ross and Cromarty (no.
1277, Plates 113-115). This specimen had no socket and no loop, but its
casting seams had been removed and it had a widely splayed, sharpened
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Figure 3.11: Two socketed axes of Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant
with socket axe fragments jammed inside their sockets (nos. 1030+1040: part
of the Figheldean Down hoard, Wiltshire)

blade. These two contrasting examples of one extremely miscast yet used axe
and one complete yet unused axe suggest that the answer to the interpretation
of their actual use lay within their individual makes and metallurgy rather than
the fact that they were axe-shaped objects and therefore automatically tools for

chopping wood or, possibly, weapons for combat.

3.6.3. Use: Socketed axes as weapons in combat

Roberts and Ottaway (2003) found limited evidence for metal-on-metal impact
on two of the axes from South East Scotland, suggesting that socketed axes
may have been used in combat, although this is understudied (Bridgford 2000,
154; Roberts and Ottaway 2003, 132). The use for socketed axes as weapons
rather than tools has also been suggested for some Irish metalwork contexts,
where a socketed axe was found deposited together with a sword and a
spearhead, possibly making up a warrior’s kit (Cooney 2004, 40).

Socketed axes are generally renowned for their more traditional use as
woodworking tools rather than as a weapon because swords are considered to
be the foremost weapon for attack in the Late Bronze Age (Bridgford 2000).
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However, there is no reason to discount the possibility that socketed axes were
used in warfare, possibly only by certain groups. Indeed, the larger, heavier
axes of Sompting type would have made very efficient weapons, their small
number suggesting that they were made for and used by only a certain group of
people. We are unfortunately lacking Early lron Age human remains and
pathological evidence with combat wounds to support this theory and there has
been little discussion or experimental archaeology to explore this topic. As
James argues, in the British Early Iron Age warfare and other forms of conflict
and violence remain conspicuous by their virtual absence from discourse
(James 2007, 160). However, axes and axe type weapons were used in combat
in the early medieval ages in France and Britain, as suggested by analyses of
Anglo-Saxon grave goods and skeletal evidence (Harke 1989, 52-56; Wenham
1989, 130, figs. 8.11+8.13-8.16; Harke 1992, 87-88, 105-106). Thus, there is
little reason to discount the possibility of their use in warfare or territorial and
other disputes in the Early Iron Age. Larger Sompting type axes may have been
used as tools or weapons but the smaller Armorican axes and axes of Portland,
East Rudham, Hindon and Blandford types’ different morphology suggests other

uses.

3.6.4. Use: Socketed axes as ingots

The axe from Figheldean Down briefly mentioned above, with a separate
socketed axe fragment jammed in its socket (no. 1040, fig. 3.11, Plates 81+83),
was found with others, equally unused: they displayed untrimmed casting
seams and extremely narrow, unsharpened blades (Figheldean Down,
Wiltshire, nos. 1029-1050). Their metallurgical analysis shows that they
contained an unusually high percentage of tin and lead (in some cases over
20%) which would make them extremely difficult to work and shape after
casting (Needham and Rohl 1998, nos. 400-410; Northover 2003, 221-223).
With their long bodies and comparatively narrow blades, axes of Figheldean
Down variant would not have made useful and efficient tools for woodworking.
In contrast socketed axes with

a shorter body and expanded, wider and curved blade like axes of Sompting

type, Tower Hill and Kingston variants would have provided a much broader
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cutting edge and better balance for chopping trees and trimming trunks and
branches. The other axes of Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant, were
found at Mylor, Cornwall: they were equally unworked, wedge-shaped and had
very narrow blades and parallel sides. They were found tightly packed in a clay
vessel, blades down, and they were most certainly not hafted at time of
deposition — there would have been no room for 33 complete elbow hafts in or
above their container (fig. 3.12). In terms of shape, size and metallurgy, axes of
Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant are more closely related to Armorican

Figure 3.12: Mylor hoard in situ, during excavation (Cornwall, nos. 147-179):
tightly packed axes within earthenware pot clearly visible (image courtesy of
Anna Tyacke, Cornwall FLO/PAS)

axes than other Sompting axes.

Armorican axes are generally considered the archetype of metal hache
monnaie or axe ingots, characterised by heavy weight, extremely narrow blades
and parallel sides (Briard 1965; Bradley 1990, 119). They often retain their clay
core (fig. 3.13). However, whilst their metallurgy suggests a high lead content,
metallurgical analyses of British axes of Figheldean Down variant show that
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they were made from a high-tin/high-lead copper-alloy, possibly not surprising
with Cornwall being one of the most important sources for the mining of tin in
the ancient world (Pearce 1983, 120). None of these axes showed any signs of
wear or re-sharpening and so were not used for woodwork but possibly as

standard units of raw material for the metal trade (Bradley 1990, 120).

IH. 1422 344 | 1435,430 = 198550
CHILTON TOLIET | EAST KENNEI(, SHALROURNE

Figure 3.13: View inside an Armorican type axe with its clay core clearly
visible (no. 1207: East Kennet, Wiltshire; the other axes are nos. 1204 and
1216 from Chilton Foliet and Shalbourne, also Wiltshire)

Similar to Armorican type axes, axe of Portland and Blandford types were
considered to be ingots early on. In 1983, Pearce argued that socketed axes of
Portland type represented the first convincing tin ingots of the Late Bronze Age,
and should be interpreted as part of metal trading networks, rather than usable
tools (Pearce 1983, 120-121; 253). She suggested that while Armorican axes
were a ‘lead ingot’, Portland axes could be seen as ‘tin ingots’. The high tin
content of Portland type axes has been confirmed by metallographic analysis
which suggests a tin content of between 11.45-22.96% and a lead content of
between 7.3-11.6% (Northover 1987, 36-37). Northover also argues that inverse
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segregation gives many a hard silvery surface, enriched in tin (Northover 1988,
79). Portland axes stand out not only because of their high tin content, but also
because they are small compared to other axes (ca. 9cm), clearly wedge-
shaped, thin-walled and usually have a less than 5mm thick cutting edge (which
leaves them useless as woodworking tools or weapons).

Bradley suggests that axes such as these possessed a dual role, serving both
as everyday tools and as standard units of metal (Bradley 1990, 119). However,
in the case of Portland, Armorican and Figheldean Down axes this seems
unlikely. Even though they were cast in the shape of an everyday tool for
woodwork or, possibly, warfare, the lack of wear suggests that they were not
used for chopping or trimming. While Armorican and Figheldean Down axes are
normally heavy, sparsely decorated or uniformly plain, they differ greatly from
the other axes types that have been identified as axe-shaped ingots in the past:
Blandford and Portland types (Pearce 1983, 120-121; 253).

It has been suggested that the mass production of morphologically similar,
functionally useless socketed axes of Portland type — as opposed to the useful
tools for everyday manual tasks, led to suggestions regarding their role in trade
or even as a proto-currency, similar to that of Armorican axes (Pearce 1983,
120-121; Briard 1987, Roberts et al 2015, 14-15). There is no doubt that bronze
objects were also widely tradable ingots that were melted down to form locally
desirable forms and that this process is crucial to understanding cross channel
relations during the Later Bronze and Early Iron Ages (O’Connor 1980;
Needham et al 2013). However, Roberts argues that the socketed axes of
Portland type found at Langton Matravers (Dorset, nos. 226-598) do not seem
to be obvious candidates for trade or currency. They were discovered in a very
small, well-defined 30m area and still retained their clay cores. Their very high
lead and tin content would have lowered the temperature of their melting point
to the point that pure copper would have been needed to produce a more
usable alloy (Roberts et al 2015, 15). Existing theories suggest that the
dramatic reduction in the quantity of bronze being recovered from the peak
during the Ewart Park metalwork phase (c. 1000-800 BC) through to the Llyn
Fawr metalwork phase (c. 800-600 BC) and then the Early Iron Age (600-400

BC) should be interpreted in terms of a collapse in value of bronze. This
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perspective has traditionally been based around the adoption of iron and the
subsequent economic dumping of bronze as a collapsed commodity (e.g.
Burgess 1979) but has recently been revised with the proposal that bronze lost
its social or ritual value, with the consequence that far fewer bronze objects
were subject to votive deposition after 800BC (Needham 2007)

Light-weight, thinly-cast socketed axes of Portland, Blandford, Hindon and East
Rudham types are characteristically cast with a high-tin content and have a very
shiny silvery surface, probably due to an enrichment in eutectoid during casting
by the so called tin-sweat phenomenon (Northover 1987, 35-36; nos. 11.33-
11.38; Roberts et al 2015). Some specimens recently found at Hindon, Wiltshire
(nos. 1358-1387) and Langton Matravers, Dorset (nos. 226-598) still show
patches of bright silver tin lustre on their surfaces, even though many examples
of these types have lost the rich silver sheen due to corrosion products that
have accumulated on their surfaces (fig. 3.6). No metallurgical analysis has so
far been carried out on any axes of Hindon, Blandford and East Rudham types,
but their similar size, weight, shape and surface sheen suggest that their
metallurgy may be similar to that of the Portland axes from the Salisbury hoard
(Wiltshire) and Langton Matravers (Dorset) (Northover 1987, nos. 11.32-11.38;
Hook, Meeks and Mongiatti in Roberts et al 2015). None of these light-weight

brittle axes display any evidence for wear and re-sharpening, except for one

NN AN

Figure 3.14: Four axes from the Portland hoard (Dorset, from
left to right, nos. 603, 604, 606 and 605)
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specimen from Portland (Dorset: no. 606, fig. 3.15; Plates 28-29) which was
sharpened by the finder after discovery.

Thus, akin to the lack of evidence for use and wear on Armorican axes and
axes of Variant Figheldean Down, the lack of use and wear demonstrated on
Portland, East Rudham, Blandford and Hindon axes suggests that their actual
use was not for chopping or trimming wood let alone warfare.

Even though the smaller, light-weight axes had a much more widely splayed
cutting edge, they could have not been prepared for use and sharpened only
with great difficulty. Their constitution and metallurgy makes them very brittle
and they shattered easily on impact as indeed the many glass-like axe splinter
fragments found in association with complete axes in the hoards from Langton
Matravers, Dorset (nos. 226-598), and East Rudham (Norfolk, nos. 845-886)
are testaments to their fragility (fig. 3.15).

L g A
Figure 3.15: Complete, fragmented axes and axe fragments/splinters from the
East Rudham hoard (Norfolk, nos. 845-886, complete axes: nos. 854, 855+865)

Pearce’s suggestion that they were tin ingots and related to Armorican axes
seems highly unlikely (Pearce 1983, 120-121; 253). While Armorican axes have
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an extremely wide distribution and are spread over large areas of Northern
France and Southern England and Wales, Portland and Blandford axes were
almost exclusively found in Dorset and East Rudham axes were only found in
Norfolk. Axes of Hindon type were only discovered at one site. These very
individual regional distributions suggest a very regional use rather than a wider-
reaching trade network in which these axes played the role of tin ingots. If these
axe types were tin ingots intended for trade, one might expect a similar, much
wider distribution as well as more axes of these types closer to the sources of
tin mining, in Cornwall, Devon and Somerset. However, their geography and
metallurgy suggests that they were made for a different use.

3.6.5. Use: Socketed axes as utensils in performance and public display

Briick argues that many objects have both an expressive and a practical aspect
meaning that an object’s use and its appearance during handling was important
— indeed, looks may have defined its use to some extent (Brick 2007, 282).
Hurcombe agrees, suggesting that some objects that look like ‘tools’ to us were
tools but not as we understand them (Hurcombe 2007, 5). This indicates that
the very idea of a tool depends on context and is society-specific. It may then
be suggested that, if our small brittle socketed axes of Portland, Blandford, East
Rudham and Hindon types were not woodworking tools in the traditional sense
and they were not used as ingots attested by their limited distribution and
metallurgy, they very probably had a different significance. The metallurgical
analysis of the Portland axes from the hoards found at Salisbury (Wiltshire) and
Langton Matravers (Dorset) demonstrated that the tin content of the alloy lay
between 16-23% (Northover 1987, nos. 11.32-11.38; Hook, Meeks and
Mongiatti in Roberts et al 2015). Thus, the axes’ metallurgy is very similar to
that of modern artefacts made from bell metal which is characterised by a 4:1
ratio of copper and tin and also produces brittle metal artefacts with a silvery
surface sheen. However, artefacts made from bell metal are renowned for their
superior sound quality (hence the name) and although difficult to prove it is
possible that the high tin content of Early Iron Age socketed axes of Portland
and related types means that they were partly produced for their sonorous

gualities and looks rather than for use in trade or woodwork. Having been used
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in an entirely different manner and in an entirely different strongly suggests that
socketed axes of Portland, East Rudham, Hindon and Blandford types had a

very different function to that of other Early Iron age socketed axes.

3.6.6. Function

Function is closely related to use, but while use has a more practical aspect to it
and is demonstrated by marks of wear on the surface of an axe and along its
blade, an axe’s ultimate function may not only be revealed by its wear but also
by its size, weight, shape, decoration and surface colour. An artefact’s function
is almost predetermined by its type and its position within its archaeological
classification and it has been suggested that even calling an object and ‘axe’ is
to assume that people of the past saw it in the same light as we do today: as a
wood working tool (Hodder and Hutson 2003, 27). To discover the function of
an object is one of the basic aims of archaeology. Knowledge of an artefact’s
function enables us to approach its creator and/or user, and create ideas about
the society to which it belongs (Doumas 1998, 157). Contrary to the great
variation in individual size, weight and shape of Early Iron Age socketed axes
strongly suggests they were not considered a single set of objects but were
perceived and functioned in different ways. These objects played different roles
in different contexts, not only as tools but also as weapons in combat or display,
ingots in trade or as tools or ornaments in or for certain performances. This
much greater variety of functions stands in stark contrast to the role that
socketed axes played in the Late Bronze Age which was almost exclusively that
of tools for woodwork, as suggested by recent evidence seen on the boats
found at Must Farm (Cambridgeshire), the post alignments at Flag Fen and
experimental archaeology (Roberts and Ottaway 2003; Bamforth 2010; Gibson,
et al 2012).

Socketed axes are seen as an integral part of the Late Bronze Age and Early
Iron Age woodworking kit. Turner suggested that in socketed axes, a variety of
form may have also meant a variety of function (Turner 2010, 98). She argues
that, in the Late Bronze Age, socketed axes may have been viewed as the
primary tool whose use precluded any other activity. They were used for felling

trees and thus helped in creating open spaces for farmland and pasture, the
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timber was used to build houses, palisades, boats, carts, platforms, enclosures
for stock control and many other structures that were an essential part of Late
Bronze and Early Iron Age life (Roberts and Ottaway 2003, 134; Cunliffe 2004,
68-69; Gibson et al 2012). Turner adds that the wide spectrum of uses could
have also included the killing of enemies in battle or cattle for food, an idea that
James and Sharples have previously not considered as a possibility (Sharples
1991, 82-84; James 2007, 163; Turner 2010, 98).

Turner's research shows that socketed axes played an important part in
processes of creating and improving the means of how and where people lived,
but in addition, socketed axes may have also helped in establishing, securing
and protecting the new farmland, houses and animal enclosures. Early Iron Age
socketed axes of the smaller, thin-walled Portland, East Rudham, Hindon and
Blandford types would not be suitable for defence, but the larger, heavier axes
of Sompting type, Kingston and Tower Hill variants with their long, crescent-
shaped blades certainly were.

Only limited numbers of contemporary weapons such as spearheads and
swords were recovered from British Early Iron Age contexts and their limited
geographical distribution suggests swords and spearheads may not have been
the first choice of weapon for combat (Burgess and Colquhoun 1988, Plates
132-135; Ehrenberg 1977). Contemporary assemblages from Early Iron Age
Hallstatt burial contexts in Belgium and Southern Germany suggest a shift from
a mainly sword-bearing society to one that favoured daggers and spearheads
(Marién 1958, 124-125; Kossack 1959, 23-24). There are no British burial
contexts of either Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age date indicating preferred
weapons or weapon combinations, but in terms of pure numbers of material
evidence socketed axes of Sompting type outnumber Early Iron Age swords by
more than 5:1. In the British Late Bronze Age, swords were a much more
common feature and their distribution much more wide-spread, both as single
finds and in hoard contexts (Colquhoun and Burgess 1988, Plates 127-131).
The small number of mostly unassociated British Early Iron Age swords on the
other hand strongly suggests that they played a very different and much less
prolific role in combat Early Iron Age socketed axes, however, are almost

omnipresent in all parts of Britain and their various uses as ingots, ceremonial

59



Chapter 3

or symbolic artefacts for display or standardised wood-working tools need not

necessarily exclude their use as very efficient weapons.

Figure 3.16: The Tower Hill hoard (Oxfordshire, nos. 932-952)

Cutting edges of Sompting type axes (mainly those of Kingston, Tower Hill and
Cardiff 1l variants) show evidence for wear and resharpening mainly in the
original shaping of the blade, damage along the cutting edge and striations
running parallel to it (see Chapter 5). These marks indicate that most Sompting
type axes enjoyed a prolonged life as a chopping or trimming tool and also, that
they were re-sharpened on a regular basis (as use commanded). However,
what exactly was chopped with them is another question entirely. As on Late
Bronze Age axe blades, there is not normally much evidence left on the blade of
Early Iron Age axes that would indicate the type of object that was chopped with
it or alternatively, the type of object that it was chopped by (Roberts and
Ottaway 2003, 127-133). The different emphasis means to highlight that,
depending on the type of event, socketed axes could take on either an active or
a passive role. For example, as a woodworking tool or a combat weapon they
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would have played a very active part in the event of chopping wood or chopping
an adversary, while they would have taken on a more passive role as ingots in
trade or symbols in a display. It is important to note here that this difference in
function is not automatically accompanied by a difference in significance.
Socketed axes of Sompting type used in combat could have certainly been of
equal significance to socketed axes of Portland type in the context of ritual,
show or display, even though the contexts and functions performed could not
have been more different.

The possible role of Early Iron Age Sompting type axes in combat must be
further explored, even though evidence is sparse (Bridgford 2000; Roberts and
Ottaway 2003). The size and shape of Early Iron Age Sompting type axes
greatly differed from the general size and shape of Late Bronze Age socketed
axes: axes of Sompting type, especially those of Tower Hill and Kingston
variants are much larger and heavier than their Early Iron Age contemporaries
and their Late Bronze Age forerunners. They were cast with widely expanded
blades, as seen on the unfinished axes from Tower Hill (Oxfordshire, nos. 932-
953, fig. 3.16; esp. Plates 57-58). Furthermore, axes of Tower Hill and Kingston
types were often very elaborately and uniquely decorated giving them a much
more individual appearance sharply contrasting the plain and simply ribbed Late
Bronze Age axes which may have displayed regional affinities in their ribbed

decoration but certainly not individuality.

3.6.7. Decoration

The decoration on socketed axes may have played a role in relation to their
function. This research suggests that the multitude of different varieties of the
rib-and-pellet pattern is the variation of a theme that originated on British Late
Bronze Age axes which displayed a much simpler decoration composed of
short ribs ending in drop-like pellets, such as can be seen on the rib-and-pellet
decorated axe from the hoard from Feltwell Fen (Cambridgeshire, British
Museum Accession Number: WG2078, fig. 3.17). Huth suggested that the rib-
and-pellet ornament, especially in relation to how socketed axes were often
found in hoards, were marks of individual founders or possibly sacred symbols

with a protective function (Huth 2000, 190). For axes of the smaller types —
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Portland, Blandford, Hindon and East Rudham — that may be true, especially
because all of them have a very region-specific distribution (see Chapter 7), but
all axes of Sompting type, Kingston and Cardiff 1l variants display a very unique
shape or pattern which suggests an equally large number of craftsmen.
Furthermore, if each craftsman had his very own specific design, the many
different designs would suggest that a large number of founders cast only one
axe each, while a much smaller number of bronze workers were very busy

making the great number of plain ribbed or rib-and-pellet decorated axes.
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Figure 3.17: Late Bronze Age hoard from Feltwell Fen (Cambridgeshire: British
Museum Acc. Nos. WG2078-2096): Late Bronze Age socketed axe with rib-and-
pellet decoration (upper left, first axe)

Huth’s second suggestion that the rib-and-pellet ornament had a protective
function or was used as a sacred symbol may be closer to the truth for Early
Iron Age socketed axes of Sompting type, Kingston and Tower Hill variants
(Huth 2000, 190). These are the only two groups of Early Iron Age axes that
display a wide range of different, often unique variations of the basic rib-and-
pellet theme and if it is unlikely that the subtle differences in ornament indicated
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different metalworkers, the variety in style may indicate individual owners who
requested, though keeping the style similar in general, individual ornaments on
their axes (fig. 3.18). This would suggest that the decoration was meaningful to

the axe’s owner and those who saw it in use.
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Figure 3.18: Two axes from the Kingston hoard (Surrey: nos. 990-991) with
different, unique rib-and-pellet decoration; no. 991 depicts a different ornament
on each side

3.6.8. Different depositions = different functions?

Discussing Neolithic axes of Langdale type, Needham suggested that the
interrelationship between the classification of a person and the accordant
material symbol could be reinforced by the act of procurement: this would
involve distant travel to see the craftsmen who would make the axe, negotiation
and cooperation with other communities engaged in the venture, and later the
retelling of the sequence of events which brought the desired end result
(Needham 2008, 318). In this case the recalling and retelling of the chain of
events could possibly have taken place at a meeting or gathering that also
involved feasting and possibly horse riding and combat performances (figs.
3.19+3.20). This is suggested by items found in hoards in association with
some of the large Sompting type axes, such as at Sompting (Sussex, nos.
1009-1025) and Llyn Fawr (Glamorgan, nos. 1294-1299). With only axes
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present in these hoards, and
hardly any spearheads and no
swords at all, we have to ask the
guestion if socketed axes had not
in some way replaced swords and
spearheads as weapons in real
combat or combat performances in
the Early Iron Age.

Unfortunately, there is almost no
evidence on our Early Iron Age

axes that would prove metal-on-

metal collision, such as deep cuts,
nicks, dents or heavy damage to

Figure 3.19: Horse bit from Hindon, the axes’ surface. However,
Wiltshire (found in same field as Hindon
hoard, nos. 1354-1387), recorded on the

PAS database as WILT-6D4FF8 socketed axes showing off possible

amongst the small number of

intentional damage, such as nos.
79: Quy Fen, Cambridgeshire; 194: Skelmore Heads, Cumbria; 895: Watton,
Norfolk; 909: Methwold, Norfolk and nos. 1032 and 1047 from Figheldean
Down, Wiltshire, there are very few
showing off damage that could have
been inflicted by another socketed
axe. The best example is the cutting
edge of one of the transitional axes
from the Llyn Fawr hoard which had
received a number of blows that
effectively put it out of use for cutting

cms

and chopping (no. 1296: Llyn Fawr,

cms

Figure 3.20: Horse bit from Hindon,

probably inflicted by another axe, Wiltshire (found in same field as
] Hindon hoard, nos. 1354-1387),
given the angle, depth and shape of  recorded on the PAS database as

WILT-80FAG3

Glamorgan). This damage was most

the cuts. An example for damage
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inflicted by socketed axes on objects other than socketed axes comes from the
Melksham hoard (Wiltshire, fig. 3.21).

Figure 3.21: The Melksham hoard (Wiltshire, Devizes Museum Acc. Nos. 9-
13.1972, 30.1972 and 153.1981 (i-iii)

One of the phalerae from the hoard displays clear evidence for repeated
stabbing that would have rendered the object effectively useless and was
inflicted by either a socketed axes or a sword (Gingell 1979; Osgood 1995, 50-
59). The brutal destruction of the axe blade from Llyn Fawr (fig. 3.22) and other
socketed axes showing intentional damage, as well as the stab marks on the

phalera from Melksham meant that these objects no longer performed their
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original role in society that is chopping wood or being a decorative ornament on
a horse’s harness. It does not necessarily pre-empt the object’s ultimate death,
however (Joy 2009, 540). Initially, an axe may have been made to perform a
certain function and once it has fulfilled this function it is disposed of, but
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Figure 3.22: Three socketed axes from the Llyn Fawr hoard (Glamorgan,
nos. 1295, 1296+1299 (replica)). They were probably all made from the
same mould template and no. 1296 shows clear signs of intentional
damage along the blade.

instead of deposition it could have also been used in a different context

performing a different function, thus gaining a ‘new life after death’ (Marshall
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2008, 63-5; Joy 2009, 545). It is notable though that the final deposition (or their
final role) — was mostly with others of their own kind. The final deposition of
socketed axes was not a solitary affair: 80% of Early Iron Age socketed axes
were found in hoards which, for all intents and purposes, was their final
(prehistoric) deposition. This addition of ‘prehistoric’ is a significant one: we do
not know how many times hoards were deposited and excavated, but since we
found the hoards in their specific resting places it can be assumed that these
resting places are where the final prehistoric deposition happened over 2000
years ago. Now that they have been excavated and are kept in a museum
collection, their ‘life’ effectively carries on. We cannot know if their findspot was
meant to be their final resting place in the past: for all we know today, people
could have revisited places of deposition each year or each season, dug up the
socketed axes from the year before, used them again in the same or a different
context as the year before, and then reburied them again only to revisit the
same findspot again in the next year.

Most hoards contexts do not allow the distinction of this kind of finer chronology,
but there is one instance where deposition over time in the same location may
have played out just like that: at Netherhampton (Salisbury, Wiltshire, nos.
1061-1202). This large hoard (535 artefacts to-date) consists of artefacts
spanning over two millennia (2400-200BC), with almost every century
represented (Stead 1998, 114+118-119). The hoard contained a large number
of socketed axes of Portland type (+141) as well as an axe of Sompting type,
Figheldean Down variant (no. 1096) and other Early Iron Age objects which
suggests that either the entire hoard was reburied in the Early Iron Age or a
large portion of Early Iron Age material was added to an already existing and
well-known multi-period deposit. Either explanation is possible and even though
the hoard is listed in this thesis as an Early Iron Age hoard because of the large
amount of Early Iron Age material it contains, the large number of Middle Iron
Age objects in the hoard allows scholars working on 2" century BC hoard to
incorporate the hoard in their corpus. However, a similar, yet smaller hoard
found in the same area (Vale of Wardour, Wiltshire, nos. 1388-1392) lends
credence to the idea that multi-period hoards were a part of Early Iron Age life

in this region of Wiltshire. Unlike Salisbury, the Vale of Wardour hoard does not
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contain any artefacts dating from the Middle or Late Iron Age: the latest batch of
artefacts can be dated to the British Early Iron Age and no artefacts were added
thereafter.

The deposition of multi-period assemblages tells us that people in the Wiltshire
region were aware of earlier artefact assemblages, but rather than recycle the
older artefacts and turn them into usable new tools, weapons or ornaments,
they decided against it. It was decided that the function and resting place of
these artefacts should not be changed. It does not matter whether they had
been curated over- or underground or not curated at all: the artefacts had, at

some point come from the ground and that was where they were meant to stay.

3.7. Conclusion

Most past approaches to socketed axes only described the basic type groups,
but few suggested sub-divisions of Early Iron Age types except for Schmidt and
Burgess (1981), and their variants must be considered problematic because of
the limited geographical area and small size of corpus they studied.

All of the approaches lack interpretation of contexts and associated finds; they
were mainly concerned with typology, dating and — to some extent - metallurgy.
However, none of them delved any deeper into the subject of Early Iron Age
socketed axes, hoards and the contexts they were found in and this is what this
research proposes to do.

Socketed axes went through a very fundamental change in the Late Bronze
Age-Early Iron Age transition period. Even though their overall shape remained
the same, their size, decoration and weight changed dramatically. Several new
types evolved that were very different from the preceding Late Bronze Age
socketed axes. Late Bronze Age axes from different regions were of similar
sizes and of similar weights and did not display a great variety of decoration,
while Early Iron Age socketed axes displayed a much wider range of weight,
length and ornament: throughout the transition period the range had
undoubtedly expanded.

This drastic change in weight, size and also metallurgy strongly suggests that
their primary use and function had also changed from being a type of everyday

woodworking tool to a much wider, more variable range of uses that included
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use in combat, trade, communal gatherings, displays and deposition. This
sudden change strongly suggests that the perception of axes had changed
during the transition period: axes were no longer merely woodworking tools;
they had breached the walls and transformed into ingots, weapons for combat
or display and ornaments or artefacts used in public performances.

The terms decoration and use of Early Iron Age socketed axes describe two
different types of evidence that can help us understand why socketed axes
were made, what they were used for and what their ultimate function was. Ever
since Appadurai’s work, prehistorians have tried to study ‘cultural biographies’
of objects, a term which refers to the various ways in which material culture had
been treated between their creation and their destruction (Appadurai 1986).
Objects derive their functional meanings largely from such factors as
decoration, shape and weight as well as our personal experience and
understanding of their individual traits (Hodder and Hutson 2003, 30). Thus, it
would be easy to conclude that a prehistoric artefact which is shaped like a
modern axe (that is mainly used for woodwork), is made from metal like a
modern axe and is similarly hafted to a modern axe, is, in fact, an axe.
However, not all Early Iron Age socketed axes fall into this category. In fact,
most of them do not. Armorican axes are widely accepted as an item of value
for exchange in a pre-monetary society (Briard 2001, 140; Briard 1995, 190-
191) and it would come as no surprise if axes of Sompting type, Figheldean
Down variant would have had a similar use. Socketed axes of Sompting type,
Kingston and Tower Hill variants, on the other hand, may have been weapons
suggested by their large size and curved blades, while the small, brittle
socketed axes of Portland and East Rudham, Hindon and Blandford types may
have been showy instruments with sonorous qualities used for display
suggested by their metallurgy and surface treatment.

In disagreement with Gell (1998, 5-6) who advocates that there is no symbolic
or hidden meaning in the general appearance and decoration of objects,
Hodder and Thomas advocate that material culture is employed as a means of
communication (Hodder 1982; Thomas 1989, 10). The great differences in our
Early Iron Age socketed axes’ size, weight, metallurgy and decoration support
the argument that decoration and surface treatment do hint at the objects’ use

69



Chapter 3

and ultimate function, even though use-wear analyses cannot examine the full
life of an artefact (Joy 2009, 545). For example, studies of use-wear and
artefact damage have shown that objects of the same type but discovered in
different contexts could have had very different uses with damage histories
highlighting alternative life trajectories (Taylor 1993; Bridgford 1997; Joy 2009,
545). In suggesting that objects had biographies very much like people, Gosden
and Marshall argue that objects do not just provide a stage setting to human
action; they are integral to it, and that, if we consider material culture in its
different moments of production, exchange and deposition or destruction, then
little is left out, especially once each of these is set within its social contexts and
consequences (Gosden and Marshall 1999, 169).

Bradley suggested that the deposition of objects took those objects out of
circulation they would no longer pose a problem of interpretation and only the
memory of the depositional event remained (Bradley 2002, 13). The brutal
destruction of the axe blade from Llyn Fawr and other socketed axes showing
intentional damage along with the phalera from Melksham these objects could
no longer perform their original role chopping wood or being a decorative
ornament on a horse’s harness. It does not necessarily suggest the object’s
ultimate death, however (Joy 2009, 540). Initially, an axe may have been made
to perform a certain function, such as that of a tool, a weapon, an instrument or
an item of trade. Through the act of destruction, they effectively changed into a
new role and could now start a new life performing a different function, even if
that new role was just being a memory in a story of its destruction that was to
be retold many times over. Ultimately, the destruction or deposition of the axe
did not mean its life had ended and it was now useless, but instead, that it
fulfilled a new role and was part in a different performance (Bradley 2002, 55;
York 2002). Adopting this new shape was important in order to make the axes
useful to fulfil another, different role in a different context, as Bridgford
suggested for the different functions and roles of Bronze Age swords,
depending on the context and condition in which they were found (Bridgford
1997b, 95).

The casting of more diverse axe types was triggered by the arrival of iron and is

probably the manifestation of a metal trying to reinvent itself — or rather, a metal
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that needed to be reinvented by the Early Iron Age metalworkers so it could
survive the passage of time.

Bronze had been omnipresent for nearly two thousand years; like stone in its
time it had been the one and only material for tools, weapons and ornaments.
Until the dawn of the Early Iron Age bronze had never been threatened to be
replaced but a more suitable material and even at the onset of the Iron Age it
did not seem likely. The first iron objects were almost exact copies of their
bronze predecessors; they were crude and certainly not superior to bronze
artefacts; it was only later that shapes more suitable to forging in iron were
adopted (Salter and Ehrenreich 1984, 152).

Iron was not bronze and bronze was not iron: the small number of iron copies of
Late Bronze Age artefacts bore witness to a very short trial and error period that
eventually ended in iron surpassing bronze as the main material used for tools,
weapons and larger, stronger fittings. However, people were reluctant to give up
traditions, objects and a material that they had known so well for so long.
Bronze was never abandoned but its use and purposes needed to be redefined
in the Early Iron Age.

After the very short Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age transition period where
bronze and iron were used alongside each other, iron surpassed bronze and
their paths split and went into two different directions. Even though the shape of
the socketed axe was kept, these new groups of artefacts were not necessarily
socketed axes any more.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

4.1. Introduction

Understanding the Earliest Iron Age does not only mean understanding the
settlements; it also means trying to understand single finds of metalwork and
metalwork depositions detached from contemporary Early Iron Age settlements
(Haselgrove et al 1997, 17-19; Bradley 2007, 202).

The greatest corpus of material is that of socketed axes (fig. 4.1). This research
will not only suggest a new and revised typology of Early Iron Age socketed
axes, but also discuss their connection to the landscape they were found in and
settlements and other sites nearby.

This chapter will introduce the methodology that was used to tackle the corpus
of 1412 axes. It will outline the material, discuss the sources of information and
give a detailed account of methods used to describe and analyse the corpus of
axes. It will provide a framework for this research and also show biases and

limitations of the study.

4.2. The material

This research is concerned with the typology, metallurgy, distribution and
deposition of cast copper alloy and iron socketed axes in the British Early Iron
Age. Socketed axes occur in both multiple depositions (hoards) and as single
finds. The thesis looks at how their single and multiple depositions related to
contemporary and earlier sites, for example settlements, ring barrows, stone
circles and other sites pre-dating the Early Iron Age. It will also look at
contemporary types of metalwork, for example swords, spearheads, feasting
and riding equipment and ornaments associated with them.

Previous research has only touched on Early Iron Age socketed axe typology
and distribution (Burgess 1971, 267-272; Moore and Rowlands 1972; O’Connor

1980) and no one has looked at their role within Early Iron Age society.
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Figure 4.1: Socketed axe of Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant from ‘Scotland’ (no.
1339) demonstrating socketed axe terminology used throughout this thesis
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For this research | collected all

available information about

Early Iron Age socketed axes.

The total number of Early Iron

Age socketed axes is 1412,
but only 1408 are discussed in
this thesis; the socketed axe I

from  Shepperton Ranges

(Surrey, no. 1409; Needham g
2009, 46-48) and the small {1
hoard from the Tisbury area - Cm

(Wiltshire, nos. 1410-1412, fig. Figure 4.2: Socketed axe fragment of
' ’ Blandford type from the small multi-period

4.2) were added after the assemblage from Tisbury (Wiltshire, no.
1410), recorded as WILT-0594F7 on the PAS
database; image courtesy of PAS

general data collection ended
and were not measured or
mapped. | added them to the corpus not only for completion’s sake, but also
because they add important contextual information to the already known corpus
of Early Iron Axe socketed axes: the axe from Shepperton Ranges is the only
axe known that was found with the haft still intact and the small hoard from the
Tisbury area is a small multi-period hoard that is related to the larger multi-
period hoard from the Vale of Wardour (Wiltshire, formerly known as ‘Tisbury
Hoard’, nos. 1388-1392).

This study considers different aspects beginning with the axes’ typology and

chronology, and then move on to investigate contexts and interpretation.

4.3. Objectives

The two main objectives of this thesis are, firstly, to propose a reworked and
more comprehensive typology of Early Iron Age cast copper-alloy and wrought
iron socketed axes in conjunction with their metallurgy, distribution and
deposition, and secondly, to discuss their place within Early Iron Age society
and what part they may have played in the people’s life, work, trade and
exchange, ritual and death.
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Socketed axes are the most numerous type of metalwork from the British Early
Iron Age. Nearly all were found in hoards or as single finds; none of the copper
alloy axes were discovered in settlement contexts and none of the iron socketed
axes were discovered in hoards. This suggests that in the Early Iron Age
socketed axes were part of very specific spheres of use and deposition.

This research concentrated primarily on those cast copper-alloy socketed axes
which have been classed as Sompting type and its contemporaries, such as
Portland, Hindon, East Rudham and Blandford type axes (see Chapter 5). In
addition, it also includes the small corpus of 24 contemporary wrought iron
socketed axes. Iron socketed axes were copies of their bronze forerunners but
were not used in exactly the same way. That means that although they have the
same shape, the metal signalises an important difference in treatment by their

makers or owners.

4.4. Data collection: making the case for museum visits

For this thesis | first carried out an extensive literature research in order to
establish the extent of the corpus of Early Iron Age socketed axes. This
preliminary stage resulted in a corpus of 1412 Early Iron Age socketed axes
(excluding 15 axes found since completion of this thesis). During the literature
research | discovered that the information on each axe was very variable with
much information often missing. | therefore decided that, in order to obtain
objective comparative data that would allow for socketed axes from different
hoard contexts and single finds to be compared with one another, | needed to
study a large sample of Early Iron Age socketed axes in closer detail. The
sample was based on which socketed axes were available for study in
museums, private collections and via the Portable Antiquities Scheme.

Out of 1412 known Early Iron Age axes | have analysed 954 specimens: 680
axes from hoards and 274 single finds. This certainly did not pose a problem,
because the great majority of socketed axes presented here was either
available for study or else, the individual publications and ‘notes of discovery’
offered at least some of the information needed, e.g. measurements, weights

and/or more detailed information about the findspot and associated finds.
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| visited the following museums and collections to view and analyse the Early
Iron Age socketed axes held within their collections: British Museum (London),
National Museum of Antiquities (Edinburgh), National Museums and Galleries of
Wales (Cardiff), University of Cambridge Museum of Archaeology and
Anthropology (Cambridge, Cambridgeshire), Ashmolean Museum (Oxford,
Oxfordshire), Salisbury Museum (Salisbury, Wiltshire), Bristol Museum and Art
Gallery (Bristol, Avon), Devizes Museum (Devizes, Wiltshire), Norwich Castle
Museum (Norwich, Norfolk), Norfolk Archaeological Unit (Gressenhall, Norfolk),
Moyse’s Hall (Bury St Edmund’s, Suffolk), Suffolk Archaeological Unit (Bury St
Edmund’s, Suffolk), Suffolk County Museum (Ipswich, Suffolk), Hampshire
County Museum (Andover, Hampshire), Peebles Museum (Peebles,
Peebleshire), Bute County Museum (Rothesay, Isle of Bute), Birmingham
Museum and Art Gallery (Birmingham), Tullie House Museum and Art Gallery
Trust (Carlisle, Cumbria), Museum of Lancashire (Preston, Lancashire),
Lancaster City Museum (Lancaster, Lancashire), Ruskin Museum (Coniston,
Cumbria) and the Dock Museum (Barrow-in-Furness, Cumbria); the Tower Hill
(Oxfordshire) and East Rudham (Norfolk) hoards and two axes from the
Skelmore Heads hoard (Cumbria) are currently in private possession and | am
very grateful to their owners
for letting me study their
axes: Eric Penser (Tower Hill
Hoard, Oxfordshire), Robert
Battersby (East Rudham
Hoard, Norfolk) and Mr David
Parker and Dr John Parker
(Skelmore Heads Hoard, /
Cumbria). ,,//

For many early finds the only \

available information, notes

on contexts and details
Figure 4.3: This is the only image that we have of

about the socketed axes socketed axe no. 208 from Lovehayne (Devon), a
Sompting type (Tower Hill variant). This
engraving was published by Way who states the
individual specimen. This axe may have been part of a hoard (1869, 343).

was found with each
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included information found
scratched or written on the axes’
surfaces or, in many cases,
findspot information was written on
labels that 19" and early 20%
century antiquities collectors and
museum curators had stuck on the
outside of the axes or tied to their
loops (fig. 4.4). In some cases
existing published information of
them did not match contemporary
findspot information, so this is the
most up to date and accurate
investigation of Early Iron Age
socketed axes.

Where axe measurements were
published, these are often limited
to their lengths and blade widths
and rarely included the axes’

weights and wall thickness. Almost

Figure 4.4: Socketed axe of Sompting

type, Kingston variant from near
Cirencester (Gloucestershire, no. 668)
with findspot and identification label
and writing on the face of the axe

no publication made a point of mentioning the socket dimensions that is the

width and length or number of the axes’ mouth moulding(s). This study will

create a uniform style using metric data and based on measurements to allow

comparison.

| found that, where their current location was known, the great majority of

socketed axes were readily available for study in museums and private

collections. | was also able to study recent finds of Early Iron Age metalwork

hoards whilst they were undergoing analysis in the British Museum as part of

the Treasure proceedings (the 2002 Amendment to the Treasure Act of 1996

stipulates that prehistoric metalwork assemblages of 2+ objects constitute

Treasure and need to be reported under the Act).
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4.5. Note on conditions of inclusion

The socketed axes and assemblages under consideration needed to fulfil
certain requirements for their inclusion in this study. The most important aspect
was that both socketed axes and socketed axe fragments — single finds and
specimens from larger or multi-type assemblages (or publication thereof, e.g.
fig. 4.3) — needed to be of sufficient size and in good enough condition for the
typological analysis. If it could not be established whether the axe or axe
fragment in question was showing enough characteristics of one of the known
or suggested Early Iron Age types, they were not considered here because it
was likely that they would invalidate or in the very least tint the results.

The comparative, typological and wear analyses rely heavily on the information
which is available from each individual specimen. The most important factors
were the socketed axes’ state of completeness and their state of preservation. If
an axe was complete and in good state of preservation, all required
measurements could be obtained, that is the axe’s entire length of body, width
of blade, socket ratio and its weight. If only the lower half of an axe survived and
it was, in most cases, possible to assign it to a type, a sub-type and conduct a
wear analysis, it would be classed as providing ‘sufficient measurements’. If
only a small axe fragment survived and it was only possible to assign the
fragment to a type and to conduct a minimal wear analysis it was classed as
having provided ‘some measurements’. If an axe provided ‘no measurements’ it
was only possible to assign the axe fragment to a type on the basis of wall
thickness, surface finish or decoration, but not to conduct any further wear
analysis.

Out of 274 single finds of socketed axes (excluding moulds) included are all the
measurements from 105 axes, sufficient measurements from 22 socketed axes,
some measurements from 9 socketed axes and no measurements from 138
socketed axes (fig. 4.5). More than 50% of the sample, without measurements,
all could still be assigned an axe type and in some cases, a type variant. Out of
1127 socketed axes found in a hoard context, 680 specimens could be
analysed further in a museum environment. Out of those, there were all
measurements for 593 examples, sufficient measurements for 2 socketed axes,

some measurements for 63 socketed axes and no measurements for 22
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socketed axes (fig. 4.5). As above, most axes could be assigned to an axe type,

even though measurements may have been limited.

Measurements/socketed All Sufficient | Some | None
axes

Single finds (N=274) 105 | 22 9 138
Associated finds (N=680) |593 |2 63 22

Figure 4.5: Quality of measurements obtained from socketed axes

It will become clear in the following chapter that this large sample greatly
facilitated the division of the material into typological groups; thus, the corpus of
socketed axes was divided into nine types and four variants which will be in turn

described and discussed in Chapter 5.

4.6. Notes on the typological approach

Combining the typological classification systems of Schmidt and Burgess
(1981), Eogan (2000) and an equally exemplary Continental catalogue of
socketed axes from the Netherlands published by Butler and Steegstra (2001-
2004), individual socketed axes were listed with all available measurements
(that is lengths, widths, socket dimensions and weights). Each axe was given a
running number and the catalogue is organised in alphabetical order according
to the countries and their individual counties: first the counties of England, then
Scotland and finally Wales.

Using the terminology outlined here (fig. 4.1), the individual entries also include
a detailed description of the axes’ surface (decoration, current condition and,
where applicable, conservation) and notes on use and wear and possible
residue left inside their sockets, such as metal, wood or clay.

Burgess’ (1971) initial approach of measuring and weighing axes and
comparing these measurements to those of similar axes in the Sompting hoard
seemed sensible and this is why this general approach was applied in the initial
stages of this research. Following Burgess’ approach, this research started off

by looking at the axes from Canon Greenwell’s collection in the British Museum
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and related types mentioned by Evans (1881). All of these axes were measured
and weighed and already during the initial stages of this thesis it became clear
that Burgess’ definition was not applicable to all of them. After comparing all of
the decorated axes in the British Museum’s collection to Burgess’ initial

definition of the Sompting type, it was found that it was insufficient and lacking

in detail. This thesis will address this problem in more detail in Chapter 5.

i'gure 4.6: The Tower Hill hoard (Oxfordshire, nos. 932-953)

4.7. A note on the visual and alphabetical catalogues

The visual catalogue includes photographs of nearly all axes and drawings of
most of them. The drawings are all based on the objects themselves, not
photographs or illustrations. Both photographs and drawings were made by the
author unless otherwise stated in the catalogue.

The colour photographs give a good indication of the differences in colour and
hue, but in some instances, the drawings indicate differences in texture and
shading much more accurately (for example figs. 4.7 and 4.8 showing a
photograph and a drawing of the same axe, no. 1223 from Cayton Carr,

Yorkshire). The drawings’ intent is to provide a better reflection of the socketed
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Figure 4.7: Photograph of the axe from Cayton Carr (Yorkshire: no. 1223):
Sompting type, Kingston variant

axes’ true surface texture as well as marks of wear and damage. The given side
view is always be the looped side. A view from the top into the socket of the axe
is also given in most cases as part of the drawing: this will show the shape of
the mouth as well as objects or hafts still lodged inside the socket.

The alphabetical catalogue offers measurements and a brief description of each
axe in turn including a note their actual state of preservation and surface
texture, along with signs of secondary working such as trimming, re-sharpening
and accidental or probable intentional damage. The measurements are those of
maximum length (LE), maximum width (WI) at the cutting edge and weight
(WE). The measurement of the mouth of socketed axes includes the internal
and external diameter, the smaller size always stated first. This gives an
indication of the thickness of the mouths’ rims. The inclusion of the internal and
external diameters of both the length and width of the socket also gives an

indication of the socket alignment, i.e. if the socket is rectangular (that is aligned
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with the blade), square or sub-rectangular (that is ‘back-to front’). The socket
needs to be measured in its entirety to obtain the socket ratio which means that
both outer length and width and inner length and width are needed. Using the
four different measurements of inner and outer mouth widths and lengths allow
for different shapes of mouths and different thicknesses of mouth mouldings to
be described. The socket ratio can be calculated using the following formula
using the inner and outer width (WI (inner) and WI (outer)) and inner and outer
length of the socket (LE (inner) and LE (outer)):

WI (outer) x WI (inner) / LE (outer) x LE (inner).

If the resulting mouth ratio is smaller than 1 (<1) the mouth is sub-rectangular
and if the resulting mouth ratio is greater than 1 (>1), the mouth is of
rectangular shape, that is aligned with the blade. If the mouth ratio is 1 (=1), the
mouth is square. However, the mouth ratio can only be calculated satisfactory if
the mouth is complete.

The axes are described
using colours such as h
‘green’, ‘brown’ or ‘gold’
and using qualifiers such
as ‘dark’, ‘light’, ‘bright’ or
‘dull’. These expressions

mean to reflect the fact

that various shades of a E

colour and lustre are h

usually found. The surface

of a relatively small E
0

number of axes consists

of a very smooth, shiny

patina. In the majority of

axes, however, this top

|ayer or Skin iS damaged IIII’IIH;\HI‘IIII|IIII}\III’IIII‘JIII|IIII|IIH}III[‘IIII‘IIII|HII|IHI‘HII|IIII|IIII1IIIIII[II‘IIII|[III|IIII\IHI‘HII|IIII
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and remains in patches. _ _
Figure 4.8: Drawing of the axe from Cayton

Sometimes it has been  carr (Yorkshire: no. 1223): Sompting type,
completely removed, either ~ Kingston variant
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accidentally or intentionally during the
cleaning and conservation
processes. The metal below this
surface skin is normally rougher, and

may be covered with innumerable

small depressions or holes, a state

which is described as porous or

pitted. Some axes have undergone
chemical treatment to prevent further
corrosion, damaging the axe in the
process (fig. 4.9; Plates 64-65).

Relatively uncorroded specimens are

described as having even and

smooth surfaces. Working of the axe

after casting is reflected in such

terms as hammered or trimmed. A

number of axes were smoothed and
polished after the casting, and the |II|I||I|Iil|II‘IIIl|||II‘II|||I|I|‘II|||||||’II|I|||II‘II|I|IIII
casting seams were removed or 0 1 2 4 5 B
trimmed. However, it is typical for Figure 4.9: Socketed axe of Sompting
some types of Early Iron Age axes that Hﬁ g érlf[;gﬂs(ggf%?rklfggrgfg)z

none of this post-casting work had damaged by anti-corrosion treatment
taken place and thus, a special note is

made in cases where these processes have been carried out only partially or
not at all (compare for example figs. 4.10 and 4.11). Noticeable casting flaws
are usually mentioned.

If the socketed axe was published, bibliographic references are given. However,
it is not attempted to present a complete bibliography for every single find. If
known or recorded at a museum, the exact museum registration or accession
number is given. In a number of cases, however, the accession numbers or
place of deposition were not known for a number of reasons. For examples,
single finds recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme will have normally had

to be returned to the finder and their disposition is now unknown. New hoard
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finds reported under the Treasure Act may still be undergoing examination in
the British Museum and no museum will have been given the chance yet to
acquire the find. In the catalogue this is indicated by the abbreviation returned
to finder, currently undergoing Treasure examination or no reg. which should be
read as no registration number known. If the axe is part of a known collection
within the named museum, the collection name is given. In case of the British
Museum, a note on what information was included in the British Museum
Register at the time of accession is given, too. This may include a special note

on find circumstances, findspot or associated finds.
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Figure 4.10: Close-up of the sharpened blades of socketed axes nos. 933-
935+953 from the Tower Hill hoard (Oxfordshire): Sompting type, Tower
Hill variant — showing ‘definite signs of wear’

The provenances given for each find normally include the findspot and/or the
nearest village or town and the county. A six- or more figure grid reference is
given and there will always be an indication of what the grid reference is centred
on, i.e. nearest town or village. Further topographical details, find circumstances
and other useful information are added under Note. If the topographical area is
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Figure 4.11: Close-up of the unsharpened blades of socketed axes nos.
936, 942, 945+952 from the Tower Hill hoard (Oxfordshire): Sompting type,

Tower Hill Variant — showing ‘some signs of wear’

G
NI

too large, e.g. Cambridgeshire Area, no grid reference will be given and the axe

is not mapped.

4.8. A note on the wear analysis

A large part of this research deals with wear patterns on the blades, loops and
bodies of socketed axes and any further marks that may suggest intentional
damage. It makes sense to conduct a detailed analysis into wear and intentional
damage because it is well known that, for example, axes of Armorican Type
were deposited in as-cast condition, while there are usually considerable signs
of wear and reuse on many of the Late Bronze Age socketed axes (Briard 1995,
177f). A conclusive wear analysis for the corpus of Early Iron Age socketed
axes (other than Armorican axes) has not been conducted so far.

After assignment to a type, the individual axes’ wear and damage patterns were
analysed and they now form part of each individual type’s discussion.

Fragments of axes or damaged/broken axes which could be assigned to a type
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but were too small or too worn to show any obvious marks of wear, re-use and
intentional or unintentional damage were excluded from the wear analysis. The

numeric values for the different stages of wear were determined as such:

1: no signs of wear

2: some signs of wear

3: definite signs of wear

4: signs of wear and intentional damage

5: unknown

The axes grouped under no signs of wear are all those axes which were
deposited in as-cast condition that means there are no signs of further work
such as hammering, shaping or removal of the casting seams or clay core. The
next category, 2, groups together all those axes which show some signs of wear
(fig. 4.11). This means that some post-casting work too place, for example the
casting seams were removed and the surface shows some re-shaping or
hammering, but there are no clear signs of prolonged use and re-sharpening.
Axes with clear or definite signs of use were given the value 3 (fig. 4.10). These
axes show a great extent of post-casting work that was done on them, for
example removal of the casting seam, shaping and re-shaping, sharpening and
re-sharpening and other clear signs that they have been used as tools or
weapons. This also means there may be nicks and dents in the surface through
long-term use and the blade may have been worn down through wear and re-
sharpening. Socketed axes which, in addition to or instead of wear, also show
clear signs of intentional damage or destruction before deposition are grouped
under 4. This means socketed axes that have items other than the haft lodged
inside their sockets and the intentional damage of the blade, body, loop and/or
socket. If we have no information about use, wear or intentional damage, the

axe will be listed under 5, not known.
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4.9. A note on decoration
Early Iron Age socketed axes, especially those of Sompting type, are well

known for the great number of very different decorations, even though they are
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Figure 4.12: Two socketed axes from the Kingston hoard (Surrey, nos. 988
and 989): no. 988 (left) is a Sompting type, Tower Hill variant displaying Style
1 (plain) while no. 989 (right) is a Sompting type, Kingston variant displaying
Style 2 (ribbed)
all generally based on ‘ribs’ terminating in pellets and/or circlet. However, many
socketed axes are inaccurately described in the published literature. There are
many variations of the ‘rib-and-pellet-ornament’, may it be the number or length
of ribs and number of pellets, the size of either and whether the outermost ribs
actually ‘sit’ on top of the axes’ face facets or not. There are 42 different
patterns of decoration and at least 26 of these patterns were found in Early Iron
Age hoards, many unique.
For simplicity’s sake, in this thesis the multitude of different ornaments has been
subsumed into four different styles, exemplified by the four axes from the
Kingston Hoard (figs. 4.12 and 4.13): plain, ribbed, basic rib-and-pellet/circlet
decoration, and elaborate decoration (Surrey, nos. 988-991). Style 1 (plain)
describes axes that bear no decoration at all while Style 2 (ribbed) describes
ribbed axes with no additional pellets or circlets. The ribs can be either on the

faces of the axes or along the sides, enhancing its edges. Style 3 stands for the
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most typical decoration: rib-and-pellet and rib-and-circlet in all variations, while
Style 4 refers to the elaborately, often uniquely decorated axes with, e.g. herring
bone ornament between ribs, Q-patterns, box-patterns, circlets connected by
ribs forming a capital ‘M’ and those axes, more unusual still, which have a

different ornament on each face.
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Figure 4.13: Two socketed axes from the Kingston hoard (Surrey, nos. 991 and
992): no. 991 (left) is a Sompting type, Kingston variant displaying Style 2 (rib-
and-pellet/circlet) while no. 992 (right) is a Sompting type, Kingston variant

displaying Style 4 (elaborate)

4.10. Sources of bias

The typology is based on measurements, the decoration on the faces and to a
lesser extent, the shape of the sides of the axes. This is mainly due to the
subjective nature of a typology based on ornament alone. The typology tries to
describe as many characteristics as possible based on empirical data rather
than personal opinion and it needs to be repeatable by later researchers.
Describing an archaeological object without the use of measurements will
always be personal and subjective and thus, may be subject to
misunderstandings. For example, describing the splayed cutting edge of a
socketed axe as ‘wide’ only makes sense when compared to the length of the

axe. If two axes (one very short and the other very long) have an equally
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splayed cutting edge, it will look ‘more splayed’ on the shorter axe because of
the length (body)/width (blade) ratio. Thus, generating and using a length
(body)/width (blade) ratio is a more efficient way to describe the shape of a
socketed axe and it precludes confusion and different personal opinions on
whether a cutting edges is ‘widely splayed’ or not.

Much the same can be said for the alignment of the socket. The general
assumption is that while the sockets of Late Bronze Age and Transitional axes
are usually aligned with the blade (fig. 4.14), Early Iron Age axe sockets are not.
Burgess described this feature
as ‘back-to-front’, one of the
main characteristics of Early
Iron Age Sompting type axes
(figs. 4.12+4.13; Burgess 1971,
267-72). Instead of just
describing this feature for

every single axe, this research

prefers to list the individual
sockets’ inner and outer length
and width in the catalogue and
give the calculated mouth ratio
in the tables that are part of the

appendix. Thus, a mouth ratio

of =1 would mean that the axe

has a square mouth. A mouth
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ratio of >1 means that the
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socket is aligned with the blade 0 17 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 8 10 M

or ‘rectangular’ and a ratio of Figure 4.14: Socketed axe of Transitional type

<1 conseguently means that it with rectangular mouth moulding (=aligned
quenty with the blade) from Shelford

is ‘back-to-front’ or ‘sub- (Nottinghamshire: no. 930)

rectangular’. This, hopefully,

pre-empts personal perception and assumptions of ‘how the socket should be’.
The comparison of exact measurements greatly helped in making visible the

subtle differences between the different types of Early Iron Age socketed axes
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and especially differences between the four variants of Sompting type axes,
particularly when specific measurements and ratios are compared, for example
Y2 axe’s length (LE) compared to the width of the blade (WI) or the mouth ratio
(LE (outer socket)+LE (inner socket) / WI (outer socket)+WI (inner socket)
compared to the weight (WE) (compare Chapter 5).

All of the axes given numbers in this catalogue are complete or nearly
complete. If the blade width and body length are missing in the table, but the
inner and outer length and width of the socket are present, it is more than likely
that the lower part of the axe is missing. If only the width of the blade is given
and no body length or ratio indicator given, it is more than likely that the upper
part of the socket axe or most of the socket is missing or too misshapen to
validate measurement and calculating the body length/blade width ratio would
be impossible because this calculation only works with complete specimens.

All socketed axes in the catalogue were given an individual number unless only
a very small fragment remained. There are, however, two notable exceptions:
the two multi-period hoards from Danebury, Hampshire (nos. 686-689), and
Netherhampton, Salisbury, Wiltshire (nos. 1061-1202) which also included Early
Bronze Age flat axes, flanged axes and palstaves. Both of these hoards are
special cases and will be discussed separately in Chapters 6-8.

If a hoard contained an unknown number of socketed axes or the number of
socketed axes that were part of the hoard vary greatly in different publications,
the minimum number was chosen the catalogue, especially for hoards
discovered in the 19™ century.

As a rule, fragments of socketed axes were assigned a catalogue number if
necessary, if they were part of a hoard for example. On the other hand, the
smaller socketed axe fragments found in the hoards from Tower Hill,
Oxfordshire (nos. 932-953), and Langton Matravers, Dorset (nos. 226-598),
were not given individual numbers because many of them were too small to be
assigned to an axe type. Lastly, and most importantly, however, it was felt that
excessive counting and numbering would only result in a skewed final minimum

number of socketed axes (1412 specimens) in this corpus.
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4.11. Contexts and interpretation

In order to provide an in-depth study of depositions and contexts of Early Iron
Age socketed axes the focus had to be on answering two questions about
individual depositions and contexts: firstly, what was found with the axes and
secondly, how and where exactly where they found?

The reason for why the results of this discussion could be viewed as limited or
incomplete is because for many socketed axes we only have very restricted and
insufficient discovery and contextual information. This is true especially for
socketed axes from older, antiquarian collections: generally, no detailed
information is given about containers or pits they may have been discovered in.

Much the same can be said about the research into the ‘wider contexts’. There
are many socketed axes for which we lack any detailed findspot information,
unfortunately. However, out of 1412 socketed axes, luckily only 18 socketed
axes were without any useful findspot information. These are listed as nos.
1336-1353 under ‘Unprovenanced’ in the catalogue in Appendix A.

For all other socketed axes, however, at least some findspot information was
either published or recorded in the museums’ accession registers. This
information was then used to get a better understanding of the kind of
landscape the find was deposited in and also, of course, to generate an
Ordnance Survey grid reference (NGR) for mapping purposes.

Out of the entire corpus of socketed axes we only have 11 single finds and 10
hoards with 8-, 10- or 12-figure grid reference. Unsurprisingly, these are mostly
newer finds, either recorded with the Portable Antiquities Scheme, excavated
finds, or hoards that were reported under the Treasure Act of 1996 (Amendment
of 2002). Most of the 6-figure grid references used in this research were
generated by the author by deduction, after having researched published
findspot descriptions and museum register entries. Great effort was put into this
and the result is a very up-to-date database.

For example, an axe listed as having been found ‘near Cambridge’ (no. 86) will
be given the grid reference for Cambridge, but the context will be “near
wetlands” or “wetlands”, because Cambridge lies on the edges of the East
Anglian Fens. If the findspot indicates, for example, “Fens near Ely” (no. 88),
the findspot is definitely ‘wetlands’ and the axe will have been mapped using
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Ely’s grid reference. The findspots of every single find were analysed according
to their proximity to natural features, known settlements, hillforts and ancient
monuments. In order to keep the findspot description as accurate as possible,
qualifiers such as ‘near’ or ‘possibly near were used (see Appendix C —
Tables/Finds Spots). A difference was made between axes found in a river or
near a river because this would indicate that we are dealing with two different
deposition: one made in a possibly retrievable context (near a river) and the

other in a possibly irretrievable context (in a river).

4.12. Contextual problems

Unless the finds were made in the past 10 years or so, we very rarely have
conclusive findspot information for the axe. This discounts the very few older
finds which were acquired or studied by a very thorough antiquities dealer or
collector or else, handed in to a museum whose curator at the time chose to
make detailed notes of their findspots and discovery.

Seeking out the original entries in the museum registers sometimes produced
the name of the farm or the street the axe(s) were found in is mentioned and, in
some very rare cases, an exact description of the findspot was noted in the
museum register at the time of accession.

Generally it was found that findspots for hoards were recorded more accurately
than those for single finds. For those hoards and single finds which had no
accurately recorded findspot, any obvious markers or features in the landscape
or geographical location were noted during findspot research.

However, exact findspot information this is rare, even if the finds were made in
recent years. This very unfortunate lack of detailed findspot information is owed
to the fact that in the more recent past, most discoveries of prehistoric
metalwork were made by metal detectorists and so-called ‘amateur
archaeologists’ rather than trained archaeologists.

Only 20 socketed axes and hoards could not be mapped because they were
either unprovenanced or found in an area to large for mapping all the other finds
came with sufficient findspot information to generate an approximate six-figure
National Grid Reference (NGR).
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These approximate grid references were used to research the contexts and the
landscape the single finds and hoards were deposited in. Many axes were said
to be ‘dredged from’ a river, assuming that the axe had been deposited (lost or
intentionally deposited) in the river, most notably the River Thames and to much
lesser extent, the Rivers Trent, Ribble, Wey, Lark, Cherwell and many other
small rivers and streams. Quite a few axes were found by peat diggers in East
Anglia and Yorkshire, here most notably the fen areas of Cambridgeshire and
Norfolk and the carrs of North Yorkshire. It is very likely that these now well-
drained areas, very much like the well-known sites near Flag Fen (Norfolk) were
marsh- and wetlands in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age and thus
perceptible for deposition of metalwork.

A note was made when socketed axes and hoards were found in coastal areas

or near inland waters or lochs.
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CHAPTER 5

A NEW TYPOLOGY OF BRITISH EARLY IRON AGE SOCKETED AXES

5.1. Introduction

Following the methodology outlined in the previous chapter, this chapter will
discuss every new axe type in turn, with special emphasis on their decoration,
wear patterns and metallurgy, where metallurgical analyses have been done.
Each of the eight new types and variants displays certain individual
characteristics such as their weight, size, decoration, metallurgy and wear,
which will be introduced and discussed. Furthermore, this chapter will look at
the geographical distribution of each individual axes type as well as their
associations that is whether they were predominantly found in hoards or as
single finds. The discussion will start with the group of transitional axes which
predominantly show Late Bronze Age features but already display some
characteristics of Early Iron Age socketed axes. The different types of Early Iron
Age socketed axes will be discussed thereatfter.

5.2. Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transitional socketed axes

There are 67 socketed axes in this study which were either found in association
with Early Iron Age socketed axes or were single finds that bear a very strong
resemblance to Early Iron Age axes. However, they could not confidently be
assigned to an Early Iron Age socketed axe type due to their weight, shape,
measurements or decoration. Examples are socketed axes like the specimen
from Hockwold-cum-Wilton (Norfolk, no. 904) which displays facets with
ornamental ribs on their edges, or the axe from Lackford (Suffolk, no. 977, Plate
68) which bears a simple but unique rib-and-pellet decoration on a body that is
of typical Late Bronze Age shape. These socketed axes are transitional and
belong to the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition period when socketed

axes started to change in shape and decoration.
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Figure 5.1: Distribution map of Transitional axes ([_]Hoards; O Single finds)
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Socketed axes in the transitional group were never part of an assemblage dated
earlier than from the Ewart Park metalwork assemblage of the Late Bronze Age
(Needham et al 1996). Nonetheless, unlike Early Iron Age axes, they still retain
one or more characteristics of earlier axes suggesting strong affinities with Late
Bronze Age socketed axes of, for example, South Eastern, Yorkshire or
Meldreth types. Most of these axes are single finds (41 specimens), 89 were
part of very Late Bronze Age or transitional hoards and 24 specimens which

were part of Early Iron Age hoards (fig. 5.1).

Transitional axes (N=154)

80
70 H Single finds
60 (N=41)

50
40
30
20
10

B Hoards (N=113)

Figure 5.2: Distribution of Transitional axes (hoards and single finds)

Most single finds of these transitional socketed axes come from the South, the
Thames Valley, the Midlands and East Anglia while hoards of transitional axes

were predominantly found in East Anglia and the Midlands (figs. 5.1+5.2)

5.2.1. Transitional socketed axe: decoration
Transitional axes display limited decoration. There are almost equal numbers of
plain, ribbed and rib-and-pellet decorated specimens, even though transitional

axes found in hoards contexts tend to be ribbed (figs. 5.3 and 5.4).
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Transitional axes (Single Finds, N=42)
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Figure 5.3: Decoration on transitional axes (single finds)

There are no elaborately decorated socketed axes of the transitional type (figs.
5.3+5.4). All decorated socketed axes of the Ewart Park metalwork assemblage
were decorated with either simple ribs or a very basic-rib-and-pellet decoration.
The only example with elaborate decoration previously reported as a transitional
axe is the axe from Boughton (Norfolk, no. 897); however this axe is, in fact, of

Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant.

Transitional axes (Hoards, N=26)

0%

B undecorated
H ribs
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Figure 5.4: Decoration on transitional socketed axes (from hoards)
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5.2.2. Transitional socketed axes: wear

Transitional axes had their casting seams removed and their blades shaped
and sharpened. Only four axes showed no signs of wear (figs. 5.5+5.6).
Considering their strong relationship with their Late Bronze Age forerunners,
this is not surprising because Late Bronze Age socketed axes were rarely
deposited in as cast condition. They are normally deposited showing some or

definite signs of wear and resharpening.

Transitional axes (Hoards, N=24)
12

10

il

0 —
no signs of wear some signs of wear definite signs of intentional
wear damage

Figure 5.5: Wear analysis of transitional socketed axes from
hoards (N=24)

Transitional socketed axes, too, display either some signs of wear or definite
signs of wear and this bias is the same for both single and associated finds
(figs. 5.5+5.6). This suggests that most of the axes were deposited after a
certain length of ‘service’ or use rather than deposited in as-cast condition fresh
from the mould. Only four axes had no marks of wear and two show signs of
intentional damage: The single find from Eriswell (Suffolk, no. 975, Plate 67)
has damage to its upper body and mouth while one of the axes from Llyn Fawr
(Glamorgan, no. 1296, Plates 123+124) has deep nicks and cuts in its blade.
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Transitional axes (Single Finds, N=43)
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Figure 5.6: Wear analysis of transitional socketed axes, single finds (N=43)

5.2.3. Transitional socketed axes: discussion

The presence of transitional axes emphasises that there was no step or a gap
between the Late Bronze Age and the Early Iron Age bronze axe industries.
Early Iron Age axes were not introduced from elsewhere nor were they alien to
the United Kingdom and they find their predecessors in the socketed axes of
the Ewart Park metalwork assemblage of the British Late Bronze Age.
Examples for these transitional types are the small hoard of two axes from
Bassingbourn, Cambridgeshire (nos. 77-78, Plate 5), a larger hoard from
Wymington, Bedfordshire (nos. 1-52) and single axes found at Cullompton,
Devon (no. 205) and Froxfield, Hampshire (no. 773). The small hoard from
Bassingbourn includes a socketed axe of South Eastern type (no. 78), but even
though the associated axe, no. 77, also appears to be of the earlier South
Eastern axe shape it displays a typical Early Iron Age pellet-in-circlet decoration
below the mouth mouldings which is unknown from other Late Bronze Age
socketed axes.

Early Iron Age axe hoards from the Fens are small and often only include two
axes, like the small hoard from Bassingbourn. The hoard from Wymington
(Bedfordshire, nos. 1-52) was included as transitional because it contained only
socketed axes and no other artefacts types (Kennett 1975, 5-7). Deposits
containing nothing but socketed axes are prevalent in the Early Iron Age but

much rarer in the Late Bronze Age, where hoards had a wide artefact range.
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However, Late Bronze Age hoards are often dominated by socketed axes, as

demonstrated in the hoards from Bramford (Suffolk), Norgate Road, Norwich or

F

Figure 5.7: Example of a hoard of transitional
axes: Manton Copse, Preshute, Wiltshire
(nos. 1051-1060)

Hoe (both Norfolk) (Suffolk
Sites and Monuments
Record: BRFO059; Cheetham
1977, 33+34; Thomas 1989,
281).

The best example of a
transitional hoard with both
Late Bronze Age and Early
Iron Age elements is the
small hoard from Manton
Copse, Preshute, Wiltshire
(nos. 1051-1060, fig. 5.7).
While Thomas included the
hoard in his study, O’Connor
mentions it but dismisses it in
his more recent list because it
contained only Ewart Park
material (Thomas 1989, 282;
O’Connor 2007, 76).
However, even though the ten

axes are of Late Bronze Age types, the composition of the hoard and condition

of the axes suggests that it was deposited in the Late Bronze/Early Iron Age

transition period. The hoard consists solely of socketed axes and includes one

mould group of three axes and another of two axes. The remaining five axes

were made in different moulds. Socketed axes made from the same moulds or

mould templates are rare in Late Bronze Age hoards, but occur often in Early

Iron Age hoards, especially those of Sompting type, especially variants
Figheldean Down and Tower Hill (Northover 2003, 222-223).
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5.3. Early Iron Age Axe Types

5.3.1. Sompting type: Overview
Some confusion has surrounded what exactly ‘Sompting Type’ axes are. To
avoid further misunderstanding, Burgess’ initial definition of the type will be

quoted here in full. According to Burgess, Sompting type axes have

“...sides [that] tend to be fairly straight, diverging to an unexpanded,
or moderately expanded blade which is often straight-edged. The
profile is heavy and pronounced, generally biconical in profile...
their loops tend to be quite small but broad, and often have a
distinctive ‘spurred’ base which is peculiar to this socketed axe
form. The socket is sometimes square, but is more often sub-
rectangular and disposed in a distinctive ‘back-to-front’ plan, with
the long axis at right angles to the cutting edge, instead of parallel
to it in normal socketed axe fashion. This results from the axe being
relatively narrow of face and broad at the sides. We can call this
form of socketed axe after the hoard from Sompting, Sussex, in
which plain, simple ribbed and decorated versions are well
represented.” (Burgess 1971, 268)

However, the small number of socketed axes Burgess (1971) included in his
discussion are not representative of the type and some alterations of the
definition must be made.

The definition is true for Burgess’ three examples from Yorkshire (Seamer Carr,
no. 1236; Cayton Carr, no. 1223 and Broughton, no. 1221; Plates 103+105) and
axes 1-4 and 7 from the Sompting hoard (nos. 1011-1014+1025; Curwen 1948,
pl. XX, nos. 1-4,+7). However, the remaining axes from the Sompting hoard do
not show the straight, almost parallel sides. In contrast to Burgess’ definition
their cutting edges are widely splayed and curved.

Schmidt and Burgess attempted a re-assessment of the Sompting type when
they published their volume on axes from Northern England and Scotland in the
Prahistorische Bronzefunde series in 1981. However, most Sompting type axes
come from the Midlands, Southern and Eastern England and the Thames Basin
(Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 241-247). Schmidt and Burgess’ variants

Gembling and Roseberry Topping are problematic because the hoard from
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Roseberry Topping (North
Yorkshire) is a typical Late
Bronze Age assemblage
and none of the artefacts in
the hoard show any
affinities to Early Iron Age
metalwork. The Roseberry
Topping mould produces
simple ribbed axes of
which there is a specimen
in the hoard (Schmidt and
Burgess 1981, no. 1632),

!|||||n|||nnlm|||||||||||||||||m|‘n||‘u||||||||||||||||[||m|uu|||||||||||m||||||||n|[m||nn but It bears more
0 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 8 10 1 similarities to Late Bronze

Figure 5.8: Gembling, North Yorkshire (no. 1226) Age socketed axes of
ribbed South Eastern type
rather than Sompting axes (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, Plate 148 D). A similar
problem arises with Schmidt and Burgess’ second variant, Gembling (Schmidt
and Burgess 1981, no. 1645). The axe from Gembling bears no resemblance to
the larger corpus of Sompting axes (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, nos. 1405 and
1632). This axe, too, shows more affinities with Late Bronze Age axes of the
faceted type and has been included in this study as one of the transitional axes
discussed above, and not a fully developed Early Iron Age axe (no. 1226, fig.
5.8). Schmidt and Burgess compare axes of Gembling type with axes found in
Dorset and Norfolk (identified below as Portland and East Rudham types)
because of their small size and unique shape and decoration. However,
Portland and East Rudham type axes are very different from Burgess and
Schmidt's Gembling axes (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 247).
Thus, at a closer investigation, Schmidt and Burgess’ division of the Sompting
type is problematic because of the inadequate material available for
investigation in the 1970s and the geographical area they chose to study
(Northern England and Scotland). The number of Sompting axes from the

southern and eastern England is not only greater, but also more diverse. More
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recent finds of Early lron Age axes of Sompting type include Tower Hill
(Oxfordshire, nos. 932-953), Mylor (Cornwall, nos. 147-179) and Ulverston
(Cumbria, nos. 1395-1397).

Schmidt and Burgess’ definition of Sompting axes includes all large, decorated
Late Bronze Age, Early Iron Age or transitional axes which cannot be assigned
to Armorican or Late Bronze Age types. However, Sompting type axes differ in
many ways from Late Bronze Age and other Early Iron Age socketed axes. 245
Sompting type axes could be identified for this corpus and subtypes defined
based on their decoration. The wealth of patterns both simple and more and
less elaborate on these heavy axes is striking and cannot be matched on axes

of the preceding Ewart Park metalwork assemblage.

5.3.2. Sompting type: Variants

Sompting axes do not only stand out because of their sometimes elaborate
decoration. In addition to their ornament, they possess other striking and unique
features that supported their subdivision into variants, such as size (length and
width), width and shape of the blade, socket shape and weight. When defining
Sompting variants

in the first instance
this research has

given these more

basic features
preference over
ornament.

However, the

variants which were
suggested by size,
weight and mouth

shape were then

secondly examined
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certain ornament. The shape of the socket has significance for dating and to
sub-divide Sompting axes into different variants.

A large number of socketed axes are now categorised as Sompting axes and so
the following section will describe Sompting axes in four variants, including
notes on both their wear and decoration.

5.3.2.1. Sompting type, Kingston variant

The first variant has been named after the Kingston hoard (Surrey, nos. 988-
991, fig. 5.9), because three of its four axes can be classified as Sompting type,
Kingston variant (nos. 989-991; no. 988 is of Sompting type, Tower Hill variant).
The Kingston hoard is significant because it is small but very similar to the
Sompting hoard. These two hoards are the only assemblages which include
plain (Style 1), simply ribbed (Style 2), elaborately ribbed (Style 3) and
elaborately decorated (Style 4) socketed axes of the both Kingston and Tower
Hill variants (Styles 1-4, fig. 5.17). Apart from the Kingston variant axes in the
Kingston hoard (nos. 989-991), one axe in the Poolewe hoard (Ross and
Cromarty; nos. 1275-1279) and most of the axes from the two Cumbrian hoards
from Skelmore Heads and Ulverston (nos. 193-198; nos. 1395-1397) all other

finds of axes of the Kingston variant have been single finds (figs. 5.10+5.14).

Sompting type, Kingston variant (N=54)
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Figure 5.10: Distribution of Sompting type, Kingston variant axes
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Most single finds of Kingston variant axes come from the Thames Valley and
East Anglia, but there is also a significant number of finds from Northern
England and Scotland. Most hoards are known from the North (fig. 5.10).

Similar to the other three variants of Sompting axes, the socketed axes of the
Kingston variant are large, heavy specimens displaying various patterns of
more or less elaborate rib-and-pellet/circlet decoration. They are much heavier
than socketed axes of the preceding Ewart Park metalwork assemblage and
also tend to have a square or sub-rectangular socket (‘back-to-front’, i.e. a
socket/mouth ratio <1). Their weight usually lies between 300g and 500g and

their length between 11cm and 13cm.

5.3.2.2. Sompting type, Kingston variant: Decoration

Sompting axes of the Kingston variant often show a very elaborate decoration,
but there are also plain examples (e.g. no. 908: Marsham, Norfolk) and those
with only ribs (e.g. no. 1015: Sompting, Sussex) or rib-and-pellet decoration
(e.g. no. 914: Stalham, Norfolk).

However, there are much fewer axes from the last three categories: more than
50% of Kingston variant axes show an elaborate decoration unseen on other

British Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age axe types (fig.5.11+5.12).

Sompting, Variant Kingston (Hoards, N=14)

B undecorated
H ribs
rib-and-pellet

B elaborate

Figure 5.11: Decoration on Sompting type, variant Kingston
axes from hoards
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While Style 3 clearly dominates, there are only two plain Style 1 specimens
amongst Kingston variant. It is also important to note that the great majority of
Kingston variant axes are unigue. Even though a pattern may recur, the axe will
generally have come from a different mould. The exceptions are four axes (two
from two hoards and a single find from Scotland, nos. 193, 1395, 1396 and

1245) which have almost certainly been made in the same mould.

Sompting, Kingston (Single Finds, N=37)

3% 3%

B undecorated
B ribs
¥ rib-and-pellet

B elaborate

Figure 5.12: Decoration on axes of Sompting type, Kingston variant
(single finds)

5.3.2.3. Sompting type, Kingston variant: Wear

The wear visible on Sompting axes of Kingston variant is similar to the
transitional type. The axes of both types were deposited predominantly showing
signs of wear but only very rarely show intentional damage (fig. 5.13). Most

axes of Kingston variant were single finds (fig. 5.14+5.15).

Sompting, Kingston (Hoards, N=13)
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o 1

no signs of wear some signs of wear definite signs of wear intentional damage

Figure 5.13: Wear analysis of Kingston variant axes (hoards)
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Figure 5.14: Distribution of Sompting type, Kingston variant socketed axes
(Il Hoards; @ Single finds)
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It seems that, of all the axe types and their variants, Kingston variant axes are
the ones that are most closely related to transitional axes. They show the
greatest variation in style and with most of their blades also showing some
evidence or definite evidence for wear, they must have been used as cutting

tools, unlike most axes of Tower Hill and Figheldean Down variants.

Sompting, Kingston (Single Finds, N=37)
20
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10
8
6
4
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0
no signs of wear  some signs of  definite signs of intentional not known
wear wear damage

Figure 5.15: Wear analysis of variant Kingston axes (single finds)

5.3.2.4. Sompting type, Tower Hill variant

As indicated above, Tower Hill variant axes are closely related to axes of the
Kingston variant. They have been named after the hoard found at Tower Hill
(Ashbury, Oxfordshire: nos. 923-953, Plates 49-61; Coombs et al. 2003, 203-
225). This hoard included 22 complete socketed axes, 21 of which displayed
the form and shape of socketed axes of the “Tower Hill variant’. Single finds of
socketed axes of Tower Hill variant are evenly spread over England, although
they are much less common in the South East and South West (figs.
5.16+5.18).
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Sompting Type, Tower Hill variant (N=71)
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Figure 5.16: Distribution of Sompting type, Tower Hill variant axes

Like the other Sompting variants, Tower Hill axes are large and heavy with an
overall length between 11cm and 13cm and a weight between 300g and 500g
(fig. 5.19). Very similar to Kingston axes, their mouth ratio lays around 1 or
slightly above 1 which means that their sockets are either square, or, more
often, sub-rectangular (‘back-to-front’). However, they can be separated from
Kingston axes by their blade width which lies between 6cm and 7cm (Kingston
axes are 5.5-6.5cm). The comparatively small width of the upper area of their
faces just below the mouth mouldings emphasizes the widely splayed blade.

There are 34 specimens in this variant and almost all of the axes are
undecorated. Using the same classification as for Kingston variant axes, one

arrives at the following style distribution (fig. 5.17):

Kingston Tower Hill
Style 1: 2 25
Style 2: 2 5
Style 3: 9
Style 4: 8 3

Figure 5.17: Comparison of styles
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Figure 5.18: Distribution of Sompting type, Tower Hill variant axes
(CJHoards; OSingle finds)
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5.3.2.5. Comparison of Styles 1-4 on Kingston and Tower Hill axes
Kingston variant axes are mostly
decorated and rarely plain and
Tower Hill axes are mainly plain
and only very rarely ornamented
(fig. 5.17).

However, it should be mentioned
that the style distribution is, of
course, heavily influenced by the
axes that come from the Tower
Hill Hoard itself: Of the 34 Tower
Hill axes 22 come from this
hoard (20 are Style 1, 2 are
~ Style 2). It would be possible to

Figure 5.19: Tower Hill variant axe from look at Tower Hill axes as a
the Skelmore Heads Hoard (Cumbria, no.

198) ‘sub-type’ of Kingston axes or

vice versa. However, most of the
Tower Hill axes come from one hoard and most of the Kingston axes are single

finds so were treated differently in antiquity.

5.3.2.6. Sompting type, Tower Hill variant: Wear analysis

The wear found on Tower Hill axes is notably different to the wear on axes of
variant Kingston (figs 5.20+5.21). While most axes of the Kingston variant
shows definite signs of use, many of the axes of Tower Hill variant do not show
any evidence for use or resharpening. They only have marks which are clear
evidence of the last stages of the production process, i.e. evidence of working,
annealing and sharpening of the blade. They were never finished for
subsequent work, but they were deposited after at least some post-casting

work.
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Sompting, Tower Hill (Single Finds, N=38)

14
12
10

8

6

4

2 _

0

no signs of  some signs of definite signs intentional not known
wear wear of wear damage

Figure 5.20: Degree of wear on Sompting type, Tower Hill variant
(single finds)

evidence for the removal of some of the casting seams (Plates 50-55).

Some of them showed hammer marks on the lower part of the blade and

Sompting, Tower Hill (Hoards, N=33)

20

18

16

14

12

10

oON & O

intentional
damage

no signs of wear some signs of wear definite signs of
wear

Figure 5.21: Degree of wear on Sompting type, Tower Hill variant
(part of hoard)
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5.3.2.7. Sompting type, Tower Hill variant: Technology and metalwork
composition

Most Tower Hill axes were not found in unfinished condition, but instead with
their casting seams were removed and their blades re-shaped and re-worked.
Tower Hill type axes were usually heavy implements with sub-rectangular
mouth mouldings, narrow sockets and widely splayed, crescent-shaped blades.
Almost all of them are undecorated.

Most of the objects from the Tower Hill hoard were cast from low tin and low to
medium lead bronzes. In his metallurgical analysis of the axes, Northover
concluded that components of the Tower Hill bronzes show a very broad
distribution, with an outline that suggests the overlapping of two separate
distributions, one with a mode of about 4% tin, and another with 6-7% tin.
Furthermore, Northover concludes that there is a small group of higher tin
bronzes at 12% and above (Northover 2004, 3). With an overall lead content of
< 3% it appears that the metal composition is different from more heavily leaded
bronzes of the Ewart Park period and this also suggests that the Tower Hill
axes were most probably not cast from Ewart Park scrap.

Northover suggests that the axes were cold hammered and annealed around
the blade, which makes it likely that the axes were designed for use despite
their low tin contents (Northover 2004, 9). This metallurgical evidence is
confirmed by the appearance of the other re-worked, used and re-sharpened
axes of the Tower Hill variant (for example nos. 85 and 993 from Bottisham
Lode, Cambridgeshire, and the Thames at Thames Ditton; Plates 8 and71).

5.3.2.8. Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant

The third variant of the Sompting Type was named after the socketed axe from
the Cardiff ll/Leckwith hoard (Glamorgan: no. 1292, fig. 5.23). It is related to
Figheldean Down variant in much the same way as Tower Hill variant is related
to Kingston variant.

The axes of Cardiff Il variant usually weigh between 400g and 500g and their
length lies between 12.2cm and 13.5cm. The mouth ratio is either 1 or just

above 1 which means that the sockets are either square or sub-rectangular.
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Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant (N=64)
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Figure 5.22: Distribution of Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant axes

The most prominent characteristic of Cardiff 1l axes, however, is that they are
predominantly decorated with variations of the rib-and-pellet/rib-and-circlet/rib-
and-dot pattern.
Most Style 3 Cardiff
I axes bear a
simple rib-and-pellet
decoration (fig.
5.23).

Although Cardiff I
variant is named
after an axe from a

hoard, most of the

axes are single finds
(figs. 5.22+25). The

||||||||{|||||||||||||||||||||nu\||t|||||||||||||||||||u|m||[||1|||||||||||||||||n||||||||||||||||||||||||[|||||||||||||1|||||||||||||||||||H|l|n||||||||||||||||
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only exceptions are
Figure 5.23: Cardiff Il variant axe from the Cardiff Il

hoard (Glamorgan, no. 1293) the two  axes
forming the small

hoard from Quy Fen (Cambridgeshire: nos. 79-80, Plates 5-6) and a possible
association between the two axes from Mildenhall (Suffolk, nos. 971-972, Plates
64-65).
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5.3.2.9. Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant: Wear analysis

Over half of these axes showed limited signs of wear. However, compared to
the Tower Hill variant, Cardiff Il axes showed much more wear and tear (fig.
5.24 and 5.26). While most of the Tower Hill axes did not make it further than
the first stages of post-casting work, most Cardiff 1l axes have had their casting
seams removed and flattened, their blades sharpened and there is evidence for

use, reuse and re-sharpening.

Sompting, Cardiff Il (Single Finds, N=45)

30
25
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. ] 1

no signs of  some signs of definite signs intentional not known
wear wear of wear damage

Figure 5.24: Degree of wear: Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant (single finds)
One axe of this type was damaged intentionally prior to deposition (no. 909:

Methwold, Norfolk, Plate 47). It was effectively rendered useless by several

blows to the cutting edge with another tool, probably another socketed axe.
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Figure 5.25: Distribution map of Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant axes
([llHoards; @Single finds)
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Sompting, Cardiff Il (Hoards, N=7)

no signs of wear some signs of wear  definite signs of wear intentional damage

Figure 5.26: Degree of wear: Sompting type, Cardiff Il variant: part of hoard

Most Cardiff Il axes were single finds and not part of hoards (figs. 5.23+5.25).

Unfortunately metallurgical analysis has not been carried out on these finds.

5.3.2.10. Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant
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Figure 5.27: Figheldean Down variant
(Kingston on Thames, no. 992)

The last of the Sompting
variants is the Figheldean
Down variant, named after the
hoard from the Army Base at
Tilshead, Figheldean Down
(Wiltshire; nos. 1029-1050,
Plates 78-87). As was the
case with the Tower Hill hoard
and the Tower Hill variant, the
Figheldean Down variant is
represented almost wholly
within the Figheldean Down
Hoard.

As suggested above,

Figheldean Down variant is related to Cardiff Il variant and that relationship

becomes apparent when comparing their similar size and weights.
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Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant
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Figure 5.28: Distribution of Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant
socketed axes

Axes of Figheldean Down variant weigh approximately 400-500g and their
length usually lies between 12.5cm and 14cm, meaning that they are somewhat
longer than the axes of Cardiff Il variant while having approximately the same
weight. Like axes of Cardiff Il variant they generally have square mouths.
However, they also have sub-rectangular sockets, which again links them to
Cardiff Il axes and is also not as developed as in axes of Tower Hill variant. The
Cardiff Il and Figheldean Down axes most notably differ in their decoration (fig.
5.29). Axes of Figheldean Down variant have a distinctly southern distribution
(figs. 5.28+5.32).

Cardiff I Figheldean Down
Style 1: 1 0
Style 2: 1 20
Style 3: 25 5
Style 4: 0 1

Figure 5.29: Comparison of Styles 1-4 on axes of Cardiff Il and
Figheldean Down types

5.3.2.11. Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant: Wear analysis

The socketed axes that are labelled as Variant ‘Figheldean Down’ differ from

other Sompting variants in so far that only very few were found singly.
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Sompting, Figheldean Down (Single Finds,

N=3)
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Figure 5.30: Degree of wear: Sompting type, Figheldean Down
variant: single finds

Furthermore, most of them were deposited in as-cast or nearly as-cast
condition: 19 axes had come straight from the mould before they were
deposited and another 32 showed evidence of only very limited use and re-
sharpening (figs. 5.30+5.31).

Sompting, Figheldean Down (Hoards, N=59)

40
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no signs of wear some signs of wear definite signs of intentional
wear damage

Figure 5.31: Degree of war: Sompting type, Figheldean Down
variant (part of hoard)
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Fiﬁure 5.32: Distribution map of Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant axes
(B Hoards; @Single finds)
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This is a peculiarity already noted by Coombs who suggested that many
Sompting axes from hoards (such as Sompting (West Sussex) and Figheldean
Down (Wiltshire)) were in ‘as-cast’ state, unsharpened and not finished
(Coombs 1979, 253). However, this is only true for Figheldean Down axes and
about three quarters of Tower Hill axes. The majority of Cardiff Il and Kingston

axes showed clear signs of wear.

5.3.2.12. Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant: Technology and
metalwork composition

Like Portland axes (see below), Figheldean Down axes were made of an alloy
composed of ca. 11.45-22.96% tin and 7.3-11.6% lead (Northover 1987, 36-37).
When Coombs published the Figheldean Down hoard in 1979, he compared the
axes from Figheldean Down to those from the hoard found at Sompting (East
Sussex): most of the axes in both hoards were found in as-cast condition,
unsharpened and unfinished (Coombs 1979, 253). However, we know now that
this is not true for Sompting axes in general, and the axes from Figheldean
Down make up a variant of their own. This is best seen when comparing the
metallurgy of two groups of Figheldean Down and Tower Hill axes from the two
eponymous hoards: while Tower Hill axes were cast from unleaded or low-
leaded bronze with diverging sides as well as widely splayed, crescent-shaped
cutting edges, Figheldean Down were cast from high-lead/high-tin bronze, with
almost parallel sides and a very narrow cutting edge.

Metallurgical analysis shows that Tower Hill axes were made from low tin
bronze, while the composition of Figheldean Down suggests that they were
made from scrap metal, possibly Portland and Armorican type axes
(considering the high percentages of lead and tin), Portland type axes possibly
contributing a little more than Armorican axes (Northover 2004, 7).

The tendency to a higher lead content in the axes from Figheldean Down as
well as their un-finished state when deposited also relates them to other non-
utilitarian axe types, such as Armorican and Portland axes rather than to other

Sompting type axes.
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Figure 5.33: Distribution map of East Rudham type axes ( [ Hoards; @ Single
finds)
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5.3.3. East Rudham type
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Figure 5.34: East Rudham type axe from

the Watton hoard (Norfolk, n0s.895)

This easily recognisable axe type
has been named after the largest
hoard containing over forty of these
axes and fragments thereof from
East Rudham, Norfolk (nos. 845-
886, Plates 43+44). These axes and
their contexts are very similar to
Portland type axes (see below) and
their metallurgy will be considered

together in the section on Portland

type axes.
Like their South English
counterpart, East Rudham axes

are smaller than other axe types

and extremely light, thinly cast and made of a copper-alloy with a very high tin

content. They contain so much tin that the axes are dark silver in colour and are

being left with a very brittle constitution (fig. 5.34).
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Figure 5.35: Distribution of East Rudham type axes

East Rudham axe fragments are very angular, with sharp, pointy corners and

sharp edges. Their looks and fragility resemble glass shards or splinters much
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more than axe fragments. Furthermore, most if not all East Rudham axes were
never used as tools. Usually, the casting seams are still intact and the axes are
blunt and show no signs of sharpening. They are predominantly recovered from
hoards and all East Rudham type axes were found in Norfolk (fig. 5.33).

The East Rudham hoard itself (with 42 complete axes and over 30 fragments) is
the largest hoard of these axes, with the well-known hoard from Watton (also
Norfolk: nos. 889-895, fig. 5.34, Plate 44) with 7 axes following as second

largest.

5.3.3.1. East Rudham type: Decoration

The decoration of East Rudham type axes always consists of bundles of thin
ribs which are set close to the edges of the faces, running usually almost
parallel to them. The bundles occasionally terminate in a small oval or round
pellet and they may be differently spaced, but the basic pattern remains the
same in all axes of this type (Plates 42-44). It is important to note, however, that
East Rudham axes are not facetted, as had been thought in the past and which
is why they had been given the somewhat misleading type name ‘linear-facetted
axes’. Instead of being facetted, their sides are slightly rounded; the rib-bundles
are part of the faces’ decoration and not limited to an extra facet between face
and side.

Single and multiple additional facets, however, do occur on axes of the Ewart
Park metalwork assemblage and are best exemplified by Meldreth type facetted
axes which have an octagonal or even decagonal cross-section which East

Rudham axes, on the whole, do not share.

5.3.3.2. East Rudham type: wear analysis

The result of the wear analysis of East Rudham axes shows that these axes
were overwhelmingly deposited as cast (fig. 5.36). The majority of these axes
did not show any sign of wear or use and some of them retained their clay core

inside the socket.
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Figure 5.36: Degree of wear: East Rudham type (part of hoard)

Only three axes were single finds: they showed only few signs of wear and in

one instance it was only the removal of casting seam (Castle Acre, Norfolk, no.
901, Plate 45).

5.3.4. Linear-decorated type

‘Linear-Decorated’ or ‘Linear-Ornamented’ (following Moore and Rowlands,

terminology, 1972, 30) axes are most closely related to East Rudham axes.

However, there are some major differences in the finds’ contexts and some less

apparent differences in axe treatment which should not be overlooked.
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Figure 5.37: Distribution of Linear-decorated axes
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Figure 5.38: Distribution map of Linear-Decorated axes ( [[]Hoards; @ Single
finds)
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While East Rudham axes are found
in hoards, Linear-Decorated axes
are almost always found on their
own, the only exception being the
small hoard from Wicken Fen
(Cambridgeshire:  nos.  81-82)
containing two axes. Like East
Rudham type axes, however, they
are predominantly an East Anglian
type (fig. 5.37+5.38)

Figure 5.39: Linear-decorated axes (Wicken
Fen Hoard, Cambridgeshire, nos. 81-82)

5.3.4.1. Linear-decorated axes: decoration

East Rudham and Linear-Decorated axes display a very similar decoration, but
in Linear-Decorated axes the pattern is less clear and sometimes seems
‘blurred’ or ‘washed-out’ (fig. 5.39). Occasionally, Linear-Decorated axes bear
additional ribs terminating in pellets or roundels between the rib bundles near
the edges of the faces, e.g. the axe from Reach, Cambridgeshire (no. 98, Plates
13+14). Two more curious examples are the axes from the Fens, near Ely (nos.
87+88, Plates 8+9) which bear a single rib down the centre of the faces that
bifurcates half-way down, both ends terminating in circlets. These two
specimens were probably made in the same mould or from the same mould

template.

5.3.4.2. Linear-decorated axes: wear analysis

Linear-Decorated axes differ from East Rudham axes because they have often
been used (fig. 5.40). They were made of a copper alloy with a lower tin content
resulting in reduced brittleness. Also, on the whole, Linear-Decorated axes were
sharpened and prepared to be used, i.e. the casting seams were removed and

the blades were hammered into a splayed shape and sharpened.
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Linear-decorated axes (Single Finds, N=20)
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Figure 5.40: Degree of wear: Linear-decorated axes (single finds)

A piece of wood from the haft was found inside the axe from Hockwold (Suffolk,
no. 903, Plate 46). The two axes that form the small hoard from Wicken Fen
(Cambridgeshire, nos. 81-82, Plate 7) show definite signs of use while the two
axes that formed part of the Sompting hoard (Sussex, nos. 1009-1010) are not
reported to show any use. Unfortunately, this could not be confirmed as the

Sompting hoard is unavailable for research.

5.3.4.3. Linear-decorated axes: metallurgy

No metallurgical analysis was carried out on linear-decorated axes.

5.3.5. Portland type

Portland type axes are a new type derived from the group of ‘linear-facetted
axes’ (O’'Connor 1980, 231). Some Portland axes are facetted, but these are
exceptions. This group of axes is not generally linear-facetted at all. Portland
type axes are normally c. 90mm long, weigh c. 100-125g and have a mouth
ratio of >1, making their mouth sub-rectangular, as exemplified on the data
derived from the Langton Matravers deposits (Dorset, nos. 226-598, fig.5.42).
Portland type axes are found in larger hoards (e.g. Salisbury/Netherhampton
(Wiltshire: nos. 1061-1202, Plates 91-99), Eggardon Hill, Portland (Dorset: nos.
599-609, fig. 5.43, Plates 27-29) and Langton Matravers (Dorset, nos. 226-598;

fig. 5.42) as well as in smaller hoards, for example from Weymouth (Dorset:
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nos. 636-637, Plate 30). The great majority of finds of Portland type axes come
from Dorset (fig. 5.41). The only group of Portland type axes found outside of
Dorset is the group of 141 axes found as part of the multi-period assemblage
from Salisbury/ Netherhampton (Wiltshire: nos. 1061-1202).

Portland type (N=560)
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Figure 5.41: Distribution of Portland type axes (hoards and single finds)

Portland type socketed axes were rarely found on their own. However, we have
very little information about the three axes that are classed here as ‘single
finds’: one axe from Bradpole (Dorset, no. 638) and two from ‘Dorset’ (nos.

646+647, Plate 31) for which we have no further information.
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Figure 5.42: Comparative analysis of the weight and mouth ratio
of the socketed axes from Langton Matravers (Dorset)
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Figure 5.43: Portland type axes (part of Portland
hoard, Dorset, nos. 600-602)

5.3.5.2. Portland type: wear analysis
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5.3.5.1. Portland type:
decoration

Portland type axes are
decorated  with  ribs
terminating in  small
pellets. The ribs are
clearly  defined and
normally evenly spaced.
They do not occur in
bundles enhancing the
edges of the faces like
they do on East Rudham
type axes. Every rib
terminates in a small
pellet (fig. 5.43).

None of the axes of Portland type show any post-casting work, such as

hammering, annealing or even the removal of the casting seams (fig. 5.44). Axe

no. 1094 (Salisbury, Wiltshire) shows recent re-sharpening marks. However, it

was very probably found in as-cast condition.
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Figure 5.44: Degree of wear: Portland type (part of hoard)
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Figure 5.45: Distribution of Portland, Blandford, Hindon and East Rudham and
type axes
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5.3.6. Blandford type

Blandford type axes are a very
small group of socketed axes: only
eleven specimens are known, all
from hoards. The group is named
after the sole example from the
Blandford hoard (Dorset: no. 211,
fig. 5.44) which was found in
association with two small socketed
gouges. There are no single finds
of Blandford type axes. They are
sometimes found in association
with  Portland type axes, for
example in the hoard from Thorney
Down (Dorset, nos. 610-617) and
Salisbury (Wiltshire: 1061-1202).

II\!|IIII|III;iI';II|II\\‘HII|II!I|IHI|IIII|HII|IIH|IIII|IIIII\\H|IIII|HII|IIII|IH\‘I||I|IIII|IIII|IIH‘IIII|IH\‘IIII One blade fragment of Blandford
0o 172 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1M 12

_ type has been found in

Figure 5.46: Blandford Hoard (Dorset, no.

211) association with a larger rib-and-
pellet decorated axe and other

scrap metal in the hoard from King’s Weston Down (Bristol: no. 56).
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Figure 5.47: Distribution of Blandford types axes (no single finds)
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5.3.6.1. Blandford type: decoration

Blandford type axes differ from Portland type axes in size and decoration. They
are slightly bigger, more triangular-shaped and they are decorated with one or
two shallow grooves along the edges of the faces. This decoration is similar to
that on East Rudham type axes, but while the ribs are normally very defined on
East Rudham type axes, they are not on Blandford type axes. Also, their body is
much more triangular, while East Rudham type axes have an elongated body.
Blandford type axes are slightly larger than both East Rudham and Portland
type axes. However, Blandford type axes share their distribution area and

associations with axes of Portland type (fig. 5.45).

5.3.6.2. Blandford type: wear analysis

Like Portland and East Rudham type axes, axes of Blandford type were found
in as cast condition, with their casting seams still intact (fig. 5.48). The only axe
that showed evidence for use and resharpening is the blade fragment from
King’s West Down (Bristol: no. 56, Plates 1-2).

Blandford (Hoards, N=11)

12

10
8
6
4
2
0 ||
no signs of  some signs of definite signs intentional unknown
wear wear of wear damage

Figure 5.48: Degree of wear: Blandford type (part of hoard)

5.3.6.3. Blandford type: metallurgy
None of the eleven axes were analysed metallurgically but their shiny silvery
surface colour and brittleness suggests that they had a similar metallurgical

composition as axes of Portland type (see next section).
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5.3.7. Technology and metal composition (Portland, Blandford and East
Rudham types)

Like East Rudham axes, socketed axes of each Portland and Blandford type
form two extremely homogenous groups amongst the axe types of the Early
Iron Age, even though the latter two groups share the same general distribution
in southern England. Generally, all three axe types are lighter and smaller than
linear-decorated axes, Sompting type and Armorican type axes.

Portland type axes were made of a copper-alloy with a very high tin content;
they were very thinly cast and brittle. There are no analyses of East Rudham
and Blandford type axes but their very similar shape, colour and brittleness
strongly suggests a similar metallurgical composition.

In 1983, Sue Pearce argued that socketed axes of Portland type (which she
then called ‘Blandford’) represented the first convincing tin ingots of the Late
Bronze Age, and should be interpreted as raw metal, rather than usable tools
(Pearce 1983, 120-121; 253). She suggested that while Armorican axes were a
‘lead ingot’, Portland axes could be seen as ‘tin ingots’. The high tin content of
Portland type axes has been confirmed by metallographic analysis which
suggests a tin content of between 11.45-22.96% and a lead content of between
7.3-11.6% (Northover 1987, 36-37). Northover also argues that inverse
segregation gives many a hard silvery surface, enriched in tin (Northover 1988,
79). Portland axes stand out not only because of their high tin content, but also
because they are small compared to other axes (ca. 9cm), clearly wedge-
shaped, thin-walled and usually have a less than 5mm thick cutting edge (which

leaves them useless as tools).

5.3.8. Hindon type

The Hindon type is named after thirty-three axes which formed the biggest part
of the recently discovered assemblage from Hindon (Wiltshire, nos. 1354-1387;
Treasure Number: 2012T46). The hoard was declared Treasure in 2013 and
subsequently donated to Salisbury Museum in 2014. Cleaning and conservation

of the axes are in progress and their metallurgical analysis is pending.
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The 33 Hindon type axes were found in association with one axe of Sompting
type, Cardiff Il variant, and several wrought iron artefacts (spearheads and
sickles) which
date the hoard to
the Earliest Iron

Age.

Hindon type axes
are between 9-
10cms long and
have a blade
width of 4-5cms.

They have
after conservation

00 00000 0 Hindon type axe square or slightly
1 e 3 4 5 6 7 8 8

Figure 5.49: Hindon type axe (from the eponymous hoard, Sub-rectangular
no. 1361, before and after conservation) sockets, are

undecorated and show no signs of wear. Their weight is uncertain because at
the time of analysis, the axes were still in the British Museum undergoing

Treasure proceedings. None of the axes showed any signs of wear (fig. 5.50).

5.3.8.1. Hindon type: Decoration

Unlike socketed axes of related types (Portland, Blandford and East Rudham),
Hindon type axes are undecorated (fig. 5.49). They do no display any ribs,
pellets, enhanced side facets and any other decoration except their unusual
shiny silver surface colour.

The only Hindon type axe which is decorated is no. 1355 (Plate 137). This axe
has the same surface finish as the other axes, but in addition, it displays a
decoration of two parallel ribs in the centre of each face, diverging slightly at the
end with each terminating in a small round circlet. This decoration is highly
unusual and finds no parallel in the South of England. However, there are two
single finds of linear-decorated type from Cambridgeshire which have a very
similar decoration which is, however, equally unusual in East Anglia (nos.
87+88). They were quite possibly made in the same mould or from the same

mould template. This similar style in decoration on one Hindon type axes and
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two linear-decorated axes from East Anglia underlines the connection between

the South and East England suggested by the appearance of groups of small,

thinly-cast high-tin/high-lead axes with a tin-enriched surface that gives them a

silver shine. These types of axes and this unusual decoration are specific to the

South and East England (fig. 5.45).
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9.548 5.26 | 2.257 2.674 2.261 | 2.901 | 109 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 43
10.376 | 5.728 | 1.694 2.624 2.11 | 2.612 | 119 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 52
9.244 | 4.482 | 2.207 2.915 2.271 | 2.746 | 120 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 51
9.189 | 4.393 | 1.971 | 2.2664 2.252 | 2.762 | 110 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 56
9.418 423 | 2.023 2.705 2.031 | 2.601 | 125 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 1

9.599 | 4.577 2.09 2.673 2.068 | 2.756 | 139 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 54
9.296 | 4.396 2.06 | 2.6443 2.233 | 2.671 | 125 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 59
9.571 | 4.334 | 1.989 2.808 1.855 | 2.695 | 108 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 42
9.399 | 4.263 | 2.201 2.706 2.064 | 2.619 | 123 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 62
9.587 411 | 2121 2.774 2.433 | 2.961 | 140 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 55
9.18 | 4.278 | 1.927 2.658 2.074 2.63 | 117 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 44
9.162 | 4.255 | 2.114 2.659 1.924 | 2.739 | 135 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 48
9.349 | 4.387 | 2.173 2.642 2.356 | 2.723 | 122 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 61
9.294 | 4.272 | 1.959 2.557 2.164 | 2.551 | 114 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 77
9.596 | 4.804 | 2.109 2.682 2.205 | 2.795 | 144 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 73
9.508 | 4.642 | 2.172 2.693 2.39 | 2.847 | 158 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 71
9.33 | 4.655 2.12 2.812 2.37 | 2.896 | 153 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 67
9.382 | 4.388 | 2.172 2.64 2.152 | 2.665 | 130 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 79
9.425 | 4.261 | 2.061 2.68 2.124 2.64 | 121 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 66
9.545 | 4.671 | 2.235 2.731 2.315 | 2.822 | 148 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 70
9.312 | 4.303 | 2.052 2.679 1.987 | 2.578 | 124 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 57
9.461 | 4.731 2.2213 | 2.815 | 128 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 53
9.414 | 4.399 | 2.152 2.742 2.244 | 2.619 | 113 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 60
9.5 | 4.806 | 2.216 2.808 2.05 | 2.869 | 142 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 78
9.485 449 | 2.123 2.687 2.319 | 2.712 | 114 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 68
9.414 | 4.602 | 2.072 2.576 2.021 | 2.759 | 143 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 65
9.414 | 4.707 | 2.138 2.907 2.287 | 2.864 | 133 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 58
9.274 | 4.374 | 2.178 2.623 2.171 | 2.656 | 118 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 69
9.334 | 4.273 | 2.041 2.673 1.727 | 2.585 | 121 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 50
9.49 | 4.186 | 2.036 2.644 2.153 | 2.594 | 118 | Undecorated no signs of wear | 64

Figure 5.50: Details of the Hindon type axes from the Hindon hoard (Wiltshire)
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5.3.8.2. Hindon type: Wear

The general wear of Hindon type axes could not be analysed in details due to
their general condition while they were in the British Museum. However,
superficial analysis of the blades strongly suggests that they, too, had not been
sharpened prior to deposition (fig. 5.51). They did not show any evidence for
use or re-sharpening, very much like axes of related types Portland, Blandford
and East Rudham.

Hindon type (from hoards only, N=33)
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Figure 5.51: Distribution of Hindon type axes

5.3.8.3. Hindon type: Technology and metal composition

The metallurgical analysis of Hindon type axes is pending, but due to their
similar size, wear, wall thickness and surface finish to Portland, Blandford and
Rudham type axes it seems likely that their metallurgy is similar, too. This would
mean that these axes were also made from a high-tin (approximately 11-
23%)/high-lead (7-12%) copper alloy. In addition, their highly polished, silvery

surface suggests that it was enriched in tin.

5.3.9. Armorican type

Armorican axes are well-known. It is a very homogenous group, which probably
originated in North-Western France, thus being called Armorican axes or Breton
axes. In 1965, Briard described them and attempted to define sub-types (Briard
1965, 247-50). British hoards are found in Cornwall, Hampshire and South
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Wales, for example at Tintern (Glamorgan; nos. 1333-1334, Plates 132-133)
Nether Wallop (Hampshire: nos. 690-702, Plates 38-39) and near Southampton
(Hampshire: nos. 705-772). Single finds are often unprovenanced or may have
been part of larger, now dispersed hoards (figs. 5.55+5.56; O’Connor 1980,
235). There is a great

s \{ { difference in  numbers  of

§ et v ( ﬁ specimens from Armorica and

elsewhere. There are over 220

A

! hoards with over 22,500 axes

‘ . ‘. % : from Brittany (O’Connor 1980,

h < f. : Fou 235), while assemblages from

' | W Britain and elsewhere in France

often include fewer than 100
| axes.

i . Similar to East Rudham and

Portland axes, Armorican axes

S R S B R N e

%

o s ) . appear to be very uniform, even
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Figure 5.52: Armorican type axe (n0.1406: between 5-12cm (O’Connor
Llanmaes, Glamorgan) .

1980, 235). Armorican axes

have very straight, almost parallel sides and an extremely narrow blade (fig.

though they occur in sizes

5.52). They are usually blunt and often the casting seams at the sides and the
mouth are still intact. They usually have a high lead content and are on average

heavier than other axe types.

5.3.9.1. Armorican axes: Wear analysis

The homogeneity of this type is also reflected in their wear. Most Armorican
axes were found in hoards where they were associated with other Armorican
axes, and single finds are rare. However, there is no difference in wear patterns

between axes from hoards and single finds (figs. 5.53+5.54).
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Armorican axes (Single Finds, N=41)
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wear wear of wear damage

Figure 5.53: Degree of wear: Armorican axes (single finds)

Almost all of them were deposited in as cast condition and only two Armorican
axes from two different hoards show some intentional damage: they survive
broken up (no. 686: Danebury, Hampshire; no. 692: Nether Wallop, Hampshire;
Plates 35-36+38-39).

Armorican axes (Hoards, N=14)
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: 1

no signs of wear some signs of wear definite signs of intentional
wear damage

Figure 5.54: Degree of wear: Armorican axes (part of hoard)

139



Chapter 5

. <
[ ] ] - (J
R ===
e 30mi

>

Figure 5.55: Distribution of Armorican type axes (Hoards B, single finds @)
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Armorican axes do not show any evidence for use, that is their casting seams
were not removed and their blades were not sharpened. Many still had their

clay cores inside.

Armorican type axes (N=211)
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Figure 5.56: Distribution of Armorican type axes

5.3.9.2. Armorican axes: Technology and metal composition

Armorican axes’ principal features are their parallel sides, narrow cutting edges,
their sub-rectangular, biconical and angular mouth mouldings. They are heavy
due to the use of low strength low tin/high lead bronzes (Northover 1988, 76).
Like Portland and East Rudham axes, they are usually found in as-cast
condition, but retaining part of the clay core, and if found in hoards, they are
generally found with other Armorican axes; only rarely have they been
discovered with other types of metalwork making the hoards from Longy
(Alderney), Danebury (Hampshire) and possibly King’'s Weston Down (Bristol)
notable exceptions (Kendrick 1928, 62-64; Cunliffe and O’Connor 1979, 235-
244; Northover 2004). Furthermore, when found in axe hoards, they are
sometimes found in a particular mode of deposition where they are formed into
cylindrical stacks, the axes arranged in a tightly packed circular pattern with
their cutting edges pointing towards the centre (Northover 1988, 76). They are
the only axe type for which we have a radio carbon date: 570+/-110BC
(Coursaget and Le Run 1966, 136). This suggests a long life span for this

particular kind of axe, considering that axes of this type have also been
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discovered in Ewart Park/Carp’s Tongue hoards of the eighth century at Longy
(Alderney), St Lawrence (Jersey) and the seventh/sixth century settlement of
Llanmaes in the Vale of Glamorgan, Wales (Kendrick 1928, 62-64; Lodwick and
Gwilt 2009).

It has been suggested that Armorican axes triggered the development of
Sompting axes in Britain (Burgess 1971). While this seems unreasonable
because of general dissimilarities in size and shape of the two axe types, they
may have been related to the development of Portland, East Rudham and, to
some extent, Figheldean Down variant axes. While axes of Figheldean Down
variant have a similar metal composition to Portland and East Rudham axes,

they are related to Armorican axes in size, weight and shape.

5.3.10. Iron socketed axes

The number of Early
Iron Age iron socketed
axes is comparatively
small: so far, we only
know of 20 specimens:
eleven from England
(nos. 76, 665, 667, 674,
678-680, 683, 685, 956
and 1402), five from
Scotland (nos. 1263,
1267, 1281, 1403 and
1404) and four from
Wales (nos. 1328-1330
0|III‘IIII'|IIII|’IIIILIIII’HIlllII‘IIIiHII’IIIIAIIII’IIII&IIII‘III;’IIII‘II|IB|IIII|IHIB|I|II|II1IILIIIII‘III":|1IIII|1I|1|!|II|II;I‘:;III|I and 1332) Three
Figure 5.57: Iron socketed axe from Traprain Law, additional  specimens
East Lothian (no. 1404) (not counted here) are

from the British Isles, but unprovenanced (nos. 1351-1353). A very recent find,

from Fiskerton, Lincolnshire has not been included because it was discovered

after completion of this catalogue (Portable Antiquities Scheme database
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www.finds.org.uk Find ID: FAKL-38D115). Of these 24 socketed axes, 22 are

looped and 2 unlooped.

Iron socketed axes were first published and discussed by Rainbow (1928, 170-
175) and later reviewed and updated by Manning and Saunders (1972, 276-
292).

Iron socketed axes (single finds only,
N=20)
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Figure 5.58: Distribution of iron socketed axes

The dating of these objects is problematic because iron axes were current
throughout the British Iron Age and many are unprovenanced (O’Connor 1980,
237). However, some are known to have come from transitional or Early Iron
Age contexts. Examples were found at Cold Kitchen Hill (Wiltshire) and Traprain
Law (Midlothian) which are well-known Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age
settlements. Moreover, O’Connor (1980, 237) suggests that iron axes from
riverside settlements at the Thames, for example at Brentford, may provide a
clue to where the first iron was worked and deposited (figs. 5.58+5.59).

The 24 looped and unlooped iron socketed axes are not very different from one
another and may therefore be classified as one group. They are sufficiently
similar in size and shape to Late Bronze Age socketed axes of the Ewart Park
metalworking phase to suggest that they have been copied from those (fig.
5.57). However, iron could not be melted down and cast like bronze; instead,
the iron axes were probably forged from several bands of wrought iron (e.g. no.
1403: Rahoy, Argyll, Plate149; Manning and Saunders 1972, 279).
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Figure 5.59: Distribution or iron socketed axes (all single finds)
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The loop was most probably made of an extra strip of iron that was then welded
onto the body of the axe. None of the axes are decorated, perhaps indicating
that at this early stage of iron-working, and without the ability to cast in moulds,

such decoration was impossible.

5.3.10.1. Iron socketed axes: Decoration

Iron socketed axes are not normally preserved very well and it is virtually
impossible to analyse their surface for evidence of decoration, wear and re-
sharpening. As far as we can tell they were undecorated and did not have
additional mouldings or additional parts welded on, except where the loops

were welded on separately.

5.3.10.2. Iron socketed axes: Wear analysis
Unfortunately, none of the socketed axes were in a condition that allowed for a

closer analysis.

5.3.10.3. Iron socketed axes: Metallurgy

The 24 socketed iron axes were all made from sheets of wrought iron. This
means that the iron piece was hammered into a strip plus wings on either side
which would then be welded together to form a socket; the loop was welded on
separately or made by tearing two small holes in the walls of the socket
(Manning and Saunders 1972, 279).

Iron socketed axes could be made in different ways. For example, while on the
specimens from Culbin Sands (Morayshire, no. 1267, Plate 112) and Traprain
Law (Midlothian, no. 1404, Plate 149), socket and loop were forged at the same
time, as they were in cast copper alloy socketed axes, the extremely large
example from Rahoy (Morvern, Argyll, no. 1403, no. 149) and at least one of the
axes from Penllyn Moor (Vale of Glamorgan, no. 1328, Plate 131) were
composed of a long strip of iron that was folded over and a separately made
iron loop that was welded on to the socket. This appears to be an overly
complicated and painstaking process and the small number of iron socketed
axes that survived suggests that the attempt of creating socketed iron axes was

short-lived and quickly followed by the more wide-spread production of iron
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shaft-hole axes which are much easier and more straight-forward to produce
(Hingley 1997, 13-14).

Iron cannot be cast in moulds like bronze and needed to be hammered and
welded into shape. However, while it is more complex to shape an iron object
than to cast a bronze one, it also takes more effort to finish off the bronze object
that means that it is easier to hammer iron than bronze.

The practice of producing socketed axes in iron was eventually discontinued
altogether and while later axes had shaft holes, other tools like awls and sickles
went back to easily welded ring-sockets or tangs (e.g. Hod Hill (Dorset),

Potterne and All Cannings Cross (Wiltshire)).

5.4. Size matters: a study of the difference in size, weight, decoration and
deposition of Early Iron Age socketed axe types

The corpus of Early Iron Age socketed axes differs greatly from Late Bronze
Age socketed axes. Even though they are not one homogenous group, they can
nevertheless be set apart from their Late Bronze Age counterparts by their size,
weight and decoration.

If the axes showed sufficient features they were assigned to the one of the
eleven main types defined in this thesis: Blandford, Portland, East Rudham,
Linear-decorated, Sompting (with four different variants: Kingston, Tower Hill,
Cardiff Il and Figheldean Down), Armorican, Transitional and iron socketed
axes. Uncertain types or ‘mules’ only occurred amongst the variants of the
Sompting type and were attributed a cross-over label Kingston/Tower Hill or just

Sompting if the variant could not be specified at all (figure 5.60).

5.5. Axe types: single and multiple depositions (hoards)

Socketed axes of Portland, Hindon, East Rudham and Blandford types and
those of Armorican and Sompting type, Figheldean Down variant occurred in
hoards rather than as single finds while iron socketed axes and axes of
Sompting type (Kingston, Tower Hill and Cardiff Il variants) and linear-

decorated axes were predominantly discovered singly.
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Early Iron Age socketed axes:
Quantitative analysis (N=529)

70 B Axes found
60 singly (N=264)
50
B Axes from
40 hoards
30 (N=265)
20
10

Figure 5.60: Quantitative analysis of single and associated finds of socketed
axes (where type could be determined)

Transitional axes occurred in both hoards and as single finds but show a bias
towards being found singly (figs. 5.60).

5.6. Iron socketed axes

Looking at decoration and carrying out use-wear analyses is important in
determining what individual axes were used for, but not all Early Iron Age
socketed axes leant themselves easily to this kind of examination. Iron socketed
axes are not normally as well preserved as their bronze counterparts which is
why in this case the study of their depositional contexts and associations
becomes essential to our understanding of what they were used for and why
they were deposited in certain places and not in others. Their preservation does
not allow for a detailed use-wear analysis as no evidence for wear or re-
sharpening marks survive, and most early iron socketed axes appear to have
been undecorated.

The first iron objects were almost exact copies of their bronze predecessors,
and it was only later that shapes more suitable to forging in iron were adopted
(Salter and Ehrenreich 1984, 152). At the very beginning of the Iron Age, the

superiority of iron over bronze was not the motivation for its widespread
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adoption; instead, it is very likely that the much greater abundance of iron ores
was the main reason behind the relatively quick adoption of the new metal
(Champion et al. 1984). Champion and others suggested that during the later
Bronze Age it became more and more difficult to secure an adequate supply of
raw material for casting bronze objects and the change to an iron-using society
may have been just another step in the readjustment of the organisation of the
metal supply industry to meet demand (Champion et al 1984, 298; Hingley
1997, 9-10; Pare 2000, 2).

Unlike socketed sickles and spearheads, socketed iron axes have not been
found in Early Iron Age hoards. All iron socketed axes were single finds, but in
terms of contexts the percentage of iron socketed axes from contemporary
settlements (21%, N=24) is greater than the percentage of copper-alloy
socketed axes from settlement contexts although there were ten times the
number of copper-alloy axes in circulation (6%; N=220).

Nine socketed iron axes were discovered in two very specific landscapes: six
came from in or very close to the Thames (nos. 674, 678, 679, 683, 685 and
956) and three came from Penllyn Moor in the Vale of Glamorgan (nos. 1328-
1330). Both areas are well-known for their Bronze Age metalwork deposition,
and the majority of finds were single depositions rather than hoards (Bradley
1990, York 2002, Adam Gwilt pers. comm.). Iron artefacts that have been
discovered in association with other Early Iron Age metalwork, such as wrought
iron spearheads or sickles, were hardly ever found outside of settlement
contexts, noteworthy examples being the iron tanged sickles from the
settlement sites at All Cannings Cross (Wiltshire) and Hod Hill (Dorset)
(Cunnington 1922, 13-18; Cunnington and Cunnington 1923; Pearce 1976, 30).
The only unassociated finds of iron socketed spearheads are the two
spearheads from Golden Lane (London) and Smeathes Ridge, Ogbourne St
George (Wiltshire) (Carpenter 1929, 376-77; Gingell 1979, 250).

There was a marked difference in depositional treatment of iron and copper
alloy socketed axes.

Copper alloy socketed axes were often deposited in hoards which may appear
votive in character and are located in the vicinity of settlements or near water,
like the hoards from Danebury (Hampshire, nos. 686-689, Plates 35-37) and
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Eggardon Hill (Dorset, nos. 212-218, 219-225) but they are never found within
the confinement of a settlement or hillfort. Iron socketed axes on the other hand
appear to have a much stronger connection with settlements. O’Connor (1980,
237) suggests that even those iron axes from the Thames were eroded from
riverside settlements. The association between iron and settlements suggests
that they were more common household objects, probably rapidly replacing
their bronze and Bronze Age antecedents. It has been suggested that rather
than being a mystic, secretive act, iron working was a common activity, with
numerous craftsmen capable of making iron tools at home (Morris 1996, 53-55).
A regional study of iron working in central southern England has shown that,
unlike Bronze Age bronze working, iron working took place at all types of sites,
with smithing found wherever iron tools were present (Salter and Ehrenreich
1984, 152).

5.7. Copper alloy socketed axes

In contrast to the small number iron socketed axes (24) stands the large
number of copper-alloy socketed axes (1389). Unlike iron axes, copper alloy
socketed axes were found both on their own and in hoards. While the 24 iron
socketed axes are generally of similar shape and size, Early Iron Age copper
alloy socketed axes come in different shapes, sizes, weight and alloys. They

also display a great variety in their decoration.

5.7.1 Size and Shape

It is their size, shape and weight that sets Early Iron Age socketed axes apart
from their Late Bronze Age forerunners. Akin to their Late Bronze Age
forerunners, Transitional axes generally have a weight of c. 200g and a
rectangular mouth moulding (i.e. aligned with the blade), while Early Iron Age
axes of Sompting type tend to be much heavier, with a square or sub-
rectangular mouth moulding (i.e. not aligned with the blade) (figs. 5.62+5.63;
Burgess 1971).
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Figure 5.61: Comparison of a Sompting type axe on the left (Cardiff Il
variant from Boston, Lincolnshire, no. 840) and a Transitional axe on

the right (no. 840: Shelford, Nottinghamshire)

Throughout the Late Bronze Age and Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age

transition, they become heavier and the back-to-front mouth moulding is

adopted (compare, e.g. Transitional axe no. 930 with Sompting type axe no.
840, fig. 5.61 and Plates 41+49).
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Figure 5.62: Comparative analysis of the weight and mouth ratio of
selected Late Bronze Age axes of Ewart Park type, transitional axes
and Early Iron Age axes of Sompting type, Cardiff Il, Tower Hill and

Kingston variants.
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Generally, a mouth ratio of <1 indicates a rectangular mouth moulding, a mouth
ratio of 1 indicates a square mouth and a mouth ratio of >1 indicates a back-to-
front or sub-rectangular mouth moulding (figs. 5.62+5.63). The square or sub-
rectangular mouth moulding was also adopted by the axes of the lighter and
shorter socketed axes of East Rudham, Portland and Hindon types (fig. 5.63).

= Sompting type,

16 Kingston variant

14 u Sompting type, Tower

1.2 = — Hill variant
o 1 M [ ] Spmpting type,
= L4 Figheldean Down
¢ 0.8 ® yariant '
- ® Sompting type, Cardiff
‘g 0.6 Il variant
Z 04 @ Portland

0.2

0 + East Rudham
0 5 10 15 20 |
_ + linear-decorated
Length (in cm)

Figure 5.63: Comparative analysis of the mouth ratio and body length of Early
Iron Age socketed axes

All types of Early Iron Age copper alloy socketed axes share the pre-dominantly
sub-rectangular or square mouth shape (mouth ratio = >1). Sub-rectangular
blades (aligned with the blade) are less prevalent. In terms of overall length, all
variants of the Sompting type are always longer than c. 115mm while axes of
Portland, East Rudham and Hindon types are always shorter than 120mm.

Early Iron Age axes can therefore be divided into two separate groups of larger
axes and smaller axes (fig. 5.63). One group consists of a group of light-weight
axes weighing around 100g and the other group of heavier axes weighing c.
400g (fig. 5.64). The light-weight axes fall into three different categories: East
Rudham type axes which weigh around 200g, Hindon type axes which weigh
just over 100g and Portland type axes which weigh around 100g (fig. 5.64).

The individual variants of Sompting type axes are not clearly separated by their
weight, even though Sompting axes of Kingston variant are lighter than the

Figheldean Down variant. However, when looking at the mouth ratio, axes of
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Cardiff 1l variant show the greatest tendency to display a square mouth shape

rather than a sub-rectangular one (Figures 5.62 and 5.63).
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Figure 5.64: Comparative analysis of the weight and mouth ratio of Early Iron
Age axe types
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Figure 5.65: Comparative analysis of the blade width and ¥z body length
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Socketed axes of the four Sompting variants are larger and heavier than axes of
East Rudham, Portland and Hindon types, but the individual variants differ from

one another in shape and blade width (figs. 5.65-5.69).
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Figure 5.66: Comparative analysis of the blade width and %2 body length (detail
of fig. 5.65 without smaller axes types and Sompting type axes of Cardiff Il
variant)

While socketed axes of Figheldean Down variant are very long, but with narrow
blades, socketed axes of the Kingston variant display a much more triangular
shape with a shorter body and a wider blade, but not as wide as the blade of
socketed of Tower Hill variant (figs. 5.65+5.66).

With their narrow blades but elongated body shape socketed axes of the
Sompting type, Cardiff Il and Figheldean Down variants appear to share a
similar shape with Armorican axes which have an even narrower blade:
Armorican type axes have the least triangular shape of all Early Iron Age axes
and appear as a very homogenous group. Axes of the Sompting type,
Figheldean Down, Tower Hill and Kingston variants appears as very distinct
groups when grouped by their shape (figs. 5.66).

These three homogenous looking variants of the Sompting type can be
explained by the fact that most of the axes of the Tower Hill variant come from

the Tower Hill hoard (Oxfordshire, nos. 932-953) and almost all of the axes of
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Figheldean Down variant come from the Mylor (Cornwall, nos. 147-179) and
Figheldean Down hoards (Wiltshire, nos. 1029-1050).
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Figure 5.67: Comparative analysis of weight and body length

These three hoards (Mylor, Cornwall; Figheldean Down, Wiltshire, and Tower
Hill, Oxfordshire) include a large number of socketed axes that were arguably
made in the same mould or else, made from the same mould template (Coombs
1979; Coombs et al 2003; Bruns and Needham 2008). Socketed axes cast in
the same mould or made from the same mould template will naturally share a
very similar size, that is their overall length and blade width while the weight is
dependent on the alloy use. The shape of the blade can be slightly changed
through hammering, as can be seen on axes nos. 945+952 (Plate 60), but axes
deposited in as-cast condition confirm that generally, axes were cast with either
a narrow blade (e.g. no. 147-179; Plates 15-21) or a wide blade (e.g. nos. 936,
942, 945+952; Plates 55-60). Therefore, the general shape of the blade was
determined by the mould and not by re-shaping after the casting and cooling
processes.

The shapes of socketed axes of the Kingston and Tower Hill variants are very

similar, but the blades of Tower Hill axes are more widely splayed than those of
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Kingston axes, while the bodies of Tower Hill variant axes are ever so slightly
narrower (fig. 5.68).
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Figure 5.68: Comparative analysis of blade width and smallest body width of
Sompting variants Kingston, Tower Hill and Figheldean Down (WI=Width)

At the other end of the spectrum, Sompting type axes of Figheldean Down and
Cardiff Il variants also appear very similar in shape and size (figs. 5.65 and
5.67). However, Figheldean Down variant axes are slightly longer and slightly
narrower than axes of variant Cardiff Il (Figure 5.69). Figheldean Down axes
are long and slender and have a very narrow blade whilst blades of Cardiff II
axes can be slightly or moderately expanded, although never as expanded as
blades of axes of variants Kingston and Tower Hill. In terms of shape and size
variants Cardiff Il and Figheldean Down axes are very similar to Armorican axes
which are also long and slender but have an even narrower blade.

Cardiff Il and Figheldean Down also differ in modes of deposition. While most
axes of variant Figheldean Down were found in two hoards (nos. 1029-1050:
Figheldean Down, Wiltshire, and nos. 147-179: Mylor, Cornwall), the majority of

axes of variant Cardiff Il were discovered singly (e.g. no. 978: Lakenheath,
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Suffolk; no. 810: Winwick, Lancashire). This difference in deposition practice is
also mirror in socketed axes of Kingston and Tower Hill variants: while most
axes of Tower Hill variant were found in the hoard found at Tower Hill

(Oxfordshire, nos. 932-953), nearly all axes of Kingston variant were found

singly.
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Figure 5.69: Comparative analysis of smallest body width (WI) and overall
length of Sompting variants Figheldean Down and Cardiff Il

This single find/hoard separation can also be found in the individual variants
decoration. While axes of Kingston and Cardiff Il variants can be decorated with
sometimes very elaborate moulded decoration, axes of Figheldean Down and
Tower Hill variants tend to be either plain (Tower Hill variant) or decorated with

just plain ribs (Figheldean Down variant).

5.7.2. Decoration

Most Early Iron Age axes are either much smaller or much larger than Late
Bronze Age axes and also, they are either much lighter or much heavier. The
blades of the larger axes of Sompting type are often widely splayed and the
sockets are normally sub-rectangular (or back-to-front-shaped), while the

sockets of Late Bronze Age axes are usually aligned with the blade.
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Figure 5.70: Sompting
type, Cardiff Il variant

(no. 806, River Thames
at Erith)

While Late Bronze Age axes are plain or simply
ribbed, almost all Early Iron Age socketed axes are
decorated with ribs, ribs-and-pellets or rib-and-
circlets, the only exception being most axes of
Sompting type, Tower variant, which are plain.
Simple rib-and-pellet decoration is especially
prevalent in axes belonging to the Cardiff Il variant
of the Sompting type and Portland type axes (e.g.
nos. 84: Lode, Cambridgeshire, Plate 7; 806: River
Thames at Erith, fig. 5.70 and Plate 40; 1065 and
1082: Salisbury, Wiltshire, fig. 5.69). Slightly more
extravagant variations include rib-and-multiple-
circlets, bundles of ribs terminating in pellets (no.
204: Chagford, Devon; no. 93: Horningsea,
Cambridgeshire), double-rib-and-circlets and the
basic rib-and-pellet ornament with herring bone lines

between

the ribs, as exemplified on the axes
from Newton (Cambridgeshire, no. 96,
Plate 12), Boughton (Norfolk, no. 897),
Attenborough (Nottinghamshire, no.
922) and Preston Capes
(Northamptonshire, no. 1393, Plate
144). Some socketed axes of
Sompting type display even more
elaborate patterns, like box-shapes, as
seen on the axes from Lode
(Cambridgeshire, no. 85, Plate 8),
Figheldean Down (Wiltshire, no. 1039,
Plate 81) and Skipsea (Yorkshire, no.
1239), or the unique Omega-shape
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Figure 5.71: Two Portland type axes
from the Salisbury hoard (Wiltshire,
nos. 1065 and 1082)

which can be found on the axe from Kingston (Surrey, no. 991, fig. 5.72, Plates

69-70).
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This very sudden adoption of elaborately decorating socketed axes (but not
other types of metalwork) and the drastic change in their size, shape and weight
which went along with it, indicates a radical change in the perception of
socketed axes during the transition from the Late Bronze Age to the Early Iron
Age.

Their primary use and function had changed from tools without much variation
in shape, size and weight (generally about 200g at 10cms) to a much wider,
more variable range of uses evidenced in the broader range of socketed axes
available. They ranged from 100g/9cms (Portland type) to 500g/13cms
(Sompting type).
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Figure 5.72: Two Sompting type, Kingston variant axes from the Kingston hoard
(Surrey, nos. 990+991)

5.7.3. Colour

The aspect of colour has rarely been addressed in discussions of bronze
metalwork. It was assumed that even though bronze metalwork is, when
recovered, of green, brown, black or dull golden colour or with multiple colours
on one axe, it would have initially been of an even dark golden colour. None of
the Late Bronze Age axes show any alteration of this colour.
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Figure 5.73: Hindon type

axe after conservation
(Wiltshire, no. 1361)
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argue that during
solidification and
cooling, the axe
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continuous eutectoid

microstructure: the
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In the corpus of Early Iron Age axes on the other
hand we find axes with a bright silver surface,
especially on axes of Hindon, Portland, Blandford
and East Rudham types (figs. 5.73+5.74). The
unusual silvery surface colou