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EXCAVATION OF A PREHISTORIC MENHIR 
AT LA PREVOTE, ST OUEN, 1996

by

DEIRDRE SHUTE

and compiled by

ROBERT WATERHOUSE FSA

In January to February 1996, the Société Jersiaise’s Archaeology Section under the direction of the 
late Mrs Deirdre Shute, excavated a number of small test trenches at La Prévôté, La Cueillette de 
Vinchelez, St Ouen: a former field which had reverted to coastal heath.  The features examined 
included a possible menhir, which was confirmed by the excavations.

At the time, the owner of the land was not entirely sure of their title to it (this was subsequently 
proved in their favour) and so the excavations were undertaken in a somewhat discreet manner 
and other than a brief note on them in the 1997 Bulletin (Molyneux 1997, 17) the results have 
never come to publication.  La Prévôté was subsequently gifted to the Public on the 21st May 
2010 as part of a larger block of coastal land, by Carole Louise Hart, nee Chiswell, Dame of the 
Fiefs of Vinchelez de Bas, Portinfer and De Lecq.

In the light of the land entering public ownership and after Deirdre’s death in 2012, the author 
was asked to bring a report on the site to publication in the Bulletin.  The following account 
has therefore been developed from notes, plans and photographs made on site and afterwards by 
Deirdre Shute, Mary Gibb, Bob Le Sueur, Brian Phillipps and John Clarke.  The only published 
account of the excavation, in the Archaeology Section Report for 1996 (ibid, 17-18) was also used 
to provide an overview of the work carried out.

The States of Jersey Environmental Services Unit (part of the Department for the Environment) 
is directly responsible for the management of La Prévôté, which is part of the Les Landes Site of 
Special Interest (SSI).

Background to the project
The attention of the Archaeology Section had been brought to the site by Mrs Mary Gibb, who 
had noticed a circular bank in the undergrowth.  Upon examining the site in more detail, it was 
realised that there were several other features there, notably a small upright stone of extremely 
weathered granite, at about the centre of the field, at its highest point.  A project to identify and 
date these features was planned, which would involve a survey of the field and the excavation of 
test trenches to explore selected features further.
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THE NATURE OF THE SITE ARCHIVE 

Site Description
La Prévôté lies on the north coast of St Ouen Parish (see Figure 1 below) and is centred on 
UTM 5564 5605, being a largely level and roughly rectangular former field of about an acre, now 
covered in bracken and coarse grasses.

The site lies on the northern edge of the enclosed land, overlooking 
La Greve Au Lanchon down the steep coastal slope to its north.
Field Nos. O/4, O/1 & O/6 lie to its west, south and east respectively; the north boundary 

being marked by an irregular and abrupt break of slope, along whose lower edge runs the coastal 
path from Grosnez to Plemont.  

Only 150 metres to the north-west of the field, a shallow valley contains a spring known as 
Les Fontaines Martin.  This feeds a small rivulet which descends steeply northwards to the sea at 
Le Chene.

The field was found to contain five features of possible archaeological significance, which are 
shown in Figure 2 overleaf.  Feature 1 is the small upright stone which forms the main subject 
of this paper, while Feature 2 formed an unexplained concentration of stones which broke the 
surface of the ground.  Features 3-5 are low circular banks of equal size which proved to be of 
1940s German military origin.  Of these, feature 5 was not observed in 1996 and its position has 
been plotted onto Figure 2 from the 1945 aerial photograph (Plate 1).
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Above: Figure 2

Left: Plate 1
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Site History
Nothing is known of the site’s recent history other than that the field was shown on William 
Gardner’s map of Jersey for the Duke of Richmond, surveyed in the late 1780s and published in 
1795.  At this date it had a solid northern boundary to the coastal heath.  The square form of it 
and others in its vicinity suggests that it was enclosed from the heath in the 16th-17th century 
as grazing land, rather than as arable, as if the latter was the case, these field would be expected to 
have taken the form of narrow strips, as elsewhere in the island.  No earlier maps show the extent 
of enclosuRe in the island, so map evidence does not help further.

The name ‘Prévôté’ is taken to be a form of ‘prévôt’, a modern French term referring to a 
high-ranking church official (the English form is ‘Provost’).  This may suggest that at the time of 
its enclosure from the heath, or at some point afterwards, it was owned by, or let to, a Prévôt.  The 
following explanation of the word is taken from the Wikipedia entry on the subject:

The word praepositus (Latin: “set over”, from praeponere, “to place in front”) was originally 
applied to any ecclesiastical ruler or dignitary. It was soon more specifically applied to the 
immediate subordinate to the abbot of a monastery, or to the superior of a single cell, and it was 
defined as such in the Rule of St Benedict. The dean (decanus) was a similarly ranked official. 

Chrodegang of Metz adopted this usage from the Benedictines when he introduced the 
monastic organization of canon-law colleges, especially cathedral capitular colleges. The 
provostship (praepositura) was normally held by the archdeacon, while the office of dean was held 
by the archpriest. The title became prevost in Old French, and then prévôt in modern French, 
before being adopted as “provost” in English.

Trenches excavated
Trench 1  Figure 3

This rectangular trench, 
measuring 13 metres east-west 
by 5 metres north-south, was cut 
across the north-westerly of the 
two circular features identified 
at the time of the excavations 
(Features 3 & 4 on Figure 2).

It was found to be a wholly 
earthwork feature constructed 
of topsoil with little or no stone 
content, dug into topsoil 003 and 
subsoil 002.

The earthwork 008 comprised 
a surrounding low bank which 
measured from 1 metre to 1.80 
metres wide, enclosing a central 
raised area, the flat top of which 
was about 3 metres across.
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Plate 1 shows Features 3 & 4 (Feature 5 was not identified in 1996) as circular structures on 
an aerial photograph taken by the RAF on 7th February 1945.  These were the subject of some 
interest and research, eventually being shown to be dummy gun positions constructed by the 
German Army towards the end of the Occupation, perhaps in 1944.

Finds
Almost all those retained were small weathered pebbles of the type of granite found naturally in 
the vicinity.  Only one non-natural find was made - that of a mass of corroded fragments of iron.  
It is not certain what these once were, but the acid nature of the soil precludes them of being very 
old.  It is likely that they relate to the German activity on the site.

Trench 2  Figure 4

This 3 metre square trench was 
placed to explore the nature of the 
small scatter of large angular stones 
just north-west of the possible 
menhir.

The stones 007 proved to lie 
directly on topsoil 003, with little 
or no subsequently deposited soil 
overlying them.  They appeared 
to have been dumped there, 
presumably in the recent past and 
possibly as part of the mid-1940s 
German activity in the immediate 
vicinity.

Finds
The only items found among the stones 007 were two sherds of 20th century dark green bottle 
glass and the corroded rear end of a French brass shotgun cartridge (fired).  In the topsoil 003 
beneath it was however noted that flint debitage was present.  This included several small flakes 
and chips of white, fawn and grey flint, a larger broken piece of grey cherty flint and a mottled 
grey/cream rejuvenating flake.  All are probably of Neolithic or Early Bronze Age date and appear 
to be derived from seaworn flint pebbles.

Two waterworn pebbles, one of a pale brown dolerite; the other of a pinkish-fawn granite, 
are alien to the local geology and could have arrived on the site as wrack-stones, although the 
granite one could have been utilised as a hammer-stone for flint working, as it bears localised 
surface pitting.

Unstratified finds found on the spoilheap include a small grey flint chip, a fragment of orange 
roof tile of probable 18th-19th century date, and a waterworn pebble of purple/fawn dolerite.
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Trench 3  Figures 5 (below), 6 (bottom) & 7 (opposite)

This was excavated 
in three consecutive 
parts and sought to 
confirm whether 
the possible menhir 
(Feature 1 in Figure 2) 
was of ancient origin.

The first part 
(Area A) comprised 
an L-shaped trench 
measuring about 2 
metres by 2 metres, 
sunk on the south and 
east sides of the stone.  
This was subsequently 
expanded by a further 
metre to the north 
and west of the stone  
(Area B) and a smaller 
area to its south-east 
(Area A1).  A further 1 
metre wide extension 
(Area C) to the west of 
the area was examined 
to a shallower depth.  
The area covered by 
the finished trenches 
measured a total of 

4 metres east-west by 3.5 metres north-south and is 
shown in Figure 5.

The excavation showed that the stone 006 certainly 
was a menhir of probable late Neolithic or Early Bronze 
Age date, being supported on trig stones in a shallow 
hole 004 cut in the frost-shattered bedrock 001.  This 
was relatively soft, with patches of orange gravel in 
weaker zones between the stone joints, which would 
have made it relatively easy to dig into.

Only two non-natural layers were identified in the 
excavation: the earliest being a coarse dirty orange-
brown gravelly soil layer 002, which contained many 
frost-eroded, but displaced stones.  This gravel and 
stone content was presumably derived from the late 
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Pleistocene frost-shattering of the 
natural bedrock 001 which lay 
about 15-20cm beneath its upper 
surface, but several finds of flint 
debitage of probable Neolithic to 
early Bronze Age date showed the 
soil to have a prehistoric origin.

A peaty dark brown humic 
topsoil 003 of about 15cm depth 
lay above this and also contained 
much gravel, presumably derived 
from layer 002 below.

This constituted a ploughsoil 
of recent date, which contained 
some flint debitage, presumably 
derived from layer 002 beneath it.  
It seems probable that the field had 
been ploughed regularly for some 
centuries, the plough passing close 
to the stone and disturbing it; the 
lean to the west possibly being a 
result of this disturbance.

The only evidence for the 
stone’s placement within these 
layers was seen in the section 
adjoining the stone’s north face.  
Plate 8 shows this at a late stage in 
the excavation, when the section 
had been weathered by rain 
and had partly dried out.  The 
trench section seems to show a 
discontinuity in the gravel content 
of the lower layer 002, which also 
seems slightly darker, about 12cm 
from the stone.  This agrees with 
the visible extent of the stone-

hole cut into the bedrock beneath and the position of one of the trig stones within it, and could 
therefore constitute an upward continuation of cut 004 for the stone 006 and its slightly humic 
backfill 005.  A part section of this has been drawn and is shown at the top of Figure 7, which 
shows a thin layer of small stones 009, which with a thin sandy layer 010 appear to seal cut 004 
and fill 005.  They are interpreted as being derived from one or more ploughing events predating 
ploughsoil 003.  No finds are recorded as coming from them.
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Finds
Areas A and B were trowelled down to the bottom of layer 002; the finds from layers 002 and 003 
found in these areas being bagged separately.  The scatter of stones exposed in both areas at the 
bottom of 002 was then removed and any finds lying among the stones and on the decomposed 
bedrock 001 were then bagged as one area.  The finds are therefore described as they are bagged.  
As there are inconsistencies between the locations of some finds in the bags and the notes on 
the plan of the trench, it must be accepted that some inaccuracies must be present.  It is however 
the present author’s opinion that where finds are stated as coming from specific layers, they are 
correct.  Their findspots within the three contiguous excavated areas may be uncertain though.

Area A
Topsoil 003 produced three shards of broken green bottle glass, of likely 20th century date, but 
other than a fragment of granite, all the other finds were of worked flint.  The assemblage consists 
of 10 small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint, with one compact thumbnail scraper 
of pale grey flint, apparently worked from a small rejuvenating flake, with working faces around 
about two thirds of its circumference.

Subsoil 002 produced 9 small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint, derived from 
beach pebbles where cortex survives.  None of the items has been reworked and it represents 
typical debitage of Neolithic to Early Bronze Age date.  A small waterworn pebble of mottled 
fawn dolerite may be a wrack-stone of indeterminate date.

One pottery sherd was found in this layer and represents something of a surprise, as it appears 
to be of a fine, gritless Gallo-Roman fabric.  It is a very worn rim-sherd of a pinkish-grey pottery 
vessel, possibly from a dish or plate with shallow angled sides.  Its wall measured about 8mm thick, 
while the very shallow curve of the rim may suggest a vessel of up to 30cm in diameter.  A further 
Gallo-Roman sherd was found in layer 002, described below under Areas A & B.

Area B
Topsoil 003 produced 5 small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint, one larger flake-
like piece of very cherty off-white flint with traces of retouching on two edges, and a broken 
thumbnail scraper of grey flint.  None of the flints display any cortex, so their source is uncertain, 
though the large quantity of flaws suggests beach pebble material, as is common in Jersey.  The 
date range is probably Neolithic to Early Bronze Age, though the larger piece is uncertain as its 
patination and indeterminate form may mean that it is of Palaeolithic origin.

One small granite fragment and a seaworn pebble of white quartz are natural, the latter 
probably having arrived on the site as a wrack-stone.

A small shard of blue-green glass is probably 19th century.
Subsoil 002 produced 25 often extremely small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint, 

two small grey flint flakes with traces of retouch: one possibly a spokeshave, three chips of fawn/
pale grey chert, and a possible worked-out core in pinkish-fawn flint with a red band just under 
the cortex.  All seem to be Neolithic to Early Bronze Age and derived from beach pebbles.

Two fragments of granite and a seaworn pebble of white quartz are natural, the latter probably 
having arrived on the site as a wrack-stone.
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Areas A & B (layers 001/002)
The removal of the stones in the bottom of layer 002 and trowelling down into the decomposed 
bedrock 001 produced a number of finds, all of which are assumed to derive from 002, as 001 
seems to have been entirely natural.  The finds are however bagged as deriving from this trowelling 
episode, rather than either of the specific contexts.

The finds included 20 small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint; two larger flakes 
of off-white flint, one very cherty; and two possible rejuvenating flakes in off-white and grey-
brown flint.  One small chip of burnt grey flint was also present.  All seem to be Neolithic to Early 
Bronze Age and where cortex survives, are derived from beach pebbles.

A small sherd of pale fawn gritless pottery with a dark brown burnished surface appears to be 
of Gallo-Roman fabric with traces of vegetable matter - possibly a grass seed - in one broken face.  
It is possible that this sherd is one of the two recorded on the original drawn plan (reproduced 
here as Figure 5) as coming from Area B.

Natural materials included one piece of white quartz, one piece of iron-stained granite and 
three broken and complete pebbles of Brioverian shale.

Unstratified finds
Six flint chips (in one bag) were found in the spoil from Trench 3.  These were all of white, fawn 
and grey flint, with no cortex.

Uncertain finds
Two bags of flint finds described separately below may additionally be from this context.

Area C
No bagged finds were recorded from Area C, which was only excavated down to the boundary 
between topsoil 003 and subsoil 002.  The original of Figure 5 however notes an area towards the 
south end of Area C as containing a concentration of flint artefacts, which may be those described 
next.

Finds from uncertain location - possibly Trench 3, Area C
Five additional bags of finds in the assemblage have misleading identifications.  Four are marked 
‘Stone Trench’ which could refer to Feature 2: the random scatter of stones examined in Trench 
2, but could alternatively refer to Feature 1: the menhir, examined in Trench 3.

The description of the sources of the finds in three of the bags, written on a small piece of 
paper enclosed in a larger paper bag which the present compiler found them in, makes reference to 
‘Trowelling down after the stone area had been divided and marked off (sectioned off)’.  This is interpreted 
as meaning that these finds do in fact come from Trench 3, as Trench 2 was not large enough 
to have produced such a quantity of material.  The description in italics above suggests that 
the material may have come from Area A in Trench 3, although as noted above, much flint not 
accounted for elsewhere was apparently found in layer 002, Area C.

The fourth bag contains a piece of paper which states that its contents were ‘found after 
the removal of large stones, almost on bedrock’, which is considered to mean the lower, stony 
elements of layer 002 in Areas A & B, visible in Plates 5-7.

The fifth bag simply states ‘in trench’.  In the absence of any other indications, this is suggested 
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Plate 2 - General view of site with stone - to take

Plate 3 - Trench 2 under excavation, looking south
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Plate 4 - Trench 3 under excavation, looking north

Plate 5 - Trench 3 under excavation, looking east
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Plate 6 - Trench 3 under excavation, looking south

Plate 7 - Trench 3 under excavation, looking west
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also as being from Trench 3, but it cannot be certain.  It has in any case been treated as an 
unstratified find.

‘Stone Trench’ - contents of first three bags
These finds may have been found in topsoil 003 as the description on the bags and the piece of 
paper enclosed with them makes reference to a ‘black loamy soil on top of gritty soil’.

The flint finds comprised 16 small flakes and chips of white, fawn and grey flint; one flake 
of cream-coloured cherty flint, changing to a rich red-brown at one end; and a cream-coloured 
cherty flint pebble fragment, possibly frost-shattered.

One utilised flake is present - a triangular flake of pale grey flint, possibly an edge scraper, with 
small flakes taken off one edge at right-angles to the flaked faces.

One broken fragment of brown granodiorite and five waterworn pebbles are in the assemblage.  
the latter are of creamy flint, pinkish-grey granite, dark brown dolerite, pale creamy-grey quartzite 
and Brioverian shale.  Only the latter appears to have been utilised, being a long trapezoidal 
flat pebble, bearing linear scraping marks on both flat faces: it is fractured at the broad end and 
chipped at the narrow end.  It is uncertain whether both of these damage areas are contemporary 
with its use, though that at the broad end breaks through the scrape marks on both flat faces.  The 
edges towards the narrow end are polished smooth, as is the tip.

Left: Plate 8 - North face of menhir in Trench 3, showing 
stone-hole containing three trig stones, cut into bedrock 
surface.

Above: Plate 9 - Glass bead, possibly of Roman date.
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‘Stone Trench’ - contents of fourth bag
These finds seem to have been found in the rubble at the bottom of subsoil layer 002, as the 
description on the bag and the piece of paper enclosed within it refers to them having been ‘found 
after the removal of large stones, almost on bedrock’.
Four pieces of off-white and fawn flint are present, comprising a large worked-out core of off-
white flint, two small flakes and a chip.  All seem to be Neolithic to Early Bronze Age and where 
cortex survives, are derived from beach pebbles.

‘In Trench’ - contents of fifth bag
One small grey flint flake with waterworn cortex.  This is taken to be unstratified and is of 
Neolithic to Early Bronze Age date.

Glass Bead
A small glass bead was handed to the author by Mr R.W. Le Sueur in 2012, who said that it came 
from the site.  It bore a label which reads: ‘Believed to be a Ptolemaic import - 2nd century BC.  Found 
at the base of the La Prévôté orthostat - to be referred to Mrs Shute’.

The bead is semi-spherical, measuring 7mm high by 8.5mm wide, with a hole of about 1.8mm 
diameter at its mouths, narrowing to about 0.8mm in the centre, passing vertically through it.  The 
surface is highly polished, revealing a series of mainly parallel, though in one place diverging 
layers inside the body of the bead.  These are interleaved with white streaks about 0.2mm thick 
at 1.3mm to 1.8mm intervals.  The principal colour of these layers is a pinkish-orange, with 2 or 
3 even thinner, paler streaks running parallel within the coloured zones.  One band is completely 
milky, though with a pinkish hue.  The consistency of the glass is essentially opaque, though some 
depth is visible, which must have enhanced the colours considerably when the bead was new: it 
still appears to glow when placed in strong light.

Some whiteish patination has occurred in places, while a dark brown spot has permeated the 
layers in one place.  A flake of glass 5mm by 3.5mm has fractured away beside one of the threading 
hole apertures and is old damage.

Coloured glass beads of this size have been found elsewhere in Jersey, an example of similar 
size (though with different patterning) being known from a field near St Clement’s Church.  They 
are considered to be potentially of Gallo-Roman date, though this has not been confirmed.  A 
search of internet images for similar glass beads, using ‘Ptolemaic’ and ‘Egyptian’ keywords entirely 
failed to provide evidence to support an Egyptian origin for the bead.  Similarly, it is hard to 
support the accuracy of the statement on the label, as if taken at face value, it would imply a much 
later date for the erection of the menhir than has traditionally been ascribed to them.

DISCUSSION
The menhir
The menhir at La Prévôté can be compared with several in the island which have been examined 
archaeologically, all of which have consistently been placed into a hole cut into bedrock or natural 
subsoil, with small packing stones (commonly referred to as ‘trig stones’) jammed between the 
pit sides and the base of the menhir at the time of its erection.  This technique seems to have 
worked well: many menhirs remaining upright after three to four millenia in Jersey’s often soft 
soils (Hawkes 1937, 300-312).
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The menhir’s siting may be significant: at the crest of a rise in the ground, from which it could 
be seen in profile on the horizon from a number of different locations in the immediate vicinity.  
In this respect it is very well-sited to be a boundary or territorial marker, suggesting that at the 
time of its erection, there were no other boundaries and very low vegetation in this part of the 
island, as even low structures or bushes would have obscured it.

This leads us on to perhaps the most unusual feature of the menhir - its size.  Generally 
speaking, most Jersey menhirs are at least 1.5m in height above current ground level, meaning 
that in prehistory, they may have been even higher.  Even allowing for a 10-15cm build-up of soil 
on the site (the present topsoil 003), the stone at La Prévôté can hardly have been more than 1m 
high, making it perhaps the most diminutive menhir on record in the island.  There is no evidence 
for loss of height by fracturing away, and the surface of the stone is significantly eroded, suggesting 
that it has remained undamaged for a considerable period of time.

The majority of the finds from the site are commensurate with a later Neolithic (c.3000-
2300BC) to Early Bronze Age (c.2300-1500BC) date.

In Jersey, this is typified by the use of pebble flint collected from the island’s beaches, which is 
characteristically of poor quality with many faults and colour inconsistencies.  No ceramics of this 
period were found, though as the sample is a small one, this cannot be taken as being particularly 
significant.

The majority of the flint material is debitage, indicative of general flintworking in the 
immediate vicinity and as such, is rather interesting, as prehistoric ritual sites often have debitage 
from flintworking on them.

Of course, this pre-supposes that the La Prévôté is a ritual structure - if it was merely a 
boundary marker, such discussions are probably irrelevant.

Nevertheless, such concentrations are known from at least one other Jersey site, at La Tete 
des Quennevais, where an Early Bronze Age (Chalcolithic) mound complex had significant 
concentrations of flint debitage and occasional tools, numbering a total of 843 pieces (Patton, in 
Patton & Finlaison 2001, 154-163).

It has been suggested (**quote**) that such material was deliberately scattered over ritual 
sites, or that former occupation or flintworking sites were deliberately chosen for ritual purposes.  
Patton’s opinion regarding the material at La Tete des Quennevais however, was that it all predated 
the ritual structures and had related to earlier domestic activity on or near the site (ibid, 163).  
This appears to have been the case at La Prévôté, as the apparently undisturbed prehistoric layer 
002 which contained much of the flintworking debris, seemed to have been cut into by the hole 
for the menhir.

As far as dating is concerned. Patton felt that the earliest ritual activity at La Tete des Quennevais 
could be dated to the period 2850-2250 cal. BC, presumably putting the flintworking debris on 
the site earlier than that.

He notes that later Neolithic and Early Bronze Age worked flint assemblages are notoriously 
difficult to distinguish apart - and therefore to date (ibid, 163), so the assemblage from La Prévôté 
does not help much in dating it.

Unfortunately, the only recent excavation of a Jersey menhir, at Cherry Farm, St Peter located 
no datable material, though again trig stones were identified at its base (Lerz 2009).

The presence of what appear to be two Gallo-Roman pottery sherds in Trench 3 is surprising, 
but not wholly unexpected.  Gallo-Roman material has been found not far away at Le Pinacle, 
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1.5km to the south-west and at L’Ile Agois, 4km to the east (Finlaison & Holdsworth 1979, 322-
346).  The sherd from the topsoil 003 was very worn, but that from the subsoil 002 was unworn 
with fairly sharply defined fracture surfaces, suggesting that it had not moved far from its point 
of deposition.  

No broad-reaching conclusions can be reached from this very small sample, but it could be 
postulated that settlement and/or agricultural activity of the early first millenium AD was to be 
found in the vicinity.

Local Context
La Prevote stands today within a long lost prehistoric landscape. It belongs to the period of tomb 
building with large stones or megaliths, thought to date  from between c.4300 and c.1800 BC.  
In Jersey some fourteen menhirs have been listed (Kinnes, 1988), based on earlier records and 
what can still be seen. There must once have been many more.  The apparent coastal distribution 
which we see today may be accidental rather than real, due to large scale clearance for agriculture, 
particularly in the 18th & 19th centuries.  

Figure 8 - Plan showing relationship of La Prevote to other megalithic sites in vicinity
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There is considerable evidence that they were erected in proximity to or within actual 
settlement areas, or not too distant from burial places.  Their purpose within the community 
as territorial boundary markers, focuses for ceremony, commemoration or personal memorials 
requires more evidence and research.

The sixteen foot high menhir, la Quesne, which once stood on the southwest corner of 
Jersey at la Moye was said to be visible for some distance out to sea and could have possibly 
been a landfall marker for Neolithic or Bronze Age navigators. A portion of a stone circle and an 
alignment are mentioned as being associated with the menhir.  

Reference to Figure 8 shows the location of the menhir at La Prévôté, relative to other known 
or suspected megalithic sites in the vicinity.  It is of course impossible to use this as a guide to any 
significant astronomical alignments, as menhirs have commonly been recycled for other purposes 
or removed from the landscape altogether, while the remaining sites (usually of burial mounds) 
tend not to be well understood.  Figure 8 at least shows that the site does not exist in isolation, 
there being a number of ritual sites of Neolithic and early Bronze Age date in the general vicinity.  
None of these include menhirs, the nearest examples of which are to be found on Les Blanches 
Banques, 5km to the south-south-east of the site.

The German structures
Two accounts of the discovery that the mysterious structures which the Section investigated in 
1996 were of recent origin, have been identified by the author.  The first is within a long letter 
by Bob Le Sueur, written to the Archaeology Section Committee, detailing his memories of the 
excavations (R.W. Le Sueur, 2010).  The second was obtained by the present author from Mr 
Matthew Costard, Vice-President of the Jersey branch of the Channel Islands Occupation Society 
(Costard, M. 2013, pers. comm.).

Both broadly agree, the gist being that in June 1944, shortly after the Allied landings in 
Normandy, the Germans hastily constructed a number of these circular structures, on which they 
placed deliberately ill-camouflaged dummy guns.  The variety of gun is uncertain, the sources 
stating separately that the features were ‘dummy machine gun posts’ or ‘artillery sites’.

Although several local residents appear to have knowledge of the true origins of the features in 
1996, only one is recorded by name: a Mr Carboulec, who lived nearby at Sea View Farm during 
the Occupation and who spoke to Mrs Sue Hardy of the History Section at that time about the 
positions.

Matthew Costard considers that the dummy guns were designed to draw fire away from 
Batterie Moltke at Les Landes, and that each ‘gun’ would have been rather rudimentary, probably 
comprising nothing more than a wooden telephone pole and a pair of lorry wheels with 
mudguards.  The Germans are known to have installed dummy gun positions including wooden 
tanks in various locations.

The British are also known to have used a similar form of military subterfuge to draw fire 
away from major cities and other targets: carefully constructed ‘decoy’ structures being placed in 
lonely places on the targeting bombers’ flightpaths and fitted out with building-like structures 
and set about with tanks of oil and other combustibles to look like targets which had already 
been hit. 
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Conclusions
A previously unknown small standing stone at La Prévôté was identified and archaeologically 
excavated by the Société Jersiaise’s Archaeology Section in 1996.  It was shown to have been a 
menhir, probably of later Neolithic or Early Bronze Age date.

The excavation showed that despite ploughing, the stone’s context could still be identified, 
with a hole dug into the natural bedrock to receive it, containing packing stones: a classic identifier 
for a prehistoric date.  Significant amounts of flint debitage suggested that the site had been 
occupied by a flint-working floor prior to the stone being set up.

The discovery of two small sherds of Gallo-Roman pottery also suggested that settlement 
or agricultural activity was occurring nearby in the 1st-2nd centuries AD.  A glass bead from an 
uncertain context may also be Gallo-Roman.
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